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Abstract: We study the entanglement entropy within a spherical region for a free scalar
field in a squeezed state in 3 + 1 dimensions. We show that, even for small squeezing, a
volume term appears, whose coefficient is essentially independent of the field mass. This
is in line with Page’s argument that the entanglement entropy in an arbitrary quantum
state is proportional to the number of degrees of freedom of the smaller subsystem. It
follows that squeezed states can be considered as arbitrary quantum states, in contrast to
the ground or coherent states that give rise to entanglement entropy that is dominated by
a term proportional to the area of the entangling surface.
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1 Introduction

A long time ago, in the groundbreaking works [1, 2], it was realized that entanglement
entropy in the ground state of scalar field theory obeys an area law. This is an impressive
similarity with the entropy of black holes. It is natural to wonder whether, and to what
extent, entanglement entropy contributes to the entropy of black holes. Moreover, one may
pose the more fundamental question whether gravity is an emergent statistical force, origi-
nating from entanglement. These ideas have been explored in [3–5]. In the context of the
AdS/CFT correspondence they obtain a concrete form. In particular, the linearized Ein-
stein’s equations around the pure AdS geometry in the bulk can be derived as a holographic
manifestation of the first law of entanglement thermodynamics on the boundary [6, 7].

The above concern the vacuum state of a quantum system, which is a very special state.
There is no reason to expect that the entanglement entropy in the vacuum state is similar
or shares the same characteristics as the entanglement entropy in an arbitrary quantum
state. Actually, roughly 30 years ago, Page proved that the bipartite entanglement entropy
in an arbitrary quantum state is close to maximal [8], with a value proportional to the
number of degrees of freedom of the smaller subsystem. One should keep in mind that
the dimensionality of the Hilbert space of each local degree of freedom affects the constant
of proportionality. In a scalar quantum field theory, each local degree of freedom has
an infinite-dimensional Hilbert space, which essentially implies that this proportionality
constant is unbounded. Nevertheless, entanglement entropy still has to scale with the
number of degrees of freedom of the smaller subsystem, in other words with its volume. In
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the context of black hole physics, this line of reasoning leads to the famous Page curve for
the entropy of Hawking radiation [9].

Entanglement in field theory is a vast subject, for which indicative reviews include
[10–12]. The present work is closely related to Srednicki’s method [2] for computing the
entanglement entropy. This method is applicable in the ground state of the overall system,
for which the reduced density matrix is Gaussian and its spectrum can be obtained analyt-
ically. This is not true in an arbitrary state of the system, even in simple states such as the
energy eigenstates. In our previous work we generalized Srendicki’s method to other cases
in which the reduced density matrix is Gaussian. For example, by adding a mass term one
can derive analytical results by making use of the inverse of the mass as a perturbative
parameter [13]. A similar treatment can be applied to thermal states [14, 15]. The main
difference to the ground-state case is that the area law is obeyed by the mutual informa-
tion, and not by the entanglement entropy. The latter scales with the volume because of
the classical thermal correlations between the subsystems. One can also study coherent
states. It turns out that the spectrum of the reduced density matrix is identical to that of
the ground state [16], and the reduced system is described by an effective quadratic, but
explicitly time-dependent, Hamiltonian [17].

The most general Gaussian wave functions, namely those of squeezed states, can be
used in order to probe less special quantum regimes of the field theory. It is interesting to
investigate whether these states can be considered arbitrary enough for Page’s arguments to
be applicable. In our latest work [18], see also [19], we applied Srednicki’s method to these
states for a field theory in 1+ 1 dimensions. The calculation of the reduced density matrix
is straightforward. However, the specification of its spectrum requires some non-trivial
modifications, because the matrices appearing in the exponent of the resulting expression
are not real. We showed that for very large squeezing the entanglement entropy contains
a volume term that is proportional to the squeezing parameter. An alternative treatment
of squeezed states is presented in [20, 21]. Similar calculations can also be performed
for fermionic systems [22], and it was shown that the mean entanglement entropy indeed
approaches the Page curve.

Srednicki’s method is essentially a quantum mechanics calculation and not a quantum
field theory one, i.e. it can be applied to systems with countable degrees of freedom. This
forces us to work with a discretized version of the scalar field theory and not with its original
continuous formulation. For reasons that we explain in section 3, it is preferable to have
a smooth entangling surface, with the simplest choice being that of a sphere. Since we
are interested in tracing out a spherically symmetric region, it is natural to discretize the
degrees of freedom on a lattice of spherical shells. The basic drawback of such a discetization
is that the degrees of freedom are not distributed uniformly. This arises because we impose
an UV cutoff on the wavelength of normal modes in the radial direction, but not in the
angular ones. Since Page’s argument makes use of the number of degrees of freedom, one
should make sure that this number scales appropriately with the radius of the subsystem.
In order to avoid this complication, in [18] we restricted our analysis to (1+1)-dimensional
field theory, where this problem is absent.

In the present work we extend our analysis to (3+1)-dimensional field theory. In order

– 2 –



to avoid problems related to the inhomogeneous distribution of the degrees of freedom,
resulting from the discretization of the field on a lattice of spherical shells, we adopt an
angular momentum cutoff that depends on the radius of the entangling surface in a way such
that the density of degrees of freedom on the entangling surface, as well as the mean density
of degrees of freedom in its interior, are independent of its radius. We further extend our
analysis to massive field theory, in contrast to [18] where only massless (1+ 1)-dimensional
field theory was studied.

The structure of the paper is as follows: In section 2 we review basic facts about
entanglement in squeezed states. In section 3 we analyze the discretization scheme. In
section 4 we present our results for (3 + 1)-dimensional scalar field theory. Finally, in
section 5 we discuss our results.

2 Review of the Method

An interesting property of the simple harmonic oscillator is the fact that an initial Gaussian
wave function remains Gaussian at all times. Let ω be the eigenfrequency of the oscillator
and m its mass. Then, the most general time-dependent Gaussian solution of the simple
harmonic oscillator, i.e. the wave function of a squeezed state, reads

Ψ(t, x) ∼ exp

[
−mw (t) (x− x0 (t))

2

2ℏ
+ i

p0 (t) (x− x0 (t))

ℏ

]
, (2.1)

where

w (t) = ω
1− i sinh z cos [2ω (t− t0)]

cosh z + sinh z sin [2ω (t− t0)]
, (2.2)

x0 (t) = X0 cos [ω (t− t0)] = ⟨x⟩ , (2.3)

p0 (t) = −mωX0 sin [ω (t− t0)] = ⟨p⟩ . (2.4)

The squeezed states are not minimal uncertainty states. The product of the position
and momentum uncertainties reads

∆x∆p =
ℏ
2

√
1 + sinh2 z cos2 [2ω (t− t0)]. (2.5)

Therefore, these states are minimal uncertainty states at only four times per period. At
any other given time, the product of uncertainties may be arbitrarily high, depending of
the complex parameter z, the so-called squeezing parameter. Only in the special case z = 0

they are minimal uncertainty states, the well-known coherent states. Because of the above
properties, a general squeezed state is a deep probe of the quantum characteristics of the
oscillator.

In this work we calculate the reduced density matrix and the entanglement entropy in
the (3 + 1)-dimensional theory of a real free scalar field, employing a direct generalization
of the original method by Srednicki [18]. This generalization applies to harmonic systems
lying in a squeezed state, i.e. a state where all normal modes of the overall system are
described by wave functions of the form (2.1). A great advantage of this method is that
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it provides the reduced density matrix and its spectrum. The latter contains the whole
entanglement information, unlike the entanglement entropy, which is just one measure of
it.

Let us assume that the overall system contains N degrees of freedom. Then, a general
Gaussian state reads

Ψ ∼ exp
(
(x− x0)

T W (x− x0) + ipT
0 (x− x0)

)
, (2.6)

where x is an N -dimensional column matrix containing the degrees of freedom, x0 and p0

are N -dimensional column matrices and W is an N × N symmetric matrix. Notice that
in general the column matrices x0 and p0, as well as the matrix W , are time-dependent.
More importantly, the matrix W is in general complex, unlike in the ground-state case.

The time-dependence of the above matrices is rather complicated. It is of oscillatory
nature, but each matrix element contains contributions by all normal modes of the system.
Let O be the orthogonal matrix connecting the local coordinates x to the normal coordinates
x̃, i.e. x̃ = Ox. Then, W = OT W̃O, x̃0 = Ox0 and p̃0 = Op0, where W̃ is diagonal. The
tilded matrices consist of the quantities given by equations (2.2), (2.3) and (2.4) for each
normal mode of the system.

The density matrix that describes the pure state of the overall system in coordinate
representation reads

ρ
(
x;x′) ∼ exp

[
− 1

2

(
(x− x0)

T W (x− x0)

+
(
x′ − x0

)T
W ∗ (x′ − x0

) )]
exp

[
ipT

0

(
x− x′)] . (2.7)

Since the above density matrix is Gaussian, we may easily trace out a subset of the degrees
of freedom in order to find the reduced density matrix for the rest. Without loss of generality
we consider as subsystem 1 the degrees of freedom contained in the first n elements of x,
and the rest as its complementary subsystem 2. We trace out the degrees of freedom of the
former yielding the reduced density matrix for the latter. Adopting the block form notation

W =

(
A B

BT C

)
, x =

(
x1

x2

)
, x0 =

(
x01

x02

)
, p0 =

(
p01

p02

)
, (2.8)

the reduced density matrix reads

ρ2
(
x2;x

′
2

)
∼ exp

[
− 1

2

(
(x2 − x02)

T γ (x2 − x02) +
(
x′
2 − x02

)′T
γ∗
(
x′
2 − x02

))
+
(
x′
2 − x02

)T
β (x2 − x02) + ipT

02

(
x2 − x′

2

) ]
, (2.9)

where

γ = C − 1

2
BTRe (A)−1B, (2.10)

β =
1

2
B†Re (A)−1B. (2.11)
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The matrix γ is a complex symmetric matrix, whereas the matrix β is Hermitian.
In the original calculation [2] the overall system lies in its ground state and the result is

much simpler. Namely, the vectors x02 and p02 vanish, the matrix γ is not just symmetric,
but also real, and the matrix β is not just Hermitian, but also real. It can be shown that
all these differences apart from the last one do not complicate the task of calculating the
eigenvalues of the reduced density matrix. The vectors x02 and p02, as well as the imaginary
part of the symmetric matrix γ, do not affect the eigenvalues of ρ2; they only affect the
corresponding eigenstates in a trivial manner. Therefore, for the purpose of the calculation
of the reduced density matrix spectrum, we can consider that x02, p02 and Imγ vanish.

Unfortunately, the last difference is not that benign. When the matrix β is real and
symmetric, there is a combination of orthogonal transformations and rescalings of the co-
ordinates that simultaneously diagonalizes both matrices γ and β. This implies that the
reduced density matrix can be written as the tensor product of Gaussian matrices, each one
describing a single degree of freedom. These density matrices are identical to the density
matrix describing a simple harmonic oscillator at a thermal state with a temperature that is
determined by the corresponding eigenvalue of the matrix β̃ = γ−1/2βγ−1/2. It follows that
the reduced density matrix describes an effective harmonic system having N − n degrees
of freedom. Its normal coordinates are the coordinates that simultaneously diagonalize
the matrices β and γ. The system lies in a quasi-thermal state; each normal mode is in
a thermal state, but their temperatures are different. Equivalently, one can conceive this
reduced density matrix as describing a generalized Gibbs ensemble, where the excitations
of each effective normal mode play the role of a different species of particles and the corre-
sponding temperatures define the chemical potentials. It turns out that the eigenstates of
the reduced density matrix are the tower of Fock states of this effective harmonic system,
|m1,m2, . . . ,mN−n⟩, where mi are non-negative integers. The corresponding eigenvalues
are given by

λ{m1,m2,...,mn} = (1− ξ1) (1− ξ2) . . . (1− ξn) ξ
m1
1 ξm2

2 . . . ξmn
n , (2.12)

where the parameters ξi are connected to the eigenvalues of β̃.
In the general case that the matrix β is complex, there are no real coordinate trans-

formations that simultaneously diagonalize γ and β. However, it can be shown that the
structure of the eigenstates and eigenvalues, although somehow deformed, preserves most
of the properties that is has in the simpler case of [2]. In the remaining part of this section
we present only a summary of the main facts. The complete analysis is presented in [18].

Even for a complex matrix β, there is still a tower of states. The ‘ground’ eigenstate
is again Gaussian, namely,

|0, 0, . . . , 0⟩ ∼ exp

(
−1

2
xT
2 Wx2

)
, (2.13)

where W is a solution to the equation

W = I − β̃T (I +W)−1 β̃. (2.14)
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Then, there is again a tower of eigenstates |m1,m2, . . . ,mN−n⟩ with eigenvalues given by
(2.12), where the parameters ξi are the eigenvalues of the matrix

Ξ = β̃T (I +W)−1 . (2.15)

The matrix Ξ is neither real nor Hermitian, yet its eigenvalues are real. If we define
creation and annihilation operators that algebraically construct the tower of the eigenstates
of the reduced density matrix, then these will be linear combinations of the positions and
momenta, like in the simple case of [2]. However, the linear combination of momenta
appearing in one of these operators is not the conjugate momentum of the linear combination
of positions appearing in the same operator. This is the reason the reduced density matrix
cannot be factored into matrices each describing a single real degree of freedom.

A complication that appears in the specification of the spectrum of the reduced density
matrix is the fact that equation (2.14) is quadratic in nature, and thus it possesses many
solutions. Interestingly, only one of those corresponds to normalizable eigenstates of the
reduced density matrix. This is the only one that gives rise to a matrix Ξ through equation
(2.15) whose eigenvalues are positive and smaller than one, and thus to an appropriately
normalized reduced density matrix spectrum (2.12).

The problem of selecting the right solution of equation (2.14) can be solved via the
introduction of a higher-dimensional linear problem. All solutions of equation (2.14) can
be constructed by the eigenvectors and eigenvalues of the 2 (N − n)× 2 (N − n) matrix

M =

(
2β̃−1 −β̃−1β̃T

I O

)
. (2.16)

The eigenvalues of the matrix M are given by the equation

det

(
λβ̃ − 2I +

1

λ
β̃T

)
= 0. (2.17)

Since a determinant is invariant under transposition, if follows that the 2 (N − n) eigenval-
ues of the matrix M come in N − n pairs of the form {λ, 1/λ}. Any solution of equation
(2.14) can be constructed employing N −n eigenvectors and the corresponding eigenvalues
of the matrix M . Then, the matrix W gives rise to a matrix Ξ whose eigenvalues are
exactly the inverse of the employed eigenvalues of the matrix M . Since the matrix M has
N − n eigenvalues that are smaller than 1 and N − n eigenvalues that are larger than 1, it
follows that there is only one solution of equation (2.14) that gives rise to a normalizable
spectrum of the reduced density matrix. This is the one that can be constructed by the
N − n eigenvectors of the matrix M with eigenvalues larger than 1. It also follows that
the spectrum of the correct matrix Ξ is the subset of the spectrum of the matrix M that
contains the eigenvalues that are smaller than 1. This provides a numerical scheme for the
determination of the entanglement entropy, which is given by

SEE = −
∑
i

(
ln (1− ξi) +

ξi
1− ξi

ln ξi

)
, (2.18)

as a direct consequence of equation (2.12).
The reader may consult [18] for more details.
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3 Discretization and Regularization

3.1 Discretization on a Spherical Lattice

In order to apply the method reviewed in Section 2 to free scalar field theory, one has to
introduce a lattice discretization and reduce its dynamics to that of a quantum mechani-
cal system with countable degrees of freedom. The simplest discretization scheme would
employ a square lattice. This simple configuration has a great advantage: the density of
degrees of freedom is constant. On the other hand, choosing an entangling surface that
respects the symmetries of the lattice is advantageous with respect to the complexity of
the numerical calculation. If a square lattice is introduced, the natural choice of entangling
surface will be a rectangular parallelepiped. Its edges and vertices would give rise to loga-
rithmic enhancement of some terms of the entanglement entropy. Even though the volume
term cannot be enhanced, this is not the case for the area one. This fact complicates the
precise determination of these terms, which are the main focus of our study.

For this reason, we insist in using a smooth spherical entangling surface. This is
facilitated by the discretization of the field theory on a lattice of spherical shells following
the approach of [2]. We start with the action of a real scalar field in flat spacetime

S =
1

2

∫
d4x

(
∂νϕ∂

νϕ− µ2ϕ2
)
. (3.1)

Employing spherical coordinates this reads

S =
1

2

∫
dtdrdθdφ r2 sin θ

(
ϕ̇2 − (∂rϕ)

2 − (∂θϕ)
2

r2
− (∂φϕ)

2

r2 sin2 θ
− µ2ϕ2

)
. (3.2)

We expand the degrees of freedom in terms of eigenfunctions of the angular momentum
operator. We define the spherical harmonic moments

ϕℓm (t, r) = r

∫
dθdφ sin θ Yℓm (θ, φ)ϕ (t, r, θ, φ), (3.3)

where Yℓm (θ, φ) are the real spherical harmonics. The scalar field is a linear combination
of the spherical harmonic moments, namely,

ϕ =
∑
ℓ,m

ϕℓmYℓm
r

. (3.4)

Substituting (3.4) in (3.2) yields

S =
1

2

∑
ℓ,m

∫
dtdr

[
ϕ̇2
ℓm − r2

[
∂r

(
ϕℓm

r

)]2
−
(
ℓ (ℓ+ 1)

r2
+ µ2

)
ϕ2
ℓm

]
. (3.5)

The only continuous variable left is the radial coordinate r. Following [2], we discretize
the radial coordinate introducing a lattice of spherical shells with radii ri = ia, where
i = 1, 2, . . . , N . The radial distance a between adjacent spherical shells imposes a UV
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cutoff, while the overall size of the lattice Na imposes an IR cutoff. We use the discretization
scheme:

r → ja (3.6)

ϕlm (r) → ϕlm,j , (3.7)
∂ϕlm (r)

∂r

∣∣∣∣
r=ja

→
ϕlm,j+1 − ϕlm,j

a
, (3.8)

∫ (N+1)a

0
dx → a

N∑
j=1

. (3.9)

The discretized action reads
S =

∫
dt
∑
l,m

Lℓm, (3.10)

where

Lℓm =
a

2

N∑
j=1

[
ϕ̇2
lm,j −

(
j + 1

2

)2
a2

(
ϕlm,j+1

j + 1
−

ϕlm,j

j

)2

−
(
µ2 +

ℓ (ℓ+ 1)

j2a2

)
ϕlm,j

2

]
. (3.11)

This action describes an infinite, but countable set of harmonic systems. Each one is
identified by the pair {ℓ,m} and has dynamics described by the Lagrangian (3.11). These
systems do not interact with each other and, furthermore, their dynamics does not depend
on m. Concerning entanglement entropy, the above implies a 2ℓ + 1 degeneracy for the
contribution of each ℓ-sector.

We define the canonical momenta

πlm,j = aϕ̇lm,j . (3.12)

Then, the Hamiltonian that corresponds to the Lagrangian (3.11) reads

Hℓm =
1

2a

N∑
j=1

[
π2
lm,j +

(
j +

1

2

)2(ϕlm,j+1

j + 1
−

ϕlm,j

j

)2

+a2
(
µ2 +

ℓ (ℓ+ 1)

j2a2

)
ϕlm,j

2

]
.

(3.13)
Thus, due to the spherical symmetry of the setup, the Hamiltonian becomes an infinite sum
of Hamiltonians, one for each ℓ-sector. We define as subsystem 1 the degrees of freedom
contained in the spherical shells numbered with indices i ≤ n, whereas the subsystem 2
is the complementary subsystem. This is equivalent to considering a spherical entangling
surface with radius R ≃

(
n+ 1

2

)
a.

We should point out that even though the discretization scheme is enforced by the
symmetry of the problem, it is rather peculiar in the context of traditional effective field
theory. There is no cutoff of the angular degrees of freedom. So, essentially we are describing
a system as perceived by an observer who can probe modes of arbitrarily low wavelength in
the angular directions, but up to a finite wavelength in the radial direction. Interestingly
enough, this scheme works as a method of regularization without imposing a cutoff on
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the angular momentum1. This is due to the fact that the angular momentum acts as an
effective position-dependent mass, it localizes the normal modes of (3.13) and suppresses
entanglement. It turns out that the series

SEE =
∞∑
ℓ=0

(2ℓ+ 1)SEE,ℓ (3.14)

is convergent. At the practical level, however, when numerical calculations are performed
an angular cutoff is required.

3.2 The ℓmax ∼ n Regularization

Without an angular cutoff each spherical shell of the lattice contributes an infinite num-
ber of degrees of freedom. In the continuous limit, i.e. when the number of shells goes
to infinity and the lattice spacing to zero, the degrees of freedom are distributed homo-
geneously. However, this is not the case when the lattice spacing is finite. Having an
inhomogeneous distribution of degrees of freedom affects the scaling of entanglement en-
tropy. Imposing a cutoff ℓmax to the angular momentum implies that in each spherical shell
there are (ℓmax + 1)2 degrees of freedom, independently of the radius of the shell. In an
obvious manner, the density of the degrees of freedom is not constant in space, but it is a
decreasing function of the radial coordinate.

As long as one studies the states of the theory, like the ground state, in which the
entanglement entropy is dominated by an area law term, things are relatively simple. The
area law term is a local term. It emerges due to entanglement between neighbouring degrees
of freedom that are separated by the entangling surface. Therefore, in order to correctly
study the scaling properties of an area law term, one should ensure that the density of the
degrees of freedom on the entangling surface does not change as we change its radius. This
is achieved by considering an ℓmax that depends on the radius of the entangling surface, as
was done in [13], namely

ℓmax ≃ cn. (3.15)

For any finite value of c, the entanglement entropy is dominated by an area-law term, with
a smaller coefficient than in the limit c → ∞ taken in [2]. This difference is not unexpected,
as this coefficient is scheme dependent.

The above is sufficient for the study of entanglement entropy when this is dominated
by an area law term. In the case at hand, we expect a volume term to develop as well
[18]. Thus, it is necessary that both the volume and the area terms are not disturbed
by the inhomogeneous distribution of the degrees of freedom in our discretization scheme.
Fortunately, the scheme (3.15) preserves both the density of degrees of freedom on the
entangling surface and the mean density of degrees of freedom in its interior. In particular,
these read

ρsurface =
(ℓmax + 1)2

4πR2
≃ c2

4πa2
, ρ̄volume =

n (ℓmax + 1)2

4
3πR

3
≃ 3c2

4πa3
. (3.16)

1This is true in 2 + 1 and 3 + 1 dimensions. In 4 + 1 or more dimensions an angular cutoff is required.
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The scheme works in any number of dimensions. Demanding ρsurface = 1/a2, so that the
density of the degrees of freedom is isotropic in all directions in the region of the entangling
surface, implies that

c =
√
4π. (3.17)

In what follows, we shall call this approach the “ℓmax ∼ n” regularization and use the
convention (3.17).

4 Numerical Results

In this section we present results that demonstrate the effect of squeezing on entanglement
in (3 + 1)-dimensional free scalar field theory. In all cases we use a lattice having N = 60

spherical shells as in the original calculation by Srednicki [2] and set the lattice spacing
a equal to 1, i.e. we measure lengths in units of the UV cutoff. As we discussed in
section 3, we divide the degrees of freedom using a spherical entangling surface with radius
R ≃

(
n+ 1

2

)
a.

A main question we want to address is whether there is a contribution to the entangle-
ment entropy that is proportional to the volume of the smaller of the two subsystems, in
line with Page’s argument [8] and with results in (1+1)-dimensional field theory [18]. Nat-
urally, in infinite three-dimensional space, the smaller subsystem is always the one inside
the spherical entangling surface. However, when we discretize the field theory in a lattice,
this is not manifest. For this reason, we restrict ourselves to n ≤ 30 = N/2.

Previous works on entanglement entropy in field theory, e.g. [2, 13], study the scaling
properties of the entropy with the size of the considered subsystem, usually a spherical
region, similarly to this study. However, these properties would be deprived of their uni-
versal meaning and would not characterize the system of a field theory if the state did not
preserve translational and rotational invariance. For example, if the state broke the trans-
lational symmetry, the entanglement entropy would depend on the position of the center
of the entangling surface and not only on its radius. Most calculations in the literature
are performed in the ground state, which obviously has both translational and rotational
symmetry.

Having the above in mind, it remains to decide on the state of the overall system in
our case. One possibility is to squeeze each mode in a different way. This freedom contains
the danger of picking a state that breaks the underlying symmetries. In order to avoid
that, we consider that all modes of the overall system lie in a squeezed state with the same
squeezing parameter z. When the system lies in this state, the average of local observables
over time preserve the symmetries. More details are provided in appendix A.

Bear in mind that when we discretize the field theory on a finite lattice of spherical
shells, we break explicitly translational invariance. However, in the limit that the lattice
becomes very large, the translational invariance of the state is recovered in the same way
as the translational invariance of the dynamics of the theory. Therefore, our specific choice
of state ensures that the discretized system has a meaningful field theory limit.

The spectrum of the reduced density matrix, and thus, the entanglement entropy are
time-dependent; they exhibit an oscillatory behaviour. The time-dependence is affected by
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the frequencies of all normal modes of the overall system. According to the above discussion,
we need to calculate the mean entanglement entropy over time, S̄EE. In order to do so, we
sample over 100 random time instances.

Although the available computational power has obviously increased since the era of [2],
we kept the same lattice size because the calculations in the case of squeezed states require a
much larger number of significant digits. In some of our calculations 3000 significant digits
were required. Furthermore, since the entanglement entropy is time-dependent and the
desired outcome is its mean value, each calculation has to be repeated for several random
time instances. Finally, our calculations are performed for various values of the squeezing
parameter and the field mass in order to investigate the dependence of entanglement entropy
on these parameters, further multiplying the number of required numerical calculations.

4.1 Massless Field Theory

First, we consider free massless scalar field theory in 3+1 dimensions. As discussed above,
we consider a state where all modes lie in a squeezed state with the same squeezing param-
eter z. Deeper understanding of the behaviour of entanglement entropy is facilitated by
the study of the contribution of each angular momentum sector separately, as described by
equation (3.14). The dynamics of each sector is governed by the Hamiltonian (3.13). Each
of these Hamiltonians can be considered as the discretized version of a (1 + 1)-dimensional
field theory with a position-dependent mass term. Therefore, we may understand the be-
haviour of their contributions to the entanglement entropy by comparing them to the free
massless (1 + 1)-dimensional free field theory that has already been studied in [18].

The entanglement entropy in free massless (1 + 1)-dimensional theory at its ground
state is dominated by a logarithmic universal term [10, 12]. However, when all the modes
are squeezed, even with a small squeezing parameter z, a volume term appears. This
term is proportional to the number of the degrees of freedom of the smaller subsystem,
i.e. Svolume ∼ min (n,N − n). This volume-law behaviour is expected to be common
for any harmonic system at an arbitrary quantum state following Page’s argument [8].2

In [18] a large squeezing expansion was performed for an arbitrary harmonic system. It
turns out that, at the limit of large z, the entanglement entropy is time-independent and
approximately equal to

S ≃ zmin (n,N − n) . (4.1)

In the same work it was shown that for z > 10, this formula is a good approximation for
the entanglement entropy in (1 + 1)-dimensional massless field theory.

Figure 1 depicts the contributions of various angular momentum sectors to the entan-
glement entropy. The ℓ = 0 sector is actually identical to the (1 + 1)-dimensional free
massless theory. The figure displays some characteristic features:

2A typical example of a state with entanglement entropy following a volume law is a thermal state,
see for instance [14, 15]. A volume dependence has also been observed in field theories on time-dependent
backgrounds [23], theories with broken Lorentz invariance [24], and multi-field theories with “field-space
entanglement” [25, 26].
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Figure 1. The contribution of a single angular momentum sector to the mean entanglement entropy
as a function of n. The continuous line is the large-squeezing approximation [18], namely S̄EE = zn.

• The contributions of the higher-angular momentum sectors are smaller than that of
the vanishing angular momentum sector.

• All contributions are increasing functions of the squeezing parameter z.

• For z of the order 10, where the ℓ = 0 sector is well-approximated by the large-
squeezing expansion, the other sectors are neither well-approximated by the latter,
nor by a volume term.

• The larger the angular momentum, the larger is the deviation from the ℓ = 0 sector.

The Hamiltonians of the sectors with ℓ > 0 differ from that of the ℓ = 0 sector in the
diagonal terms, i.e. the self-couplings of the degrees of freedom, which depend on position.
In the limit that the self-couplings of the local oscillators become much larger than the
couplings to their neighbours, which is the limit of large ℓ, the modes become effectively
localized3; each mode affects a single local degree of freedom and the local oscillators behave
as if they were decoupled. It follows that it is impossible to enforce entanglement between
different sites of the lattice via these modes, independently of whether they are squeezed
or not4.

3It is crucial that the self-couplings that are induced by the angular momentum are position-dependent.
A mass term would generate position-independent self-couplings, i.e. a contribution to the couplings matrix
that is proportional to the identity. This does not localize the normal modes. We will return to this issue
in section 4.2, where we study massive field theory.

4This is the very essence of the inverse mass expansion for the entanglement entropy at the ground state
performed in [13], where a perturbative expansion is developed around this limit.
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Nevertheless, at large squeezing, all harmonic systems exhibit the same behaviour. As
shown in figure 1, in this limit the contributions by all angular momentum sectors are
well-approximated by (4.1). The critical value of z for which the behaviour of an angular
momentum sector approaches that of the large squeezing expansion is an increasing function
of ℓ. In this work, because of the specific discretization that we use, we deal with sectors
with angular momentum up to ℓmax ≃ 125. All these sectors are dominated by the volume
term of the large squeezing expansion for squeezing parameters of order 1000.

Employing equation (3.14), we sum the contributions of all relevant angular momentum
sectors and calculate the total entanglement entropy in (3 + 1)-dimensional field theory. It
is well-known [2] that in the ground state (z = 0) the entanglement entropy is dominated
by an area-law term, i.e. it is well-fitted by a curve of the form

SEE ≃ a2n
2. (4.2)

This is visible in the top-left panel of figure 2, where the dashed black lines are fits to the
numerical data by a single area-law term.

As we discussed in the introduction, this is a fact that contradicts Page’s argument [8],
which states that the entanglement entropy in an arbitrary quantum state of the system
scales with the number of the degrees of freedom of the smaller subsystem, i.e. its volume.
Indeed, when squeezing is turned on, as is visible in figure 2, the fit (4.2) is not good, even
for relatively small values of the squeezing parameter. On the contrary, if a volume term is
included in the fitting curve, so that

S̄EE ≃ a3n
3 + a2n

2, (4.3)

the curve fits almost perfectly the numerical data.
If the squeezing is large enough, so that all angular momentum sectors are well-

approximated by the large-squeezing expansion, the entropy is dominated by a volume term
given by a simple analytic expression. As we stated above, this is achieved at squeezing
parameters of order 1000. Recalling that in our regularization each spherical shell contains
ℓ2max = 4πn2 degrees of freedom, the number of degrees of freedom in the interior of the
entangling sphere is approximately 4πn3. We restrict ourselves to the cases where n ≤ N/2,
so that the interior of the entangling surface contains fewer degrees of freedom than the
exterior. Then, the large-squeezing approximation reads

S̄EE ≃ 4πzn3, (4.4)

which is indeed a good approximation of the entanglement entropy for z = 1000, as shown
in the bottom-right panel of figure 2.

The dependence of the coefficients a2 and a3 is shown in figure 3. Both coefficients
are increasing functions of z. As z → 0 the coefficient a3 of the volume term tends to zero
as we expect, since the volume term is absent in the case of the ground state. For small
values of z this coefficient is quadratic in z, as expected by the small-squeezing expansion
presented in [18]. For large squeezing parameters it becomes a linear function of z in line
with the large-squeezing expansion, which suggests that at this limit a3 ≃ 4πz. As z → 0
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Figure 4. The contribution of a single angular momentum sector to the mean entanglement entropy
as a function of n for various field masses.

the coefficient a2 of the area term tends to the finite value a2 ≃ 0.27 coinciding with the
value found both numerically and via a perturbative expansion for the ground state in the
ℓmax ∼ n regularization in [13].

4.2 Squeezing and the Field Mass

In this section we study entanglement in massive scalar field theory in a squeezed state. It
is known that the mass of the field generally suppresses entanglement in the ground state.
We have already seen that position-dependent self-couplings suppress entanglement due to
the localization of the normal modes. This is a mechanism that we investigated in section
4.1. However, the field mass term corresponds to a position-independent self-coupling. As a
result, it does not alter the shape of the normal modes, but only their frequencies. Although
mass suppresses entanglement in the ground state, it is not obvious whether it does so in
squeezed states of the system.

In figure 4, the contribution of a single angular momentum sector to the mean entan-
glement entropy is depicted for various values of the field mass. For very small values of z,
the mass appears to reduce entanglement, as in the ground state of the system. However,
when z increases the entanglement entropy becomes insensitive to the value of the mass.
This behaviour is consistent with the form of the large-squeezing expansion in arbitrary har-
monic systems [18]. The expansion parameter is the squeezing parameter z, which is a pure
number and cannot be compared to any dimensionful parameter, such as the field mass.
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Figure 6. The coefficients a2 and a3 as function of z for various field masses.

Therefore, the same large-squeezing limit applies to all harmonic systems, independently of
whether they are massive or not.

We calculate the mean entanglement entropy in (3+1)-dimensional massive field theory
using the ℓmax ∼ n regularization via the addition of the contributions of all relevant angular
momentum sectors. The results are depicted in figure 5. The numerical data for all masses
are very well-fitted by the sum of an area and a volume term. The volume term vanishes at
z = 0 for all masses. As z increases, the entanglement entropy becomes insensitive to the
value of the mass. Actually, this behaviour becomes apparent at relatively small values of
z. This is also evident in the coefficients of the area and volume terms, which are depicted
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in figure 6. Notice that the volume term is essentially independent of the value of the mass
for all values of z.

5 Conclusions

We studied entanglement entropy in free scalar field theory lying in a squeezed state in
3+ 1 dimensions. We followed the approach of [2] that employs a discretized version of the
theory, discussed in subsection 3.1. For spherical smooth entangling surfaces, which are our
main point of interest, it is difficult to introduce a discretization scheme that respects the
symmetries of the entangling surface and gives rise to a homogeneous density of the degrees
of freedom. We resolved this problem via the introduction of an appropriate regularization
scheme for the calculation of entanglement entropy, discussed in subsection 3.2.

We found that squeezing introduces a volume term in the entanglement entropy. This
is expected for a squeezed state [18], but more importantly it is expected for an arbitrary
quantum state [8]. This finding implies that the area law for the entanglement entropy
in field theory, found in [2], is not a general property, but rather a very special one that
appears in the ground state or in a coherent state.

Our calculation indicates that states of a harmonic system in which all normal modes lie
in a squeezed configuration display the behaviour expected from an arbitrary quantum state
in the context of Page’s argument [8]. According to the latter, the bipartite entanglement
entropy in an arbitrary state is close to maximal and proportional to the volume of the
smaller subsystem. Therefore, the squeezed states that we studied can serve as a benchmark
tool for the investigation of general properties of entanglement.

Page’s calculation implies that the proportionality constant that connects the volume
of the smaller subsystem to the entanglement entropy depends on the dimensionality of the
Hilbert space of the local degrees of freedom. In our case this space is infinite-dimensional.
Obviously the constant that we calculate is not infinite. For large-squeezing the constant
is equal to the squeezing parameter, as implied by the large-squeezing expansion [18] that
results in equation (4.4) for the entropy. It follows that the squeezing parameter effectively
acts as the dimension of the Hilbert space. It measures how many states in the Hilbert
space of the local degrees of freedom can contribute significantly to long-range entanglement
resulting in a volume effect.

Another interesting outcome of our calculation concerns the effect of the field mass
on the entanglement entropy. It is well known that mass suppresses entanglement in the
ground state of the field theory. However, the enhancement of entanglement entropy by the
squeezing of the state appears to be independent of the mass in sufficiently squeezed states.

The area law property of the entanglement entropy of field theory in its ground state
resembles the famous property of black hole entropy. This resemblance has inspired sce-
narios of an interpretation of gravity as an entropic force. Our findings imply that, in such
scenarios, the underlying degrees of freedom that give rise to entropic gravity should lie in
their ground state or at least close to that.
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A The State and the Symmetries of the System

In this appendix we consider a harmonic system with all its modes lying in a squeezed
state with the same squeezing parameter. We show that in such a state the squares of the
uncertainties of the local degrees of freedom and their conjugate momenta vary in time.
Nevertheless, their mean over time preserves the symmetries of the harmonic system.

Let us recall the squeezed state (2.1). An oscillator at this state satisfies

⟨x⟩ = x0 (t) ,
〈
x2
〉
= x20 (t) +

ℏ
2mω

(cosh z + sinh z sin 2ω (t− t0)) , (A.1)

⟨p⟩ = p0 (t) ,
〈
p2
〉
= p20 (t) +

ℏmω

2
(cosh z − sinh z sin 2ω (t− t0)) , (A.2)

implying that

(δx)2 =
ℏ

2mω
(cosh z + sinh z sin 2ω (t− t0)) , (A.3)

(δp)2 =
ℏmω

2
(cosh z − sinh z sin 2ω (t− t0)) . (A.4)

We denote the mean in time with a bar. Since x0 (t), p0 (t) are given by (2.3) and (2.4),
the above equations imply that

⟨x⟩ = 0, ⟨x2⟩ = x20
2

+
ℏ

2mω
cosh z, (A.5)

⟨p⟩ = 0, ⟨p2⟩ = p20
2

+
ℏmω

2
cosh z, (A.6)

(δx)2 =
ℏ

2mω
cosh z, (δp)2 =

ℏmω

2
cosh z. (A.7)

Let O be the orthogonal transformation that connects the normal coordinates x̃i to the
local coordinates xi,

xi =
∑
j

Oij x̃j , pi =
∑
j

Oij p̃j . (A.8)
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We assume that each mode lies in a squeezed state with squeezing parameter zi. Then,

⟨xi⟩ =
∑
j

Oij x̃0j (t) , (A.9)

〈
x2i
〉
=

∑
j

Oij x̃0j (t)

2

+
ℏ
2m

∑
j

OijOij
1

ωj
(cosh zj + sinh zj sin 2ω (t− t0j)) , (A.10)

⟨pi⟩ =
∑
j

Oij p̃0j (t) , (A.11)

〈
p2i
〉
=

∑
j

Oij p̃0j (t)

2

+
ℏm
2

∑
j

OijOijωj (cosh zj − sinh zj sin 2ω (t− t0j)) , (A.12)

which directly imply that

(δxi)
2 =

ℏ
2m

∑
j

OijOij
1

ωj
(cosh zj + sinh zj sin 2ω (t− t0j)) , (A.13)

(δpi)
2 =

ℏm
2

∑
j

OijOijωj (cosh zj − sinh zj sin 2ω (t− t0j)) . (A.14)

Therefore,

⟨xi⟩ = 0,
〈
x2i
〉
=
∑
j

Oij

x̃20j
2

+
ℏ
2m

∑
j

OijOij
1

ωj
cosh zj , (A.15)

⟨pi⟩ = 0,
〈
p2i
〉
=
∑
j

Oij

p̃20j
2

+
ℏm
2

∑
j

OijOijωj cosh zj (A.16)

and

(δxi)
2 =

ℏ
2m

∑
j

OijOij
1

ωj
cosh zj , (δpi)

2 =
ℏm
2

∑
j

OijOijωj cosh zj . (A.17)

When all modes are squeezed with the same squeezing parameter z, the above yield

(δxi)
2 =

ℏ cosh z
2m

∑
j

OijOij
1

ωj
, (δpi)

2 =
ℏm cosh z

2

∑
j

OijOijωj . (A.18)

Bearing in mind that the eigenfrequency matrix Ω̃ in the basis of the normal coordinates
is Ω̃ij = ωiδij , the quantities

∑
j OijOij

1
ωj

and
∑

j OijOijωj are simply the ii components
of Ω−1 and Ω as expressed in the local coordinates. Therefore

(δxi)
2 =

ℏ cosh z
2m

Ω−1
ii , (δpi)

2 =
ℏm cosh z

2
Ωii. (A.19)

The matrix Ω defines the dynamics of the harmonic system. For example, if we consider
a free field theory, the matrix Ω is translationally and rotationally invariant. Therefore,
it follows that the mean uncertainties in time, when we squeeze all modes with the same
squeezing parameter, preserve the symmetries of the overall Hamiltonian. Notice that in
general the above argument still holds if the squeezing parameters are chosen so that they
are a given function of the eigenfrequency of the corresponding mode.
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