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Universidad Nacional Autónoma de México, A. Postal 70-543, Mexico City 045010,
Mexico
May 6, 2021

Abstract
In a seminal paper, Unruh and Wald found that the detection of a right Rindler particle by a linearly uniformly accelerated detector coupled to a free field in the Minkowski
vacuum leads to the creation of a Minkowski particle from the inertial viewpoint. In this
paper, we revisit the framework studied by Unruh and Wald, but now consider in addition what happens once the particle has been measured somewhere in the right Rindler
wedge. We find that the such measurement induces changes to the expectation value of
the stress-energy tensor in the left Rindler wedge, and opens the possiblity for designing
superluminal communication protocols between two spacelike separated observers confined
to the right and left Rindler wedges respectively. We discuss the possible ways of avoiding
such measurement-induced, faster-than-light signalling protocols, but it seems to us that
the question remains open.

1

Introduction

In 1984 Unruh and Wald wrote a very influential paper [1] in which they studied what happens
when a linearly uniformly accelerated observer detects a Rindler particle: From the point of
view of an inertial observer in Minkowski spacetime, the absorption of a Rindler particle –
modelled as a two-level detector excitation – corresponds to the emission of a Minkowski
particle. [1] has become a standard reference in the literature of quantum field theory (QFT),
and has helped clarify several conceptual issues arising in curved spacetimes, remarkably doing
so in the context of a problem in flat spacetime involving accelerated observers. The paper not
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only illustrated the relativity of the notions of particle, detection and emission, but clarified
the fact that working in terms of quantum fields (and taking particles to have an operational
meaning) is fully consistent with the basic ideas underlying the equivalence principle.
Furthermore, [1] has served as the starting ground for further developments. For example,
the study of bremsstrahlung as seen from the point of view of accelerated observers [2, 3], the
analysis of the decay of accelerated protons, and the remarkable finding that such behavior
approaches that of accelerated neutrons, as the mass scale characterizing that acceleration – i.e.,
the corresponding Unruh temperature T = kB a/(2π) – increases and disappears exponentially
as that quantity grows beyond the value of the proton-neutron mass gap [4, 5]. More generally,
the Unruh effect [6] continues to be of great interest in theoretical physics, see e.g. [7] for a
study of the problem as return to equilibrium, [8] for the characterisation of thermalisation
time scales for Unruh-DeWitt detectors, [9] in the context of entanglement harvesting. The
intimate relationship between the Unruh effect and black holes in equilibrium, which indeed
originally motivated Unruh’s work [6], is by now well-established [10, Chap. 5], and can be
seen very explicitly in two-dimensional situations [11]. [12, 13] include thorough discussions of
the Unruh effect, including applications and structural properties.
In any case, it might seem quite surprising that there is anything else to be said by revisiting
the situation analyzed in the seminal work of Unruh and Wald [1]. However, we have several
motivations for doing so. In order to state our motivations, let us describe more precisely what
has been achieved in [1], so we can thereafter state what the new insights of this work are with
respect to what has been previously discussed.

1.1

Brief recount of [1]

The setting of [1], as is well known, considers a Klein-Gordon field in Minkowski spacetime
initially in the Minkowski vacuum, interacting with a detector that undergoes constant proper
acceleration with value a. The worldline of the detector is naturally described in Rindler
coordinates, which can be used to cover Minkowski spacetime with four non-overlapping charts
as follows. The Minkowski boost generator ba = a(x ∂ta +t ∂xa ) defines a bifurcate Killing horizon
at the origin of the Minkowski coordinates and divides the spacetime into four regions: Region
I, where |t| < x is the right Rindler wedge. Region II, where |t| < −x is the left Rindler wedge.
Region III and IV are defined by |x| < t and |x| < −t respectively. For the Unruh effect, one
is mainly interested in regions I and II. In particular, the motion of a uniformly accelerated
detector follows a boost orbit in the right Rindler wedge.
The Rindler wedge I is best described with Rindler coordinates (τ, ξ, y, z) in which the flat
Minkowski line element takes the form.
ds2 = e2aξ (dτ 2 − dξ 2 ) − dy 2 − dz 2 .

(1)

Similarly, in the Rindler wedge II the line element takes an identical form with the replace˜ Similar coordinates can be used for the future and past wedges
ments τ ↔ τ̃ and ξ ↔ ξ.
but we shall not need to make use of those in the present context. For convenience and in
order to connect with the typical language used in discussions about possible faster than light
signaling, we will refer by Alice to an observer in Rindler wedge I, thinking of one moving
with the detector along the world-line ξ = 0 and by Bob, to any observer whose world-line lies
entirely on the Rindler wedge II, often also undergoing constant proper acceleration.
As is well known one might produce various quantum filed theory constructions in any
spacetime, which are in general not unitarily equivalent. In particular, in Minkowski spacetime
there are two quantisation procedures that are natural, given the symmetries of the problem.
The textbook construction is based on the notion of positive energy associated with the usual
time translation isometry of Minkowski spacetime, and leads to a Fock space based on the
2

so-called Minkowski vacuum. In a uniformly accelerated frame, the natural quantisation is
based on the positive-energy notion associated with the boost isometries generated by ba in
the Rindler wedges I (and II), where the corresponding Killing field is timelike, leading to a
Fock space based on the so-called right (and left) Fulling-Rindler vacuum [14].
From the Fulling-Rindler viewpoint, the Minkowski vacuum corresponds to an entangled
state involving all possible number of particles in each of the Rindler wedges I and II. Moreover, the reduced density operator representing the state in each one of the Rindler wedges
is a thermal density operator at the positive Unruh temperature. Thus, a linearly uniformly
accelerated observer in, say, the right Rindler wedge will perceive the Minkowski vacuum as a
thermal state, importantly, at the Unruh temperature. (We give more details below in sec. 3.)
In this setting, there are three central questions that are addressed in [1]. The first one is
to analyse the unitary evolution of the joint field-detector system when the field is initially in
the Minkowski vacuum state and the two-level detector, initially switched off and prepared in
the ground state, follows a linearly uniformly accelerated trajectory in the right Rindler wedge.
This is done using perturbation theory in the interaction picture. The second question is to
see what the updated state of the field is assuming the detector has detected a Rindler particle
after some interaction time has elapsed, namely a one-particle state in the Minkowski folium,
and to obtain the updated stress-energy tensor. It is found that, since the updated field state
is a one-particle state, the energy of the field has increased upon detection. The third question
that is addressed in [1] is whether detecting Rindler particles can be used as a mechanism for
extracting an unbounded amount of energy from the field or to send a superluminal signal from
the right to the left Rindler wedges. In both cases, the analysis leads to a negative answer.

1.2

Motivations or why revisit [1]?

On the one hand, we wish to revisit each one of the main questions addressed in [1]. On
the other hand, additional motivations for the considerations of this article are provided by
the recent works [15, 16] on the implications of certain simple gedankenexperiments about the
quantum or classical nature of gravitation itself, the recent increase in attention of certain
groups on experimental implications of plausible paths for the resolution of the measurement
problem[17], the whole semi-classical gravity program[18] and recent works involving one of us
on the fate of energy conservation in some of the most promising approaches to deal with that
shortcoming in quantum theory [20].
For the first question the motivation might seem a priori somewhat academic. It is the
following: In [1] the calculation of the field-detector evolution is carried out by exploiting an
analogy with the situation of the evolution of a detector interacting with a field in a thermal
state that describes a proper mixture [21], i.e., such that the actual state of the system is
pure, but there is a degree of ignorance as to what the state of the system actually is, which
is encoded in weights accounting for a probability distribution of the possible (pure) states of
the system. This results in a mixed state description of a pure state due to ignorance. On the
other hand, the most natural description for the Minkowski vacuum from the point of view of
an accelerated observer is that of a thermal state as an improper mixture [21] (see footnote 2
for more details), as the left Rindler wedge degrees of freedom must be traced out, yielding a
reduced mixed state.
In this work, we address this by working directly in the Fulling-Rindler representation
and describing the Minkowski vacuum in the left and right Rindler wedges in a doubled Fock
space from the start. In this way, there are no interpretative ambiguities as to what the
physical picture of the system is. Naturally, since the difference between the proper and
improper mixtures plays no mathematical rôle, the result obtained here is consistent with the
one obtained with Unruh and Wald.
3

We proceed to address the second central question of [1] and obtain the renormalised
stress-energy tensor for the field once a Rindler particle has been detected. The upshot of
working directly in double Fock space is that we can obtain an explicit expression for the
stress-energy tensor in the left Rindler wedge, adding to the result displayed in [1] for the right
Rindler wedge, as we show in sec. 4. Here we must emphasise that, while Unruh and Wald
present an argument for the conservation on average of the energy of the system for successive
measurements, which prevents the indefinite extraction of energy from the field by means of
detectors, the energy is not conserved for a single measurement.
This allows us to revisit the third question addressed in [1], that of the possibility of sending
faster-than-light signals from the right Rindler wedge to the left Rindler wedge. As Unruh and
Wald correctly point out in their discussion of Sec. IV in [1], the presence of a detector
(switched on or otherwise) in the right Rindler wedge has no influence on the left Rindler
wedge. Their argument is based on the Heisenberg-picture observation that the effects of the
detector can only affect the causal future of the coupling region between the detector and the
field. In fact, this observation does not even depend on the details of the detector or the field
observables, see e.g. [22] for a precise statement in some generality. The limitation of that
argument is that it does not take into account the non-unitary measurement of the detector,
which is typically described as a projection in the out-state in the interaction picture.
So, indeed, as long as the detector has not been excited 1 , there cannot be superluminal
effects in the left Rindler wedge. Once a detection of a particle has taken place, the state of
the field must be updated, and this does have an effect on the left Rindler wedge for the state
update rule in QFT (and in quantum mechanics) is a non-local operation. The situation is
aggravated by the fact that there is no preferred choice of reference frame in which the state
“collapse” should take place. Indeed, can one think of that occurring in the past null cone
of the event where the detector is excited or in any other arbitrary Cauchy surface including
this spacetime point? While this is a highly non-trivial issue, some general arguments indicate
that the state collapse cannot be taken to occur, say, along the future null cone of the region
associated to the measurement event, for otherwise space-like correlations, as those occurring
in, say, an EPR-B setting could no be accounted for, which is unacceptable and inconsistent
with experiments.
It seems therefore that the measurement will have some effect in at least some region inside
the left Rindler wedge, and that the expectation value of the stress-energy tensor could change
in this region. We must then reassess the question of whether any superluminal signal can be
sent from the right Rindler wedge and read out in the left Rindler wedge, say, by some precision
experiment that could detect a change in the stress-energy tensor of the field detected through
gravitational effects.
In any case, it is clear that it is the actualisation of the excitation (often identified with
the “act of measurement”), and which is poorly understood in quantum theory, what seems
to potentially give rise to faster-than-light signaling. Thus, it seems to us that this issue is in
connection with the so-called measurement problem of quantum theory, which we shall very
briefly discuss in the next section.
Before doing so, it is worthwhile emphasising that any kind of superluminal signaling, if
taken together with the equivalence of inertial frames, would have very dramatic and quite
disturbing consequences, even if such signaling protocol were not completely reliable, as long
as the receiver can be sufficiently sure that the signal they read was emitted by the expected
sender.
1

We will not need to get here into whether this actual change in the detector is to be considered to be the
result of a measurement taken to be associated with an actual read out somewhere in the right Rindler wedge
by an observer as in the Copenhaguen interpretation, or as a result of something else as in other approaches to
quantum theory.
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To illustrate this consider A and B two spacelike-separated events. Alice, an observer at A,
might take the decision to send a signal to Bob at event B using a communication is protocol
that has, say, a reliability of 0.1% success, in the sense that after deciding to send the signal,
the probability that Bob receives it, is just one in a thousand. We note that there is an inertial
reference frame in which event B is earlier than A (according to the standard Minkowski time
coordinate in that reference frame). The equivalence of inertial frames then ensures that Bob
can send a signal with reliability 0.1% to an event C, which is spacelike-separated from B, but
that lies in the actual temporal past of A.
Let us say also that C is an event through which Charly’s worldline passes, and that his
world line is arranged to pass later on, through a designated event lying “just to the past”
of A, and assume that in the remote pass Alice and Carlos had agreed that Alice will send a
signal only when in a specific roulette in certain Casino, the number 25 comes out, in say, the
first run of the hour. Evidently Charly can take advantage of that, by simply placing a huge
bet on 25 any time he receives a signal from Alice, and do noting when he does not. They
might have to repeat the procedure a million times or more (due to the low reliability of the
signaling process) but eventually they will come out millionaires.
Examples of this kind seem extremely problematic , and thus, we take the position that
there must be something at play in physical laws, which prevents anything like this taking
place. We will consider in the reminder of the paper a simple situation in which what exactly
would play that role seems to be rather unclear.

1.3

Organisation of the paper

After this introduction, for completeness Sec. 2 gives a brief account of the measurement
problem in quantum theory, although the details of that section have no effect in the practical
calculations that we present here. Sec. 3 includes some preliminary material, including the
textbook and Fulling-Rindler quantisations of a field in Minkowski spacetime, and how the
Minkowski state can be formally seen as a thermal state when restricted to, say, the right
Rindler wedge. In Sec. 4 we describe the evolution of the field-detector system using a left and
right doubled Fock space representation for the field, and we obtain the stress-energy tensor
after a Rindler particle has been measured. Our results agree with those of Unruh and Wald in
the right Rindler wedge [1], but we also obtain results valid on the left Rindler wedge. We then
discuss the non-conservation of energy upon measurements in Sec. 5 in a simplified setting, for
the sake of clarity. The possibility of faster than light signalling, its implications and potential
avoidances appear in Sec. 6. Discussions and conclusions appear in Sec. 7.

2

Brief recount of the so-called measurement problem in quantum theory

As we have mentioned in the introduction, the actual measurement of a Rindler particle by a
particle detector brings some difficulties that need to be resolved, and which seem to be linked
more generally to the “fuzziness” of the description of the act of measurement in quantum
theory. It seems to us that the conceptual difficulties collectively known as the measurement
problem afflict not only “textbook” quantum theory conceptually, but also the way quantum
theory is actually used by the working physicist, here exemplified by an apparently innocuous
example.
Despite being overlooked in many practical applications in physics, the literature on the
measurement problem is quite large, and the positions taken in the face of it varied. We do
not intend to discuss them in detail. It suffices for us to mention that the paths to overcome
5

the measurement problem have been classified by Maudlin [17] as follows: It is internally
inconsistent to hold simultaneously the following three propositions about a quantum theory:
(i) The description of a physical system as provided by the quantum state or wave function
is complete.
(ii) The evolution of the quantum state is always dictated by the Schr̈odinger equation (or
its relativistic generalisations).
(iii) Individual experiments produce definite (even if often unpredictable) results.
Thus, one must negate at least one of (i)-(iii) above. Negating (i) leads down, in general, the
path of the so-called hidden variable theories, of which the de Broglie-Bohm theory is the best
known example [23]. Negating (ii) implies that the collapse or reduction of the wave function
plays a central rôle, as in the Copenhaguen textbook interpretation, as well as in so-called
spontaneous collapse or dynamical state reduction theories, such as GRW, CSL, Penrose-Diósi,
etc [24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30]. The negation of (iii) leads to many-worlds- or many-minds-type
interpretations [31, 32].
We should stress in regard to (ii) that a central difference between the Copenhaguen interpretation, as axiomatised by von Neumann, and interpretations based on spontaneous collapse
is the rôle played by “observers” or “measuring devices”. In the latter theories observers are
treated in a unified way and obey the same evolution equation as the observed systems of
interest, with the drawback that there is still no fundamentally-derived theory of spontaneous
collapse. In the Copenhaguen interpretation, observers are interpreted as external to the theory, resulting in a lack of clarity regarding what the ontology of quantum theory really is.
An interesting viewpoint, which is rather popular, is the claim that decoherence clarifies the
situation for the Copenhagen interpretation, but this view has been refuted on a number of
occasions, e.g. in [33, 34, 35]. A discussion on the subject could deserve a paper in its own right
and, as we mentioned, it is not our purpose to go into details. We point the reader to works
such as [17] for more elaborate versions of the various positions vis-à-vis the interpretations of
quantum theory as well as the criticism offered by their detractors.
Fortunately, for computational purposes, such interpretative issues do not play a central
role – at least as far as the specific analysis of the situation at hand is concerned. We can
simply follow the authors of [1] in taking the viewpoint that the detector will end up – after
some time has elapsed – in a detector energy eigenstate, that is either exited or unexcited,
and computationally we overlook the details of how this comes to happen. Afterwards, we can
analyze what happens once a Rindler particle has been detected.

3

Preliminaries

We briefly recall here the quantisation of the Klein-Gordon theory in Minkowski and Rindler
spacetimes, and how the Minkowski vacuum can be seen formally as a thermal state when
restricted to one of the Rindler wedges, and particularly to the right Rindler wedge. This
observation is at the heart of the Unruh effect.

3.1

Quantisation in Minkowski spacetime

We consider first the quantisation a real Klein-Gordon field, Φ, in Minkowski spacetime,
(R4 , ηab ), with the line element given by:
ds2 = dt2 − dx2 − dy 2 − dz 2 ,
6

(2)

obeying the field equation
( + m2 )Φ = (∂t2 − ∆ + m2 )Φ = 0,

(3)

where ∆ is the Laplacian operator in R3 and m is the mass of the scalar field. Given (say,
Schwartz) initial data at Φ|t=0 = f and ∂t Φ|t=0 = g, the classical solutions to the Klein-Gordon
equation take the form


Z
sin(ω~k t)
1
3 i~k·x̂
~
Φ(t, ~x) =
d ke
cos(ω~k t)F [f ](k) +
F [g](~x ) ,
(4)
ω~k
(2π)3/2 R3
p
where ω~k := ~k2 + m2 and F [·] is the Fourier transform operator, and form a vector space,
S. In order to quantise, we complexify the solution space to S C , whereby solutions now take
the form
Z
h
i
Φ(t, ~x) = d3~k b(~k)f~k (t, ~x) + b(~k)f~k (t, ~x) ,
(5)

with the coefficients b(~k) related to the Fourier transforms of initial data, and where the modes
take the form
~
~
e−i(ω(k)t−k·~x)
.
(6)
f~k (t, ~x) =
[2(2π)3 ω~k ]1/2
The solution space can be equipped with the pairing
Z


d3 x φ1 (∂t φ2 ) − (∂t φ1 )φ2 ,
hφ1 |φ2 i := i

(7)

R3

and indeed the modes f~k are Dirac-orthonormal with respect to this pairing, i.e.,
hf~k | f~k′ i = −hf~k | f~k′ i = δ(~k − ~k′ ),

hf~k | f~k′ i = 0.

(8)

The one-particle Hilbert space of the theory is the positive-frequency projection of the
complexified solutions with respect to ∂ta , completed with respect to the norm defined by the
pairing (7), which is an inner product in the positive-frequency subspace. We denote it by
H := KS C , where the K map denotes the projection. The bosonic Fock space is defined as
usual,
⊗s n
F := C ⊕∞
.
(9)
n=1 H

Creation and annihilation operators act in the usual way on Fock space vectors and satisfy
the canonical commutation relations (CCR). Namely, for u, v ∈ H, [bb(u), bb∗ (v)] = hu|vi11
and [bb(u), bb∗ (v)] = [bb∗ (u), bb∗ (v)] = 0. Importantly, the annihilation operator annihilates the
Minkowski vacuum, |ΩM i, i.e.,
bb(u)|ΩM i = 0.
(10)

The field observables are self-adjoint operator-valued distributions on F. Denoting by
E : C0∞ (R4 ) → C ∞ (R4 ) the causal propagator of the Klein-Gordon operator, we have that for
f ∈ C0∞ (R4 )
Φ̂(f ) := ibb(KEf ) − ibb∗ (KEf ),

(11)

where K : SIC → H is the positive-frequency projection map with respect to a usual time translation Killing field in Minkowski spacetime. The distributional kernel of the field observable
can be written in the usual way as
Z


d3 k f~k (t, ~x)bb~k + f~k (t, ~x)bb~∗k ,
Φ̂(t, ~x) =
(12)
R3

where the formal sharp-momentum annihilation and creation operators are bb~k := bb(f~k ) and
bb∗ := bb∗ (f~ ) respectively.
~
k
k
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3.2

Quantisation in Rindler spacetime

As we have mentioned above, the boost generators ba = a(x ∂ta + t ∂xa ) define a bifurcate Killing
horizon at the origin of the coordinates of Minkowski spacetime and divide the spacetime into
four regions: Region I, where |t| < x is the right Rindler wedge. Region II, where |t| < −x
is the left Rindler wedge. Region III and IV are defined by |x| < t and |x| < −t respectively.
Each of these regions can be seen as a globally hyperbolic spacetime in its own right, but we
will be interested in regions I and II.
In the right Rindler wedge, ba is everywhere timelike and defines a natural notion of time.
Viewing region I as a globally hyperbolic spacetime in its own right, the quantisation of a
Klein-Gordon field can be carried out analogously to the previous section, based now on the
notion of positive frequency with respect to boosts. Let us denote by R the region I described
above. The right Rindler spacetime is (R, η). It is natural to cover the spacetime with Rinder
coordinates
1
1
x = eaξ cosh(aτ ),
(13)
t = eaξ sinh(aτ ),
a
a
whereby the line element takes the form

ds2 = e2aξ dτ 2 − dξ 2 − dy 2 − dz 2 .
(14)

The Klein-Gordon equation (3) written in these coordinates takes the form

 2
∂2
∂2
∂2
∂
2aξ
2
Φ(τ, ξ, y, z) = 2 Φ(τ, ξ, y, z)+e
Φ(τ, ξ, y, z) + 2 Φ(τ, ξ, y, z) − m Φ(τ, ξ, y, z) .
∂τ 2
∂ξ
∂y 2
∂z
(15)
The solutions to eq. (15) have been first studied in [14]. For our purposes, we quote the
complexified solutions to (15), which form a vector space SIC and take the general form
Z
(16)
Φ(τ, ξ, y, z) = d~κ [aI (~κ)vI~κ (τ, ξ, y, z) + aI (~κ)vI~κ (τ, ξ, y, z)] ,
where ~κ denotes the tuple (ω, κy , κz ), (here ω > 0) and the right Rindler modes are
s

q

κ2y + κ2y + m2
sinh πω
a
vI (~κ; τ, ξ, y, z) =
Kiω/a 
eaξ  e−iωτ +i(yκy +zκz ) .
4π 4 a
a

(17)

where Kν is the modified Bessel function of second kind or MacDonald’s function of order ν.
The Rindler modes are Dirac orthonormal with respect to the pairing
Z


(18)
dvolΣ na φ1 (∇a φ2 ) − (∇a φ1 )φ2 ,
hφ1 |φ2 iI := i
R3

where Σ is a constant τ Cauchy surface in the right Rindler spacetime with normal na . This
means that
hvI (~κ1 )|vI (~κ2 )iI = −hvI (~κ1 )|vI (~κ2 )iI = δ(~κ1 − κ~2 ),

hvI (~κ1 )|vI (~κ2 )iI = 0.

(19)

The one-particle Hilbert space of the theory in the right Rindler spacetime, HI , is defined
by the projection to positive-frequency solutions with respect to ba , completed with respect
to the norm induced by the inner product (18). The bosonic Fock space of the theory is
constructed as usual
⊗s n
FI := C ⊕∞
.
(20)
n=1 HI
8

Creation and annihilation operators act in the usual way on Fock space vectors and satisfy
the canonical commutation relations (CCR). Namely, for u, v ∈ HI , [b
aI (u), b
a∗I (v)] = hu|viI 11
a∗I (v)] = [b
a∗I (u), b
a∗I (v)] = 0. Importantly, the annihilation operator do not annihilate
and [b
aI (u), b
the Minkowski vacuum, but rather the Fulling-Rindler vacuum, |ΩI i, i.e.
b
aI (u)|ΩI i = 0.

(21)

b ) := ib
a∗I (KI Ef ),
Φ(f
aI (KI Ef ) − ib

(22)

The field observables are self-adjoint operator-valued distributions on FI . For f ∈ C0∞ (R),

where KI : SIC → HI is the positive-frequency projection map with respect to ba . The distributional kernel of the field observable can be written in the usual way as
Z

b
d3 κ vI~κ (τ, ξ, y, z)b
aI~k + vI~κ (t, ξ, y, z)b
Φ(τ, ξ, y, z) =
(23)
a∗I~κ ,
R+ ×R2

where the formal sharp-momentum annihilation and creation operators are b
aI~κ := b
a(vI~κ ) and
a∗ (vI~κ ) respectively.
b
a∗I~κ := b
A similar construction can be carried out in the left Rindler wedge with the construc⊗n
b can be
and the field Φ
tion based on a left Fulling-Rindler vacuum |ΩII i ∈ FII := ⊕n HII
represented in terms of left annihilation and creation operators.

3.3

The Minkowski vacuum as a thermal state

An argument to see that the Minkowski vacuum is a thermal state when restricted to a Rindler
wedge relies on the observation [1, 6, 12, 14] that the linear combinations
F1~κ = (1 − e−2πωa )−1/2 (vI~κ + e−πω/a + vII~κ ),

F2~κ = (1 − e−2πωa )−1/2 (vII~κ + e−πω/a + vI~κ )

(24a)
(24b)

are positive-frequency modes with respect to ∂ta , and can be seen formally as elements of the
bM (F1~κ )|ΩM i = A
bM (F2~κ )|ΩM i = 0. It follows
one-particle Hilbert space H. Hence, formally A
that the Minkowski vacuum admits the formal representation [1, eq. (2.21)]


 nj
X
Y p
 1 − e−2πωj /a
(25)
|njI i ⊗ |njII i .
e−πωj /a
|ΩM i =
j

nj

Where the index j runs over the complete set of Rindler modes which here are understood
as discrete sharply-peaked wave packets concentrated around κ~j := (ωj , κyj , κzj ) and |njI i and
|njII i denote an n-Rindler particle state in the regions I and II respectively.
A representation of the field acting on the doubled Fock space F ⊗ F is the following,

h
R
b ξ, y, z) = + 2 d3 κ A
bI~κ vI~κ (τ, ξ, y, z) + A
b∗ vI~κ (τ, ξ, y, z) ΘI ⊗ 11II +
Φ(τ,
I~
κ
R ×R

i

˜ y, z) + A
˜ y, z) ΘII ,
bII~κ vII~κ (τ̃ , ξ,
b∗ vII (τ̃ , ξ,
+11I ⊗ A
(26)
II~
κ
where τ̃ and ξ˜ are left Rindler coordinates and ΘI and ΘII are Heaviside distributions equal
to unity in the right and left Rindler wedges respectively and vanishing elsewhere.
Taking a partial trace over, say, the left Rindler modes in eq. (25) yields a thermal state
in the right Rindler wedge.
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4

What happens once an accelerating observer has detected a
Rindler particle

Here we will offer a brief review of the central aspects of the discussion in [1] which will serve as
the basis for our analysis, but we will also point to certain aspects in which we will depart from
it. For instance, consider the discussion in section IV of [1], in which the authors argue that
measuring a particle in the right Rindler wedge does not open a path to sending a superluminal
signal to an observer in the left Rindler wedge. The argument of [1] is of course mathematically
correct, but it relies on the unitary part of the dynamics of standard quantum theory. Hence,
it does not consider the more problematic aspect of quantum theory, namely the reduction or
collapse of the quantum state that takes place when a measurement is involved. This aspect
however will be an essential component of the present discussion, and a central question we
are interested in considering is – as the title implies – what has happened once a detector
has actually been excited by one of the particles present in the thermal bath characterising
Minkowski state, as perceived by the accelerated observers. That detection in fact represents
a non-unitary, non-local and non-deterministic change in the state of the field-detector system
is the aspect we want to focus on. Once such aspect is added into the picture, the questions
regarding causality and faster-than-light communication must be reassessed.
In order to start the exploration of such issues we will evaluate the change in the expectation
value of the stress-energy tensor on the second Rindler wedge (i.e., that which does not contain
the detector) in the collapsed state of the field corresponding to the situation “after” the actual
excitation of the detector. We have used the word after in italics in recognition of the rather
problematic fact that for any event A in the first Rindler wedge and any event B in the second
Rindler wedge, the time ordering is not well defined, i.e., it will depend on the choice of inertial
reference frame within which one chooses to describe the situation.
We will leave the discussion of the implications concerning the delicate issue of faster-thanlight communication for later and, for the moment, we shall focus in the next sections on the
direct mathematical calculation of the change in the expectation value of the stress-energy
tensor, considering the post-collapse state in the two Rindler wedges.
Consider as in [1] a particle detector coupled to a Klein-Gordon field in Minkowski spacetime
following a linearly uniformly accelerated trajectory with acceleration a in the right Rindler
wedge. In other words, the particle detector follows the integral curve generated by the boost
ba . While currently the Unruh-DeWitt detector [36, 37, 8] is the most prominent detector
model used in studies about the relativistic quantum information and QFT in curved spacetime
literature, we shall model our detector as Unruh and Wald have in [1] to stay closer to their
original treatment.
The detector is treated as a two-level system with Hilbert space C2 spanned by energy
b D := ΩA
b∗ A,
b where A
b and A
b∗ are
eigenstates | ↑i and | ↓i. The detector Hamiltonian is H
b D | ↑i = Ω| ↑i
raising and lowering operators, and Ω > 0 is the energy of the excited state, i.e., H
b
and HD | ↓i = 0.
The coupled detector-field theory is described by the interaction Hamiltonian
b =H
b D ⊗ 11 + 11D ⊗ H
bΦ + H
bI ,
H

(27)

b Φ is the Klein-Gordon Hamiltonian and the interaction Hamiltonian is defined by
where H
Z
i
h
b ξ, y, z),
b ) + ψ(ξ, y, z)Ab∗ (τ ) Φ(τ,
b
(28)
e2aξ dξ dydz ψ(ξ, y, z)A(τ
HI (τ ) = ǫ(τ )
Σ

defines the profile of the spatial extension of the detector and ǫ ∈ C0∞ (M ) is
where ψ ∈
a switching function that controls the interaction between the detector and the Klein-Gordon
C0∞ (Σ)
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field along the linearly uniformly accelerated trajectory of the detector. We shall assume that
the interaction between the detector and the field is weaker than any other scale in the problem
and that it takes place for sufficiently long times.
We consider that the state of the system is prepared initially (before the switch-on of ǫ) as
the tensor product
|s−∞ i = | ↓i ⊗ |ΩM i.

(29)

In the interaction picture, the late-time state of the system (after the switch-off of ǫ) is
given by
 R

b
|s∞ i = T e−i R dτ HI |s−∞ i,

 Z
2
b
(30)
= |s−∞ i + −i dτ HI + O(ǫ ) |s−∞ i,
R

where in the second line we have used the assumption that the coupling is weak. To first order
in perturbation theory, the late-time state of the system is
Z
bI (ω, ~κ⊥ )|ΩM i,
dω d2 κ Γf
|s∞ i = | ↓i ⊗ |ΩM i − i| ↑i ⊗
κ)A
(31)
− (~
R+ ×R2

where the function Γf
− is related to γ := Γ− as defined in [1] by a spectral transformation (with
respect to the operator defining the eigenvalue problem in eq. (15)), and is given by
Z
Z
′
′ i(Ω−ω)τ ′
dτ
ǫ(τ
)e
dξdydzψ(ξ, y, z)vI~κ (0, ξ, y, z)e2aξ ei~κ⊥ ·~x⊥ ,
Γf
(~
κ
)
=
−
R
Z
= F [ǫ](Ω − ω) dξdydzψ(ξ, y, z)vI~κ (0, ξ, y, z)e2aξ ei~κ⊥ ·~x⊥ ,
(32)

where F [ǫ] is the Fourier transform of the switching function of the detector. In [1] it is
assumed that ǫ(τ ) vanishes for |τ | >> T and is roughly constant for |τ | < T , where T is a
sufficiently long time during which the detector is switched on. We make the same assumption
here. This implies that the Fourier transform, F [ǫ], will be highly concentrated near Ω−ω = 0.
In the formal limit ǫ → 1 this is a Dirac delta. Assuming that the coupled system is switched
on for sufficiently long time, we make the approximation F [ǫ](ω) = ǫ0 δ(Ω − ω). The physical
interpretation of the approximation is to disregard the switching effects of the detector on the
field. With this approximation, the function Γf
− can now be written as
where we have defined
χ(~κ⊥ ) = ǫ0

Z

R2

Γf
κ) = δ(Ω − ω)χ(~κ⊥ ),
− (~

(33)

dξ dydz Ψ(ξ, y, z)vI~κ (0, ξ, y, z)e2aξ ei~κ⊥ ·~x⊥ .

(34)

Consequently, in this approximation only the mode with energy concentrated around ωj =
Ω of the initial state of the field |ΩM i appearing in the second term of (31) will be excited, i.e.,
 

nj
Y
X
|s∞ i = | ↓i ⊗ |ΩM i − i| ↑i ⊗  Nj
(35)
e−πωj /a
|rnj I i ⊗ |njII i .
nj

j
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where the state |rnj I i is given as

√
χ(~κ⊥j ) nj |(n − 1)jI i for
|rnj I i =
|njI i
for

j = {Ω, ~κ⊥ },
j 6= {Ω, ~κ⊥ }.

(36)

We now examine the situation in which a Rindler particle has been actually detected. The
rules of quantum theory postulate that the state of the field is updated to
 

 nj
Y
X
ej
(37)
|fM i = −i  N
e−πωj /a
|rnj I i ⊗ |njII i ,
nj

j

ej , defined as
where the factor N
( 2 sinh(πω /a)
j
for
ej :=
p |χ(~κ⊥j )|
N
1 − e−2πωj /a for

j = {Ω, ~κ⊥ },

j 6= {Ω, ~κ⊥ },

guarantees the normalisation of the state.
Let us now compute the expectation value of the stress-energy tensor in the state |fM i
given in (37). Note that the central difference with the calculation in [1] is that we do not
treat the state of the system as an improper 2 thermal mixture in the right Rindler wedge,
but rather as a state defined in the right and left Rindler wedges, which allows us to obtain
the renormalised expectation value of the stress energy tensor for points in the right and left
Rindler wedges.
The classical stress-energy tensor of a Klein-Gordon field is


1
(38)
tµ ν [φ](x) = (∇µ φ) (∇ν φ) − gµ ν (∇σ φ) (∇σ φ) + m2 φ2 .
2
Using a point-splitting regularisation we can subtract the expectation value of the stressenergy tensor in the Minkowski vacuum from the expectation value of the stress-energy tensor
in the state |fM i and obtain the renormalised stress-energy tensor in the updated state.
In the Rindler wedge I, the expectation value of the stress-energy tensor is consistent with
the one obtained in eq. (4.3) of [1], namely
h
i
ren
hfM |Tbµν
(x)|fM i|I = lim hfM |Tbµν (x, y)|fM i − hΩM |Tbµν (x, y)|ΩM i ,
y→x

=

e−2πΩ/a
tµν [vI{Ω,κ⊥ } ](x).
(1 − e−2πΩ/a )

2

(39)

We use here the terminology introduced by d’Espagnat [21] to clarify that the same mathematical object,
a density matrix, can be used to represent two very different physical situations: 1) The case in which one is
interested in an ensemble of identical quantum systems, each one of which is in one pure and definite quantum
state among a list possible such states {|ii} and where the fraction of such states in the ensemble is given by a
certain classical distribution function f (i), and 2) the case in which a system of interest S is a subsystem of a
larger system S + E with the latter in a given pure quantum state, but with our interest focused just on S which
can therefore be characterised in terms of the reduced density matrix obtained after tracing over the DOF of E.
For the first case one reserves the name “proper mixture” and says the density matrix represents such proper
mixture, and for the second case one reserves the name improper mixture and equally indicates the density
matrix, is to be understood as representing the “proper mixture”. We note that another situation one might
want to consider, is one in which one is dealing with a single quantum system S which is in a pure state, which
however is not completely known, and for which one has information about the classical probability p(i) of the
system being in each one of the quantum states. For such situation one can often used the characterisation
provided by case 1) by considering a corresponding imaginary ensemble, in which the fraction is arranged to
match the given probability i.e f (i) = p(i). That situation one also talks by extension about a improper mixture,
even though the state of the system is pure, and the “improperness” is just a result of our ignorance. Finally,
as is usual a density matrix is characterised as thermal if its representation in the energy basis has the standard
thermal weights. Thus a thermal density matrix can be proper or improper.
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In the Rindler wedge II, we obtain that
ren
hfM |Tbµν
(x)|fM i|II

=

1
t [v
](x).
(1−e−2πΩ/a ) µν II{Ω,κ⊥ }

(40)

The central point of the section is that a measurement that occurs in the right Rindler wedge
has non-trivial effects on the causally-disconnected left Rindler wedge, as shown explicitly in
eq. (40).3

5

Energetic considerations

In this section we revisit some of the energetic considerations discussed in [1] but focusing
on the various possible individual outcomes of the “detection attempts”, rather than on the
ensemble averages of detector measurement outcomes, which are the quantities considered in
most of the discussion of said reference.
Following [1] and to simplify the discussion we will consider the case of (ensembles of)
harmonic oscillators, and entangled pairs of harmonic oscillators instead of quantum fields.
There is no loss of conceptual clarity in doing so, but the treatment is mathematically less
involved.
Consider a harmonic oscillator with energy eigenstates {|ni} with renormalised energies
nǫ (i.e., we removed the zero point or ground state energy for simplicity of analysis), and a
detector with two states | ↓i and | ↑i with energy levels 0 and ǫ respectively. Let us assume
that the initial state of the combined system is:


1
(41)
|Ψi = N |0i ⊗ | ↓i + √ |ni ⊗ | ↑i ,
α
nǫ
.
with N 2 = 1/(1 + α−1 ). The expectation value of the energy is hEiΨ = 1+α
If an observer finds the detector in the unexcited state | ↓i, the value of the energy becomes
hEiunex = 0, and the probability for this is Punex = N 2 . On the other hand if they find the
detector in the excited state, the energy becomes hEiex = nǫ and the probability for this is
nǫ
, which is the same as hEiΨ . We note
Pex = N 2 /α. The average result is of course hEi = 1+α
however that in each specific case (i.e., for each specific outcome of the observation) the actual
value of the energy differs from hEiΨ , the expectation value of the initial state of the combined
system. This is of course not surprising, given that the state |Ψi is not an eigenstate of the
total energy operator.
As has been argued in [20], the relevant issue regarding energy conservation is not its conservation “on average”, but its conservation on each single individual instance of any experiment.
In this sense the possibility of preparing a state such as |Ψi and to make the observations
described above already set serious doubts about the general validity of anything like a law of
“energy conservation” in the quantum setting.

5.1

Proper mixture

Consider now the case of a system in thermal equilibrium at temperature T . We take the
system in question once again to be a simple harmonic oscillator. This corresponds, as is
3

Note that the normalization factor in (17) plays a crucial rôle when considering the limit Ω → 0 for the
t [K ](x)
t [K ](y)
RHS of the eqs. (39) and (40) . These limits are given by the functions µν4π40a
and µν4π40a
respectively,
where x ∈ Region I and y ∈ Region II and K0 is the corresponding MacDonald function. In the limit when
Ω → ∞, both RHS terms tend to zero as a result of the same normalization factor.
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traditionally treated on statistical mechanic textbooks, to an ensemble (a canonical ensemble)
of identical particles and might be described by the proper mixture:
−βnǫ
ρ = N Σ∞
|nihn|,
n=0 e

(42)

where N = 1 − e−βǫ is a normalisation constant ensuring Trρ = 1. The mean energy is then
ǫ e−βǫ
hEiT = 1−e
−βǫ . Let us now consider a two level detector (as in the previous discussion) initially
in the un-exited state (and vanishing energy) and make it interact with our thermal ensemble
(for this purpose we in fact consider an ensemble of identical detectors). The initial situation
will thus be described by the density matrix:
h

i
−βnǫ
ρ ⊗ | ↓ih↓ | = 1 − e−βǫ Σ∞
e
|nihn|
⊗ | ↓ih↓ |.
(43)
n=0

After letting the system interact for a suitably long time we will find a result analogous to
that encountered in the equation (3.25) of [1]. That is:


√
√
−βnǫ
ρlate = Nlate Σ∞
|ni ⊗ | ↓i − iγ n|n − 1i ⊗ | ↑i + . . . ][hn| ⊗ h↓ | + iγ nhn − 1| ⊗ h↑ | + . . .
n=0 e
(44)

where γ is a small parameter representing the strength and time duration of the interaction
and Nlate is a normalisation constant ensuring Tr ρlate = 1.

5.2

Improper mixture

Consider now the situation in which we are informed that the detector is excited. To do this
we simply compute a partial trace after applying the corresponding projector | ↑ih↑ |. The
resulting density matrix up, to first order in the expansion is
−βnǫ
ρpost = Npost Σ∞
n|n − 1ihn − 1|,
n=1 e

(45)

 −βǫ −1
e
is still another normalisation constant ensuring Tr ρpost = 1.
where Npost = (1−e
−βǫ )2
We note that the absence of the first term ought be considered to be the result of both
the measurement of the excitation level of the exited detector and the post selection within
the ensemble in which the elements containing the un-excited detector state were removed. In
other words, we have that in going from eq. 44 to eq. 45 actually modifies the set of systems
composing the ensemble itself.
The next observation is that the resulting ensemble, represented by the density matrix 45
is not longer thermal, which in turn implies that the expectation value of the energy
−β(m+1)ǫ
Tr(Ĥρpost ) = Npost Σ∞
(m + 1)mǫ =
m=0 e

2ǫe−βǫ
.
(1 − e−βǫ )
−βǫ

(46)

ǫe
differs slightly from that of a truly thermal ensemble (hEiT = 1−e
−βǫ ). We note again that
even after adding the energy of excitation of the detector ǫ the expectation value of the energy
has changed as the result of the measurement (and post-selection).
Finally let us consider the case of a single pair of entangled harmonic oscillators with
“thermal weights”. That is the case of a pure state, which upon consideration of the reduced
density matrices for each oscillator would result in thermal density matrix, but of course one of
an improper nature. Let us add a detector arranged to interact just with the harmonic oscillator
(II) and which is initially prepared in the unexcited state, so the state of the complete system
is:
(T )
−βnǫ
|ni(I) ⊗ |ni(II) ⊗ | ↓i,
(47)
|Ψiinitial = Ainitial Σ∞
n=0 e
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√
where Ainitial = 1 − e−2βǫ . After letting the system interact for a suitably long time, the
state of the system will be :
h
i
√
(T )
−βnǫ
(I)
(II)
(II)
|Ψilate = Alate Σ∞
e
|ni
⊗
|ni
⊗
|
↓i
−
iγ
n|n
−
1i
⊗
|
↑i
+
.
.
.
.
(48)
n=0
If we project on the subspace corresponding to the excited detector (ignoring the irrelevant
factor i and ensuring that the final state is normalised) we find:
i
h√
(T )
(II)
−βnǫ
(I)
n|n
−
1i
+
.
.
.
,
(49)
e
|ni
⊗
|Ψipos−tsel = Apost−sel Σ∞
n=0
where in this case Apost−sel ≈



e−2βǫ
(1−e−2βǫ )2

−1/2

.
−2βǫ

)
Now the expectation values of the energy of the harmonic oscillator I is hEiI = ǫ(1+e
,
(1−e−2βǫ )
which is different from that of a purely thermal state, while the expectation value of the
2ǫe−2βǫ
harmonic oscillator II is hEiII = (1−e
−2βǫ ) . Note that if we add the energy of the excited
detector, ǫ, we have that hEiII + ǫ = hEiI . On the other hand the expectation energies of
both cases have definitely changed as a result of the “projection”.
At this point we might find nothing seriously puzzling because we have been dealing with
systems that are not initially in energy eigen-states. The change in the case of the harmonic
oscillator II in the above example, is of course a bit puzzling due to the fact that this oscillator
has not been made to directly interact with a detector to bring about the “projection”, however
this is nothing more than the usual change occurring as a result of quantum entanglement with
a second system which has been subjected to a measurement.
The situation considered in Sec. 4 is, however a bit more troublesome as it seems to have
the potential for a serious violation of our fundamental ideas about relativity, in particular,
the potential to offer a path for superluminal communication.

6

Faster than light signaling?

It is widely agreed that our world contains non-local features. This is reflected for instance in
the violations of Bell’s inequalities[38], which have been experimentally confirmed by now in
several experiments [39, 40, 41, 42, 43]. While even simpler theoretical settings, such as the
GHZ construction [44] (which have not been experimentally realised due to technical difficulties) are expected to provide further and even more transparent evidence for non-locality. See
for instance the discussion about the GHZ scheme in [53].
Nevertheless, there are a number of arguments and general widespread conviction that such
non-locality cannot be exploited to communicate superluminally. Indeed, the non-locality
present in the situation examined by Bell does not allow for superluminal communication.
Faster-than-light communication would force us to revise the very foundations of special relativity – and of physics as a whole.
In any case, “textbook” quantum mechanics and its alternatives seeking to resolve the measurement problem do not seem to offer paths that allow for faster-than-light communication.4
The change that we have noted in the expectation value of the stress-energy tensor in the
left Rindler wedge (region II) due to measurements in the right Rindler wedge (region I) –
if detectable – however seem to provide a path for superluminal communication, which we
describe in the following gedankenexperiment:
4
See however the setting considered by Valentini[45] within the context of de Broglie-Bohm theory in a
out-of-equilibrium context, which is argued might be prevalent in the very early universe.
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Gedankenexperiment: Suppose a linearly uniformly accelerated observer in the right
Rindler wedge, say Alice, is equipped with a highly-efficient detector for which it is highly
probable to detect a Rindler particle and non-detection is negligible. This enables Alice to
change the expectation value of the stress-energy tensor in the left Rindler wedge by turning
her detector on or to decide not to do it by not switching on her detector. A causallydisconnected observer, say Bob, in the left Rindler wedge that can probe, either the state of
the field or more specifically, the expectation value of stress-energy tensor (for example by
probing the gravitational field with a torsion balance), would then be able to infer whether
Alice has or has not turned on her detector in the right Rindler wedge. This seems to be a
path for achieving superluminal communication between Alice and Bob.
At this point, one might raise objections regarding the “efficiency” of the above communication protocol. After all, Alice might decide to turn on her detector, but she has no way
to ensure that the detector gets excited. One then might consider increasing the efficiency of
the detector by increasing the strength of the interaction, however when so doing one must
recall that this would also increase the probability of the detector emitting a particle after
being excited thus returning the situation regarding the filed and the expectation value of
the stress-energy tensor to the previous condition. One might also consider the possibility of
increasing the number of detectors in Alice’s hands, and having her turn then them all on or
not as a means to signaling to Bob. This might increase the effectiveness of the protocol, but it
is unclear how exactly the unavoidable interaction among the various detectors might modify
the analysis.
In any event it seems that, even if not highly effective, the possibility of Alice signaling to
Bob in a superluminal way should be considered problematic in view of the implications that
would have for our understanding of the world.
Thus, it seems imperative to consider the caveats that might provide a path to avoid such
a problematic communication protocol. We will offer and briefly discuss what we think are a
serious set of options to be considered:
(i) Strong enough departures from semiclassical gravity, at least in region II:
(ii) Existence of effects that are indistinguishable from observations of the change in the
stress-energy in region II:
(iii) A fundamental indetectability of the change of the state in region II, and in particular
that of expectation value of the stress-energy tensor in said region:
Before we start let us make some observations regarding semiclassical gravity. Semiclassical
gravity is a formalism in which the gravitational field is taken as dynamical but treated in
classical terms as the metric of a spacetime (M, gab ) in general relativity, while the matter is
treated in the language of quantum fields on such spacetime. The metric is taken to satisfy
the semiclassical version of Einstein’s field equations
ren
Gab (x) = 8πGhTab
(x)i,

(50)

ren i, the renormalised expectation value of the matter’s quantum stress-energy tensor
with hTab
in the quantum state, while the quantum matter obeys the dynamics of QFT.
At this point we should mention a delicate issue that appears once one considers any
deviation from the pure unitary evolution of states (which might be represented, say, using
the Heisenberg picture as is often done in QFT). The point is that once something like state
reduction is cosidered (be it in the Copenhaguen approach or in any of the spontaneous collapse
theories[54, 55, 56, 57, 58, 59, 60, 61, 62, 63, 64, 65]), one has the ambiguity of which state
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should be used in computing the right-hand side of eq. (50) should be employed. In other
words, it seems natural that if we are interested in the value of the left-hand side of eq. (50)
at a point x, the right-hand side should be computed using a state associated with a Cauchy
surface that passes trough x , but of course there are infinite such surfaces and the proposal
to consider eq. 50 even as an approximation must be completed with a detailes prescription in
this regard in order to al least have a well-defined proposal [66, 67, 68, 69, 70]. We will turn
back to this point in the discussion section.
A serious issue that arises in situations involving measurements, as discussed in [19, 20], is
the question of conservation laws, and in particular that of the stress-energy tensor, and are
quite delicate in quantum theory in general. As noted in [20], the question becomes essentially
intractable in a vaguely-defined scheme as the one offered by the Copenhagen interpretation.
On the other hand, and as extensivelly discussed in [20], when considering the promising
options to address the conceptual problems of quantum theory, namely: spontaneous collapse
theories, non-local hidden variable theories, or even many-world-type interpretations, there
seems to be no reasonable path to maintain energy momentum conservation in the context of
semiclassical gravity.
It is worth noting that there are at least two points of view regarding semiclassical gravity.
The first one, considers that it must be the effective limit of a fundamental quantum gravity
theory. The second viewpoint is that quantum gravity is not a necessity and that semiclassical
gravity can play a fundamental rôle in its own right. The first viewpoint would seem to be
the only reasonable if one were to accept the conclusions of Eppley and Hannah [46], which
have however been criticised in [47, 48, 49], or the arguments in Page and Geilker [50], which
as discussed in [20] we do not take it to be conclusive either (see also [51]). We will not enter
any further into this discussion here, and instead, point the interested reader to the above
mentioned works and the references therein.
In any case, whether or not semiclassical gravity, if one is interested to consider the theory
in its own right or just as an approximation to full quantum gravity, we must recall that
it is applied to problems in black hole physics, cosmology, and so on. That is, its basically
standard practice consider that semiclassical gravity represents at least an effective description
of the gravity-matter interface, which might be valid as long as scales of curvature and matter
densities are well below the Planck scale. Motivated by the considerations in [20] we will
add the assumption that there is an underlying theory of quantum gravity, from which some
appropriate notion of real or effective state reduction emerges on whose precise nature we
remain agnostic. The thought that it must be discarded already by considerations involving
such a simple situation as the excitation of an accelerated detector seem rather disturbing.
Let us now briefly discuss the options (i)-(iii) considered above.
(i) This possibility must be further specified regarding what is meant by the words “strong
enough” to address the issue. As noted, it seems rather unlikely that arbitrarily large departures of semiclassical gravity will be associated with such simple and rather common situation.
The question thus requires consideration of the means by which Bob might detect the corresponding change in the spacetime metric in region II. As is clear that a modification Rab might
be in principle measured by the study of the geodesic deviation equation and in particular the
expansion of the congruence of geodesics in that region. It seems the question will have to be
connected at least to some fundamental limitation on the validity of the notion of test point
particles following geodesics of the underlying metric. There are of course some limitations on
that arising from simple quantum considerations about the description of free point particles
which negate the notion of well defined trajectories. Moreover as discussed in [52], the standard
quantum mechanical minimal delocalisation of a quantum particle (characterised for instance
by its Compton wavelength) implies such particle ought not to be considered as point like and
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as is well known in general, even at the classical level extended objects fail to follow geodesics.
(ii) Here we must consider the existence of other effects that might not be effectively distinguished from the changes resulting from the collapse. Those might be intrinsically associated
with the gravitational effects of either the measuring devices that Bob would be introducing in
order to detect the changes in the space time metric in region II. They also might be associated
with mere existence of (and the non-vanishing stress-energy tensor) corresponding to Alice and
her detectors, whose own gravitational effects we have been neglecting so far, although classically these effects will in principle propagate causally and not affect region II, it is likely
that deviations from Minkowski spacetime reflect on the non-local state of the field from a
semiclassical-gravity viewpoint in such a way that the quantum state of the field cannot be in
principle the Minkowski vaccum state to begin with. Moreover, the stress-energy of Alice and
her apparatus must be considered in the constraints of the theory, and the spacetime will have
a non-vanishing ADM mass, reflected in the asymptotic behaviour in all spacetime directions.
Another possibility is to consider that the model used for Alice’s detector, although standard in the literature, is a local model (in Region I) of the detector. Treating Alice’s detector
as a quantum field yields a detector model with support in both Regions I and II. In the
Heisenberg picture we know that the existence of a field-like detector for Alice will only affect
the dynamics in the causal future of the coupling region between Alice’s detector (or probe)
and the quantum field considered as a system. This can also be formalised in the algebraic
QFT language [22]. However, as emphasised in [22], a local and covariant measurement scheme
is only able to describe the probe-system measurement chain under the assumption that somewhere, someone knows how to measure something. Thus, it seems that the issue of sending a
faster-than-light signal by the “act of measurement” cannot be resolved by simply changing the
detector model. Sorkin has pointed out in his “impossible measurements” protocol [71] that
the existence of spatially extended detectors, would make faster than light signaling almost
unavoidable. See however [72, 73].
(iii) This possibility could result from a variety of reasons. For instance, it might be that the
appropriate versions of semiclassical gravity that will hold are such that the expectation value
of the stress-energy tensor at any point, is taken on states associated with hypersurfaces which
would not incorporate the change in the state resulting from a collapse or a measurement on
region I. One such option would require to take the expectation value of the stress-energy tensor
appearing at the right-hand side of Einstein’s semiclassical equation in x to be computed using
the state corresponding to the something like the hypersurface J − (x), and that, at the same
time, the detailed theory characterising the measurement (i.e., something like the spontaneous
collapse theories considered in [28, 29, 30]), is such, that the state associated with J − (x) is
unaffected. A scheme of that kind would ensure that the measurement of Alice would have no
consequences from semiclassical gravity for spacelike-separated events. The issue is however
quite delicate one as illustrated by the discussions in [66], the pursuit of which lies outside the
scope of the present work.
An argument in favour of the impossibility of detecting the signal is the following. One can
assume that stress-energy conservation must hold on average, i.e., for successive measurements,
which prevents one from extracting arbitrarily large amounts of energy from the quantum field
by detector measurements, as argued in [1]. Thus, an arbitrarily-efficient detector must produce arbitrarily-small changes for the stress-energy tensor when it detects a Rindler particle.
The issue now becomes whether there exists an “engineering window” where the efficiency of
the detector and the amplitude of the signal can be compensated, such that a faster-than-light
signal is measurable by Bob and that such signal can be sent with sufficient certainty by Alice.
On this point, it follows from the inequality ∆E∆T ≥ ~ that to detect such a small signal
Bob requires a large amount of time. On the other hand, in principle, Bob has an infinite
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time to measure an arbitrarily small signal, for he can orbit along a Killing vector boost orbit
in the left Rindler wedge, and one could argue that such engineering window can always be
found. However, any physical signal sent by Alice must decay as it approaches I + . Thus, it
is possible that the signal becomes weaker as Bob’s proper time elapses, hence rendering the
signal “effectively undetectable ”. Note, however that as discussed in the introduction, such
arguments must be considered with care, because, in principle, even a very unreliable communication protocol which allows faster than light communications would be quite problematic.
We think these ideas deserve much deeper exploration.

7

Final remarks

We have revisited the issue of detection of a Rindler particle by an accelerator detector confined
to the right Rindler wedge, focusing attention on the implications of the reduction of the state
associated with the actual detection or what is often referred to as the measurement part of
the process. We have noted that the concomitant modification of the state of the quantum
field, imply changes in the (expectation value of the renormalised) stress-energy tensor in both
Rindler wedges.
Concerning the right Rindler wedge, it is interesting that the resulting state and stressenergy tensor expectation values become non-thermal which is, in a sense, easy to understand
as result of the disruption brought by the interaction with the detector. Of course, one expects
that in the long run further interaction between the field and detector or among the field modes
themselves will bring the system to a new state of thermal equilibrium.
Concerning the left Rindler wedge, however, the change in the stress-energy tensor expectation value is more problematic, as it seems to open a possibility for faster than light
communication. We have noted some of what we see as the most natural possibilities to avoid
such conclusion, but further studies of these issues are required in order to get to more definite
and solid conclusions.
For the moment, we can only stress that the fuzzy act of measuring in quantum theory can
bring about complications even in apparently inocuous circumstances, such as in the context
of the detection of a Rindler particle in Minkowski spacetime. It is our hope to draw the
attention of the community to these delicate issues that afflict our understanding of quantum
theory in general and of QFT in particular. It seems to us that attempting to experimentally
realise the proposed gedankenexperiment in this paper should aid in clarifying this situation.
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