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One consequence of the cosmic censorship conjecture is that any topological structure will ulti-
mately collapse to within the horizons of a set of black holes, and as a result, an external classical
observer will be unable to probe it. However a single two-level quantum system (UDW detector) that
remains outside of the horizon has been shown to distinguish between a black hole and its associated
geon counterpart via its different response rates. Here we extend this investigation of the quantum
vacuum outside of an RP2 geon by considering the entanglement structure of the vacuum state of
a quantum scalar field in this spacetime, and how this differs from its BTZ black hole counterpart.
Employing the entanglement harvesting protocol, where field entanglement is swapped to a pair of
UDW detectors, we find that the classically hidden topology of the geon can have an appreciable
difference in the amount of entanglement harvested in the two spacetimes for sufficiently small mass.
In this regime, we find that detectors with a small energy gap harvest more entanglement in the
BTZ spacetime; however as the energy gap increases, the detectors harvest more entanglement in a
geon spacetime. The energy gap at the crossover is dependent on the black hole mass, occurring at
a lower values for lower masses. This also impacts the size of the entanglement shadow, the region
near the horizon where the detectors cannot harvest entanglement. Small gap detectors experience
a larger entanglement shadow in a geon spacetime, whereas for large gap detectors the shadow is
larger in a BTZ spacetime.

I. INTRODUCTION

It is not at all an exaggeration to say that the intro-
duction of topology into physics was inaugurated by Sir
Roger Penrose. While at the 1954 International Confer-
ence of Mathematicians in Amsterdam as a student, he
was inspired by an exhibition of the work of Dutch artist
M.C. Escher, and soon began to conceptualize impossi-
ble objects of his own [1, 2]. One of these is known as
the Penrose triangle, or tribar – a shape that looks like
a solid three dimensional triangle, but is not. With his
father Lionel, he developed the Penrose staircase, a set of
stairs that one could perpetually climb (or descend) in an
impossible loop. These ideas in turn inspired Escher to
produce two of his most famous masterpieces, Waterfall
and Ascending and Descending [3].

It is fortunate for physics – indeed for science – that
Penrose turned his attention from mathematics to as-
trophysics, introducing mathematical tools that forever
changed how we understand and analyze spacetime. His
innovative perspective was to concentrate on the topol-
ogy of spacetime instead of its detailed geometric struc-
ture. This led to the notion of the conformal structure
of spacetime, which determines the trajectories of null
geodesics, and in turn the causal relationships between
different regions of spacetime.

His groundbreaking paper on gravitational collapse [4]
demonstrated (in the context of classical physics) that
ultimately some kind of spacetime singularity will form
from imploding matter (for example a collapsing star)
provided energy is positive and the field equations of gen-
eral relativity hold. This in turn led to the notion of
cosmic censorship, Penrose’s 1969 conjecture [5, 6] that

any singularities formed in a physical process will be con-
fined within a well-behaved event horizon that surrounds
a hidden space-time region, from which the term black
hole was coined by Wheeler [7].

The cosmic censorship conjecture implies that an event
horizon will hide any singularities forming to the future of
a regular initial data surface. If this Cauchy surface is not
simply connected (and asymptotically flat), it will also
have singular time evolution provided the weak energy
condition holds [8]. Presumably any topological struc-
tures will ultimately collapse within the horizon of a black
hole (or a collection of them) if cosmic censorship holds.
This implies that there is a topological censorship con-
jecture: no (classical) observer remaining outside a black
hole can probe the topology of spacetime [9], which has
been proven for globally hyperbolic spacetimes [10]. Es-
sentially, any topological structure collapses too rapidly
for light to traverse it.

Such theorems do not prevent the existence of space-
times that have non-simply connected structures hidden
behind event horizons. An interesting class of such ob-
jects are geons [10–12]. A simple example is the RP3

geon: a space and time orientable Z2 quotient of the
Kruskal manifold. It has an asymptotically flat exterior
region that isometric to a standard Schwarzschild exte-
rior and hence is an eternal black hole. It is possible to
generalize such objects to have spin and charge [12], and
to have other asymptotic structures apart from flatness.

Classically, to observers outside the event horizon,
geons are indistinguishable from their standard black
hole counterparts. Indeed, as an eternal black and white
hole spacetime, we don’t expect one to form by some
astrophysical process. What warrants their considera-
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tion in physics is precisely their status as unconventional
black holes, particularly in quantum contexts. The RP3

geon was not only used to illustrate cosmic censorship,
but was also shown to raise interesting questions about
black hole entropy and its statistical mechanical interpre-
tation in the context of the quantum vaccum for scalar
and spinor fields [11].

The RP2 geon – a (2 + 1) dimensional asymptotically
anti de Sitter (AdS) analogue of the RP3 geon – has
been a particularly interesting object to study. Its black
hole counterpart is the non-rotating Banados-Teitelboim-
Zanelli (BTZ) black hole [13, 14], which is an interesting
theoretical laboratory for studying quantum gravity [15].
In particular, the ‘BTZ geon’ has been used to probe
AdS/CFT correspondence [16–18]. The boundary Con-
formal Field Theory (CFT) state corresponding to the
geon is pure, but has correlations that yield thermal ex-
pectation values at the usual BTZ Hawking temperature
(for suitably restricted classes of operators), suggesting
an interesting relationship between topology and corre-
lations in the boundary state. The geon has also been
shown to have interesting duality properties relating the
volume of a maximum time slice and a quantum infor-
mation metric in the dual CFT [19, 20] that are natural
counterparts of the BTZ case [21], again indicating that
hidden topology can manifest itself in other physical ef-
fects.

In fact quantum effects can be used to actually probe
the interior of a geon, allowing one to ‘look’ inside a black
hole [22, 23]. In particular, the transition rates of an
Unruh-DeWitt (UDW) detector [24, 25] placed outside
the horizon of an eternal BTZ black hole and its asso-
ciated geon counterpart differ. The geon case is time-
dependent, implying the topological structure of the sin-
gularity can indeed be probed from outside the Killing
horizon.

All of this makes it clear that the quantum vacuum
outside a geon has a considerably different character than
that outside of a black hole. Here we are concerned with
probing the entangling properties of spacetime outside
such objects to see how they differ from those of their
black hole counterparts. Specifically, we study the vac-
uum entanglement that two UDW detectors can extract
from spacetime outside of the RP2 geon as compared to
its previously studied [26–28] BTZ counterpart. We find
that the censored topology of the geon does indeed af-
fect the vacuum entanglement properties of a scalar field,
manifest as differences in non-local correlations between
the detectors and in the amount of entanglement they
can extract.

The entanglement properties of quantum field theo-
ries, in particular the entanglement present in the vac-
uum, has applications in multiple areas of physics includ-
ing quantum information [29, 30] and metrology [31], the
AdS/CFT correspondence [32], quantum energy telepor-
tation [33, 34], and black hole entropy [35, 36]. Indeed
they are at the core the black hole information para-
dox [37, 38] and its proposed solutions [39–41].

It has long been known [42, 43] that quantum vacuum
correlations are present between both timelike and space-
like separated regions. Several years later it was realized
[44] that this vacuum entanglement can be swapped with
a physical system: two initially uncorrelated atoms (ei-
ther spacelike or timelike separated) that interact for a
finite time with the electromagnetic vacuum can exhibit
nonlocal correlations.

Understanding this process is best explicated by using
UDW detectors to model the atoms, idealized as two-
level qubits, and a scalar field to model the electromag-
netic one [45, 46]. Entanglement in the scalar quantum
vacuum can be transferred to the UDW detectors via a
protocol known as entanglement harvesting [47], and is
particularly useful insofar as it characterizes properties
of the quantum vacuum inaccessible to a single detec-
tor. Examples include probes of spacetime topology [48],
the distinctive thermal character of de Sitter spacetime
[49, 50], and the discovery of new structures such as sep-
arability islands in anti-de Sitter spacetime [51, 52].

Over the past few years we have been learning more
about harvesting vacuum entanglement in black hole
spacetimes. The original investigation revealed that a
black hole has an entanglement shadow: a region outside
its horizon within which it is not possible to harvest en-
tanglement [26]. A more recent study [28] showed that
the situation dramatically changes if the black hole is
rotating: the shadow persists, but the extracted entan-
glement can be amplified by as much as a factor of 10
at moderate distances away from the horizon for near-
extremal black holes. These studies were carried out for
the BTZ black hole [53] but are expected to be universal
[54], and a recent study in Schwarzschild/Vaidya space-
times of entanglement harvesting is consistent with this
expectation [55].

Here we further advance our understanding of entan-
glement harvesting by investigating it outside an RP2

geon (or simply ‘geon’, as we shall now refer to this
object). While large-mass geons have entangling prop-
erties that are effectively indistinguishable from their
BTZ counterparts, small-mass geons exhibit quantitative
distinctions, distinctions that increase as the mass gets
smaller. Non-local correlations are notably amplified in
the small-mass geon case, though because the local noise
(transition probability) of the detectors can likewise be
amplified, this does not necessarily translate into a cor-
respondingly larger amount of extractable entanglement.

We shall begin by reviewing the entanglement harvest-
ing protocol in section II followed by a review of the geon
spacetime and its BTZ counterpart. We then compute
in section III the transition probability of a UDW detec-
tor outside of a geon, extending an investigation previ-
ously carried out for the transition rate [22]. We then
compute the non-local correlations of a pair of identical
detectors, and from this determine the amount of entan-
glement they can extract. Our measure of entanglement
is given by the concurrence [48, 56, 57], and we examine
its dependence on the separation between the horizon
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and the closest detector to it, as well as on the sepa-
ration between the detectors and their identical energy
gap. Entanglement harvesting proves to be quite sensi-
tive to this latter quantity, which plays a significant role
in the reach of the entanglement shadow of the geon. We
close in section IV with some conclusions on our work,
and the relationship between quantum entanglement and
spacetime topology.

II. THE ENTANGLEMENT HARVESTING
PROTOCOL

A. The Unruh-DeWitt detector

We consider two identical two-level Unruh-DeWitt
(UDW) detectors [24, 25] A and B, with ground and
excited states given by |g〉D and |e〉D respectively, sep-
arated by an energy gap ΩD, which couples locally to a

massless quantum scalar field φ̂(x, t) and D ∈ {A,B}.
The trajectories of the detector are given by xD(τD),
where τD is the proper time of detector D. The interac-
tion of each detector is described buy the Hamiltonian

HD(τ) = λχD(τ)
(
eiΩτσ+

D + e−iΩτσ−D

)
⊗ φ[xD(τ)], (1)

where λ
√
σ � 1 is the coupling strength of the inter-

action, χD(τ) is the switching function, with charac-
teristic width σ, that controls when the detector cou-

ples to the field, and the ladder operators associated
with the Hilbert spaces of the detectors σ± are given by
σ+
D := |1〉D 〈0|D and σ−D := |0〉D 〈1|D. This simple model

was shown to capture relevant features of the light-matter
interaction when no angular momentum exchange is in-
volved [58–60].

The evolution of the detector-field system, with respect
to time t, is described by the unitary operator

Û := T exp

[
−i

∫
dt

(
dτA
dt

ĤA[τA(t)] +
dτB
dt

ĤB [τB(t)]

)]
(2)

where T is the time ordering operator.

The detectors are initialized (at t→∞) in the ground
state, and the field begins in the vacuum state, so the
initial detector-field state is given by

|Ψ0〉 = |g〉A ⊗ |g〉B ⊗ |0〉φ . (3)

After the interaction (at t → ∞), the density matrix
describing the state of the two detector sub-system is

given by ρ̂AB = Trφ

[
Û |Ψ0〉 〈Ψ0| Û†

]
, which is

ρ̂AB =

1− PA − PB 0 0 X∗

0 PB 0 C∗ 0
0 C PA 0
X 0 0 0

+O(λ4) (4)

to lowest order in the coupling strength, where

PD := λ2

∫
dτDdτ

′
D χD(τD)χD(τ ′D)e−iΩ(τD−τ ′

D)W
(
xD(t), xD(t′)

)
for D ∈ {A,B} (5)

C := λ2

∫
dτAdτB χA(τA)χB(τB)e−i(ΩAτA−ΩBτB)W

(
xA(t), xB(t′)

)
(6)

X := λ2

∫
dτAdτB χA(τA)χB(τB)e−i(ΩAτA+ΩBτB)

[
θ(t′ − t)W

(
xA(t), xB(t′)

)
+ θ(t− t′)W

(
xB(t′), xA(t)

)]
(7)

and θ(t−t′) is the Heaviside theta function. The function

W (x, x′) =
〈

0
∣∣∣ φ̂(x(t), t

)
, φ̂
(
x′(t′), t′

) ∣∣∣ 0〉 is the Wight-

man function, the two-point correlator of the field be-
tween spacetime points x(t) and x′(t′).

If either detector A or detector B is traced out of Eq.
4, the density matrix describing the final state of the
remaining detector is

ρ̂D =

(
1− PD 0

0 PD

)
for D ∈ {A,B} (8)

so we can interpret PD as the transition probability of
detector D. The matrix elements X and C can be inter-
preted as the non-local correlations and the total corre-
lations between the detectors respectively.

B. Quantifying the entanglement in ρAB

For a pair of qubits, the concurrence is an entangle-
ment monotone that ranges from a value of 0 to 1, and
so we choose it as our measure of entanglement [57]. It
is defined by

C(ρ̂) := max [0, w1 − w2 − w3 − w4] (9)

where the wi’s are the square roots of the eigenvalues
(w1 ≥ w2 ≥ w3 ≥ w4) of the matrix

ρ̂ [(σ̂y ⊗ σ̂y) ρ̂∗ (σ̂y ⊗ σ̂y)] (10)
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and σ̂y is the Pauli y matrix. For a density matrix of the
form of Eq. (4), the concurrence becomes

C(ρ̂AB) = 2 max
[
0, |X| −

√
PAPB

]
. (11)

This expression of concurrence provides a nice physical
interpretation: detectors A and B are entangled when
the non-local correlations |X| dominates the root mean
square of the local noise of the detectors, PA and PB .

C. The BTZ and Geon Spacetimes

The BTZ black hole metric is a solution to Einstein’s
field equations in (2+1)-dimensions with a negative cos-
mological constant Λ = −1/`2 [13, 14]. For a black hole
with zero angular momentum, it is given by

ds2 = −

(
r2 − r2

h

`2

)
dt2 +

(
r2 − r2

h

`2

)−1

dr2 + r2dφ2

= − `2

(1 + UV )2

[
−4 dUdV +M (1− UV )

2
dφ2
]
(12)

respectively in Schwarzchild-like coordinates and Kruskal
coordinates, where t ∈ (−∞,∞), r ∈ (0,∞), φ ∈ (0, 2π),

and rh = `
√
M is the horizon. The null coordinates cover

the entire maximally extended spacetime shown in figure
1(a), where −1 < UV < 1.

The associated geon of the BTZ black hole can be
constructed by making appropriate identifications on the
maximally extended BTZ spacetime [12, 16]

J : (U, V, φ)→ (V,U, φ+ π)) , (13)

which introduces a freely acting involutive isometry,
whose group is Γ := {IdBTZ, J} ' Z2. The geon is the
quotient space of the BTZ spacetime under this isome-
try: it is isometric to one exterior region of the BTZ black
hole, as illustrated in figure 1, and so outside of the hori-
zon, the geon spacetime is identical to the BTZ space-
time, sharing all of its local isometries. It is a spacetime
with a topological twist analogous to a Klein bottle, with
the twist hidden behind an event horizon. The geon is
time orientable, admitting a global foliation with space-
like hypersurfaces of topology RP2\ {point at infinity},
implying a similar change in the topology of the singu-
larity. We choose the Hartle-Hawking vacuum, since it is
invariant under the involution J , so it induces a unique
vacuum on the geon background [11].

The BTZ Wightman function for a conformally cou-
pled quantum scalar field (in the Hartle Hawking vac-
uum) can be constructed from AdS3 written in Rindler
coordinates by identifying φ→ φ+ 2πn where n is an in-
teger. This yields the image sum over the AdS Wightman

FIG. 1: (a) A conformal diagram of the BTZ black hole;
each point in the diagram represents a suppressed S1.

(b) A conformal diagram of the RP2 geon spacetime; the
region not on the dashed line is identical to the diagram

in (a). However on the dashed line each point in the
diagram again represents a suppressed S1 but with half
the circumference of the suppressed S1 in diagram (a).

functions [15, 61]

WBTZ(x, x′) =
1

4π
√

2`

∞∑
n=−∞

(
1
√
σn
− ζ√

σn + 2

)
, (14)

where

σn =
rr′

r2
h

cosh

[
rh
`

(∆φ− 2πn)

]
− 1

−
√
r2 − r2

h

√
r′2 − r2

h

r2
h

cosh

[
rh
`2

∆t− iε

]
(15)

with ∆φ = φ− φ′ and ∆t = t− t′ and the square root is
defined with the branch cut along the negative real axis
[61]. The parameter ζ can take on values of −1, 0, or
1, corresponding to Neumann, transparent, or Dirichlet
boundary conditions at spatial infinity respectively.

The geon Wightman function can be found through a
further image sum as [11]

WGeon(x, x′) = WBTZ(x, x′)

+
1

4π
√

2`

∞∑
n=−∞

(
1√
σ̃n
− ζ√

σ̃n + 2

)
, (16)

with

σ̃n =
rr′

r2
h

cosh

[
rh
`

(
∆φ− 2π(n+ 1/2)

)]
− 1

+

√
r2 − r2

h

√
r′2 − r2

h

r2
h

cosh

[
rh
`2

(t+ t′)

]
. (17)
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III. ENTANGLEMENT HARVESTING FOR
DETECTORS WITH GAUSSIAN SWITCHING

FUNCTIONS

We will now consider the entanglement harvesting pro-
tocol for two identical UDW detectors, with gaps ΩA =
ΩB = Ω, that are located at fixed distances outside of
the black hole

xD(τD) :=

{
t =

τD
γD

, r = RD, φ = ΦD

}
(18)

where γD :=
√
R2
D − r2

h/` is redshift factor of each de-
tector (D ∈ {A,B}). For simplicity of the parameter
space, we will will also take ΦA = ΦB = Φ. Additionally,
we will always label the detectors such that detector A
is the one closer to the horizon, RB > RA. The proper

separation between the two detectors is

d(RA, RB) = ` log

(
RB +

√
R2
B + r2

h

RA +
√
R2
A + r2

h

)
(19)

at a fixed t.
Finally, we define the switching function of each detec-

tor to be a Gaussian

χ(τ) = e−τ
2/2σ2

. (20)

With the detectors’ trajectories and switching func-
tions determined, we are able to calculate the relevant
detector quantities:

PD,Geon = PD,BTZ + ∆PD
(21)

XGeon = XBTZ + ∆X (22)

where, under the assumption that ΦA = ΦB ,

PD,BTZ =
λ2σ√

2π


√
π

2

∫ ∞
−∞

dy
e−(σΩ−y)2

ey/T + 1
− ζ

2
Re

∫ ∞
0

dy
e−aP y

2

e−iβP y√
cosh(α+

P,0)− cosh(y)


+

∞∑
n=1

Re

∫ ∞
0

dy
e−aP y

2

e−iβP y√
cosh(α−P,n)− cosh(y)

− ζ Re

∫ ∞
0

dy
e−aP y

2

e−iβP y√
cosh(α+

P,n)− cosh(y)

 (23)

∆PD
=

λ2σ2

4
√

2π
e−σ

2Ω2
∞∑

n=−∞

∫ ∞
−∞

dy
e−aP y

2√
Z−P,n + cosh(y)

− ζ
∫ ∞
−∞

dy
e−aP y

2√
Z+
P,n + cosh(y)

 (24)

XBTZ = − λ
2σ

2
√
π

√
γAγB
γ2
A + γ2

B

exp

[
−σ2Ω2

(
1

2
+

γAγB
γ2
A + γ2

B

)]

×
∞∑

n=−∞

∫ ∞
0

dy
e−aXy

2

cos(β−Xy)√
cosh(α−X,n)− cosh(y)

− ζ
∫ ∞

0

dy
e−aXy

2

cos(β−Xy)√
cosh(α+

X,n)− cosh(y)

 (25)

∆X = − λ
2σ

2
√
π

√
γAγB
γ2
A + γ2

B

exp

[
−σ2Ω2

(
1

2
− γAγB
γ2
A + γ2

B

)]

×
∞∑

n=−∞

∫ ∞
0

dy
e−aXy

2

cos(β+
Xy)√

Z−X,n + cosh(y)
− ζ

∫ ∞
0

dy
e−aXy

2

cos(β+
Xy)√

Z+
X,n + cosh(y)

 (26)

and

T :=
rhσ

2π`
√
R2
D − r2

h

aP :=
γ2
D`

4

4σ2r2
h

βP :=
γDΩ`2

rh

α±P,n := arccosh

[
r2
h

γ2
D`

2

(
R2
D

r2
h

cosh
(rh
`

2πn
)
± 1

)]
Z±P,n :=

r2
h

γ2
D`

2

(
R2
D

r2
h

cosh
(rh
`

2π(n+ 1/2)
)
± 1

)
(27)

aX :=
1

2σ2

γ2
Aγ

2
B

γ2
A + γ2

B

`4

r2
h

β±X :=
ΩγAγB(γA ± γB)

γ2
A + γ2

B

`2

rh

α±X,n := arccosh

[
r2
h

γAγB`2

(
RARB
r2
h

cosh
(rh
`

2πn
)
± 1

)]
Z±X,n :=

r2
h

γAγB`2

(
RARB
r2
h

cosh
(rh
`

2π(n+ 1/2)
)
± 1

)
.

(28)
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We evaluate these integrals numerically, using the
DoubleExoponetial method of Mathematica to a work-
ing precision and accuracy of 20. We will consider Dirich-
let boundary conditions, ζ = 1, for the remainder of our
discussion, since all three boundary conditions produce
qualitatively similar results. Finally, we define the unit

less coupling constant λ̃ := λ
√
σ for convenience.

A. Transition Probability in Geon Spacetime

First we consider the dependence of the transition
probability of a single UDW detector on its proper dis-
tance from the horizon in BTZ and geon spacetimes,
which is shown in figure 2. We find that when the black
hole mass is large, M = 1, the transition probabilities
of the detector are nearly identical in both spacetimes.
However, when the mass is low, M = 0.01, we find that
the transition probability is significantly larger in a geon
spacetime than in the BTZ spacetime, regardless of the
energy gap of the detector. We also find that as the de-
tector approaches the horizon, the transition probability

approaches the same value (PD/λ̃
2 ≈ 0.45) independent

of the spacetime, the black hole mass, or the detector’s
energy gap.

The transition probability can only be used to distin-
guish between the two spacetimes in the low mass regime
due to the properties of the image sum (Eqns. (23) and
(24)). For large values of n, the integrands are dom-

inated by e−π
√
Mn, so are exponentially suppressed in

mass. It turns out that when M = 1, the image sum
is dominated by the n = 0 term, so the spacetime is
essentially AdS-Rindler, and any black hole effects are
negligible [27]. However, when the mass is small enough,
the higher order terms begin to contribute significantly
to the Wightman function, and will have an effect on the
final state of the detector. This is highlighted in figure 3,
where we plot the transition probability versus the black
hole mass, and find that the smaller the mass, the larger
the difference between the transition probability in geon
spacetime and BTZ spacetime.

B. Concurrence in Geon Spacetime

Now we consider the entanglement harvested by a pair
of identical UDW detectors in the geon spacetime as com-
pared to the BTZ spacetime. Recall, the entanglement of
the two detectors depends on the transition probabilities
of the two detectors and the matrix element X, which
encodes the non-local correlations between them.

In figure 4 we plot the dependence of the non-local cor-
relations, X, on the black hole mass in the BTZ and geon
spacetimes. Similar to the transition probability, we find
that when the mass is large, the non-local correlations of
the two detectors in a geon spacetime are almost indistin-
guishable from the BTZ spacetime. In both spacetimes,

the non-local correlations increase as the black hole mass
decreases, with the correlations incresesing faster in a
geon spacetime. Therefore, we expect that any differ-
ences in the entanglement harvested by the UDW detec-
tors will occur in the small mass regime.

We now consider the effect of mass on the entangle-
ment harvested from both the BTZ and geon spacetimes,
which we plot in figure 5. As we saw with the transition
probability and the non-local corrlations, the two space-
times can only be distinguished through the entangle-
ment harvesting protocol in the low mass regime. How-
ever, the difference in the entanglement is much less dra-
matic than was seen for the individual matrix elements.
By comparing figures 3 and 4, it can been seen that PD
and |X| in both the BTZ and geon spacetimes increase
at very similar rates with decreasing mass, and they are
both higher in the geon spacetime. As a result, the
amount of entanglement harvested in both spacetimes
will be similar, though not identical in the case of small
black hole mass. The detectors are more correlated (in
terms of |X|), but are also noisier in a geon spacetime.

The “best” spacetime for harvesting entanglement de-
pends on the energy gap of the detector. When the en-
ergy gap is small (Ωσ = 0.01), more entanglement can
be harvested in a BTZ spacetime than a geon space-
time for the same detector configuration. However, when
the energy gap is large (Ωσ = 1) the “best spacetime”
is also mass dependent; more entanglement can be har-
vested in a geon spacetime when the mass is very small
(M / 0.002), and more entanglement can be harvested
in a BTZ spacetime when the mass is moderately small.

In both spacetimes, and for the explored values of Ω,
we find that as the mass of the black hole decreases, the
amount of entanglement the detectors are able to harvest
from the vacuum decrease to some minimum value. The
position of the minimum is spacetime and energy gap de-
pendent. As the mass is decreased further, the detectors
are able to extract more entanglement from the field.

We further explore the dependence of the “best” space-
time for entanglement harvesting on the energy gap of
the detector in figure 6. In general, we find that when
the energy gap of the detectors is small, they are able
to harvest more entanglement in a BTZ spacetime than
in its geon counterpart. However, the when the energy
gap of the detector is large, more entanglement can be
harvested in a geon spacetime. The actual energy gap of
where this switch occurs is dependent on the mass of the
black hole.

Mathematically, we can explain much of this behaviour
by studying the prefactors of the expressions for |X| and
PD. First, looking at Eq. (25), we see that the non-local
correlations in a BTZ spacetime are exponentially sup-
pressed with increasing values of the energy gap. How-
ever, in Eq. (26), the redshift factors contribute posi-
tively, rather than negatively, in the exponential, mean-
ing that the energy gap will have less of an effect on the
non-local correlations in a geon spacetime. This change
of sign is a direct result of the geon definitions taking
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FIG. 2: A comparison of the transition probability as a function of the detector’s proper distance from the horizon
in a BTZ and geon spacetime for various values of the energy gap with a black hole mass of (left) M = 1 and (right)

M = 0.01. When the black hole mass is large, the transition probability is almost exactly the same in both
spacetimes, but when the mass is small, the transition probability is larger in a geon spacetime than a BTZ

spacetime. The AdS length is set to ` = 10σ.

10-4 0.001 0.010 0.100 1 10
0

2

4

6

FIG. 3: A comparison of the transition probability as a
function of the black hole mass in a BTZ and geon

spacetime for a black hole mass. When the black hole
mass is large, the transition probability is nearly

identical in both spacetimes. The transition probability
increases as the black hole mass decreases and increases
faster in a geon spacetime. The detector has an energy

gap of Ωσ = 0.1 and is fixed at a proper distance of
d(rh, RA) = σ from the horizon and the AdS length is

set to ` = 10σ.

U ↔ V . It is important to note that the relativistic
quantity

γAγB
γ2
A + γ2

B

≤ 1

2
(29)

with saturation occurring when γA = γB , so the over-
all non-local correlations in a geon spacetime can never
grow without bound with increasing energy gap. How-
ever, we estimate that the larger the value of the energy,
the more the geon correction will dominate the non-local
correlations.

10-4 0.001 0.010 0.100 1 10
0

2

4

6

FIG. 4: A comparison of the non-local correlations,
described by the matrix element |X|, as a function of

the black hole mass in a BTZ and geon spacetime for a
black hole mass. When the black hole mass is large, the

non-local correlations are nearly identical in both
spacetimes. The value of |X| increases as the black hole
mass decreases and increases faster in a geon spacetime.

The detectors have an energy gap of Ωσ = 0.1, are
separated by a proper distance S = 0.5σ, and detector
A is located at a proper distance of d(rh, RA) = σ from

the horizon and the AdS length is set to ` = 10σ.

Upon considering the transition probability we find
that the energy gap has the opposite effect. There is

an overall e−σ
2Ω2

prefactor in front of the geon correc-
tions (Eq. (24)) to the transition probability that is not
present in expression for the transition probability in a
BTZ spacetime (Eq. (23)). From this we can estimate
that as the energy gap of the detectors increases, the rel-
ative difference in the local noise in the two spacetimes
will decrease. Overall we find that for large energy gaps,
the non-local correlations between the detectors is much
larger in a geon spacetime, but the local noise will be
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FIG. 5: The concurrence, C(ρ̂AB)/λ2, of the density
matrix as a function of the black hole mass for various
values of the energy gap. When the mass is large (close

to or greater than 1), the Wightman function of the
fields is dominated by the n = 0 term in the image sum,
and the detectors behave as if they were in AdS-Rindler

space. Detectors with a small energy gap can harvest
more entanglement in a black hole spacetime and
detectors with a large energy gap harvest more

entanglement in a geon spacetime. The inset shows
detail for Ωσ = 1. Detector A is a proper distance of
d(rh, RA) = σ from the horizon, the proper separation
of the detectors is S = 0.5σ, and the AdS length is set

to ` = 10σ.

comparable between the two spacetimes. Therefore de-
tectors with large enough energy gaps should be able to
harvest more entanglement in the geon spacetime. How-
ever, these prefactors do not capture all of the energy
gap dependence since there is sill dependence within the
integrands themselves.

The peak in concurrence that occurs for both large and
small black hole mass is a generic property of the entan-
glement harvesting protocol. The exact position of the
peak depends on the configuration of the detectors and
the underlying spacetime, but the physical the intuition
is as follows: when the energy gaps of the detectors are
small, they are very sensitive to local fluctuations of the
field, leading to a large transition probabilities and lit-
tle to no entanglement harvested. Increasing the energy
gap(s) will decrease the local noise of the detectors; how-
ever, this will also decrease their sensitivity to correlated
field fluctuations, leading to a decrease in the non-local
correlations, |X|. Since the transition probability and
the non-local correlations decrease at different rates as
the energy gaps are increased, it is possible to tune the
energy gaps of the detectors to maximise concurrence.

In figure 7, we plot the dependence of the resulting en-
tanglement of the two detectors on the proper distance
of detector A from the horizon while keeping the proper
separation of the detectors fixed. We find that for all
detector energy gaps, the detectors harvest more entan-
glement in a BTZ spacetime than a geon spacetime when
they are somewhat close d(rh, RA) ' 0.5σ to the horizon.
When the detectors are far away from the horizon, the
resulting entanglement of the detectors is approximately
the same in both spacetimes. This makes intuitive sense,

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0
0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

1.3 1.5 1.7
0.05

0.1

0.15

FIG. 6: The concurrence of the reduced density matrix,
C(ρ̂AB)/λ2, as a function of the energy gap of the
detector for various blackhole and geon masses.

Detectors with a small energy gap can harvest more
entanglement in a black hole spacetime and detectors

with a large energy gap harvest more entanglement in a
geon spacetime. The energy gap where this crossover
happens depends on the mass. The inset shows the

crossover for M = 0.01. The proper distance of detector
A from the horizon is d(rh, RA) = σ, the proper

distance between detector A and B is
d(RA, RB) = 0.5σ, and the AdS length is ` = 10σ.

since the detectors are far away from the topological dif-
ference in the two spacetimes where the impact on the
field is expected to be reduced.

However, when the energy gap is large, Ωσ = 1, and
the detectors are very close to the horizon, they are able
to harvest more entanglement in the geon spacetime.
Such a crossover never occurs for detectors with a smaller
energy gap.

The reason for the large energy gap behaviour can be
understood by again looking at the prefactors of Eqs. (25)
and (26). The positive contribution of the exponential
in the geon contribution to the non-local correlations is
dependent on the relative redshift between the two detec-
tors; the smaller the relative redshift, the larger this pos-
itive contribution will be. When the detectors are placed
further from the horizon, while keeping the proper sep-
aration between them fixed, the relative redshift of the
detectors decreases. As a result, the geon contribution
to the non-local correlations becomes larger, most signif-
icantly for large values of the energy gap. Therefore, in
this part of the parameter space, detectors are able to
harvest more entanglement in a geon spacetime.

Since detectors are able to harvest more entanglement
in a BTZ spzacetime when they are close to the horizon,
we also find a difference in the size of the entanglement
shadow[26, 28], the region near the horizon where de-
tectors of with a specified proper separation and energy
gap are not able to become entangled through the entan-
glement harvesting protocol. For detectors with a small
energy gap, the entanglement shadow is larger in a geon
spacetime, which is consistent with them being able to
harvest less entanglement in that spacetime.

This impact is explored further in figure 8, where we
plot ddeath(rh, RA), the proper distance of detector A
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FIG. 7: The concurrence of the density matrix, C(ρ̂AB)/λ2, as a function of the proper distance of detector A from
the horizon of the detector, d(rh, RA), for various detector energy gaps in a BTZ and a geon spacetime. The left
plot shows the behaviour close to the horizon, and the right plot shows a larger range of distances. The proper
separation of the detectors is set to S = 0.5σ, the black hole mass is M = 0.01, and the AdS length is ` = 10σ.

from the horizon corresponding to the point where the
detectors are no longer able to become entangled, as a
function of black hole mass; this is the boundary of the
entanglement shadow. When the energy gap is small,
Ωσ = 0.01, the entanglement shadow is larger, corre-
sponding to a larger value of ddeath(rh, RA), in a geon
spacetime. However when the detector energy gap is
large, Ωσ = 1, the spacetime with the larger entangle-
ment shadow is mass dependent. It is larger in a BTZ
spacetime for small mass blackholes (M / 0.01), but
larger in geon spacetime for moderate mass black holes.
When the mass of the blackhole is large M ' 1, the
entanglement shadow is the same for both spacetimes,
since in both cases, the spacetime is dominated by AdS-
Rindler.

When the detectors are very close to the horizon, the
large relative redshift between the detectors leads to a
reduction of both the BTZ non-local correlations but also
the geon correction. However from figure 2, the transition
probabilities of the detectors remains high, being much
higher in the geon spacetime. It therefore makes sense
that the geon has a larger entanglement shadow.
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FIG. 8: The proper distance of detector A from the horizon corresponding to the point where the detectors can no
longer harvest entanglement, ddeath(rh, RA) as a function of the black hole mass for an energy gap (left) Ωσ = 0.01
and (right) Ωσ = 1. When the mass is large, ddeath is the same in both the BTZ and geon spacetimes. For small

energy gaps, ddeath is larger in the geon spacetime, corresponding to a larger entanglement shadow. For large energy
gaps, ddeath is smaller in the geon spacetime for very small mass black holes, but larger for moderate mass. The

proper separation of the detectors is set to S = 0.5σ and the AdS length is ` = 10σ.
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IV. CONCLUSION

Consistent with Sir Roger’s intuition, topology can
have a significant effect on physics. We have seen in our
investigation that topological structures hidden behind
event horizons that are classically undetectable by out-
side observers leave detectable imprints on the spacetime
entangling properties of quantum fields.

We demonstrated this by comparing the resulting en-
tanglement of a pair of identical UDW detectors following
a time dependent interaction with a conformally coupled
massless scalar field in the Hartle-Hawking vacuum on a
BTZ spacetime and its associated geon. We found that
if the mass of the black hole is large, then there is no no-
ticeable difference in the entanglement extracted by the
two detectors, or of the transition probability of a single
detector, in either spacetime.

When the mass of the black hole is small, we find that
the transition probability of a single UDW detector is
higher in a geon spacetime than a BTZ spacetime. Fur-
thermore, the smaller the black hole mass, the larger the
difference. Overall, this pattern holds when the distance
from the detector to the horizon is varied; the transi-
tion probability in a geon spacetime remains larger. One
consequence is a more dramatic reduction in the geon
spacetime of the transition probability as the detector is
placed closer to the horizon, where the local temperature
is higher. This suggest that there the anti-Hawking ef-
fect may be found over a larger range of parameters in
the geon spacetime [27]. We leave this exploration for
future work.

Although the non-local correlations between the two
detectors are also lower in a BTZ spacetime as compared
to its geon counterpart, this does not guarantee that the
detectors harvest more entanglement in the latter setting.
In fact, since the dependence of the non-local correlations
on mass is nearly identical to the local noise (transition
probability) of the detectors, the relationship between
the resulting entanglement of the detector to the mass is
not straightforward.

Detectors with a small energy gap harvest less entan-
glement in a geon spacetime as compared to the BTZ

spacetime. But when the energy gap is large, the de-
tector is able to harvest more entanglement in a geon
spacetime provided the mass is low enough. In fact, for
a given value of (small) mass, there is a value of the en-
ergy gap such that detectors harvest more mass in a geon
spacetime. One reason for this is that the geon correc-
tions to the transition probability decrease overall with
increasing energy gap, but geon corrections to the non-
local correlations increase with gap relative to those in
the BTZ case. We can conjecture that a vacuum quan-
tum field in the geon spacetime has less local fluctuations
but more non-local correlations for high frequency field
modes, and more local fluctuations and fewer non-local
correlations for low frequency modes as compared to the
BTZ spacetime.

Since detectors with low energy gap harvest less entan-
glement in a geon spacetime, we also find that this corre-
sponds to a larger entanglement shadow around a geon.
Conversely, we find that detectors with large energy gap
experience a smaller entanglement shadow around the
geon, provided the mass is small enough. This differ-
ence is almost entirely due to the relative reduction in
the local noise of the detectors in the geon spacetime.

Throughout our study we have only considered a pair
of detectors with no relative angle between them. The
methods here can be easily extended to the case where
∆φ 6= 0. In a BTZ spactime it has been shown that the
amount of entanglement harvested by a pair of detectors
depends on the angle between them, and the relative an-
gle which maximizes entanglement harvesting depends
on the energy gap [62]. Since the optimal spacetime for
entanglement harvesting also depends on the energy gap,
it would be interesting to study how the optimal angle
between detectors changes in a geon spacetime. We are
likely to find further imprints of hidden topology here!
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