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We show that particle detectors coupled to a massless quantum field through its derivative
can genuinely harvest entanglement form the field even when they are in causal contact in
flat spacetime. This is particularly relevant since the derivative coupling model captures some
interesting experimentally realizable systems and since the harvested entanglement peaks at full
light contact.

I. INTRODUCTION

It is well known that physical states of a quantum
field (such as e.g., the Minkowski vacuum) contain en-
tanglement between the degrees of freedom of different
spacetime regions, including regions that are spacelike
separated [1, 2]. In later years, a protocol known as en-
tanglement harvesting was developed through which that
entanglement can be transferred to local probes. The
protocol consists of a pair of two initially uncorrelated
particle detectors which interact locally with a quantum
field in a way that the detectors end up entangled through
the extraction of the entanglement contained in the field
state [3–5]. When the two detectors interact with the
field in spacelike separated regions, it is clear that any
entanglement that the detectors acquire has to be trans-
ferred from pre-existing entanglement in the field, as the
detectors cannot communicate (see, e.g., [6–9]). In [10],
it was pointed out that, when the detectors are causally
connected, the detectors can get entangled through their
communication through the field as well as through gen-
uine harvesting depending on the details of the particular
configurations of the detectors.

Previous literature focused on clarifying this distinc-
tion in the context of the usual Unruh-DeWitt detector
model [11–13], where the coupling between the detec-
tors and the field is prescribed to be a linear coupling
to the field amplitude. In previous work it was found
that for massless fields in 1+1 and 3+1 dimensional flat
spacetime, while entanglement between the two detec-
tors peaks when the detectors are light connected, the
entanglement that the two detectors acquire is not com-
ing from harvesting from the field and it is rather due
to the fact that the detectors communicate [10]. This
previous work also found that genuine harvesting in flat
spacetime can actually contribute to acquired entangle-
ment even when the detectors are light connected. How-
ever, this required either the space dimension to be n ≥ 5
or using a massive field with enough mass. It was found
later on that in the curved spacetimes where there can be
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caustics and secondary null geodesics connecting the tra-
jectories of the two detectors, it is possible to find regimes
where for light-connected detectors where the entangle-
ment they acquire is due to genuine harvesting [14]. In
this paper we will see that, even for massless fields in
1+1D and 3+1D Minkowski spacetime, it is possible to
build setups where genuine harvesting can dominate even
when the detectors are in their strongest possible causal
contact, and therefore maximize the amount of entangle-
ment (genuinely) harvested by two detectors while they
are able to communicate.

To observe this behavior, unlike in the most common
approaches to entanglement harvesting, here we will pre-
scribe the interaction as the detector coupling to the
derivative of the field amplitude and discuss the main
differences with the much more common amplitude cou-
pling.

Models of particle detectors that are coupled to the
(proper) time derivative of the field amplitude have been
primarily used to sidestep IR divergences that appear at
low dimensions for massless fields [15–23]. While these
IR divergences can be regularized by a cutoff, the final
density matrix of the detectors do depend (albeit weakly)
on the chosen cutoff, see, e.g., [5, 17, 18]. Coupling the
detectors to the derivative of the field naturally removes
this IR divergence. Additionally, the 1+1D derivative
coupling short distance behaviour resembles that of the
3+1D amplitude coupling [18, 20], and dualities between
derivative and amplitude coupling were found in [24].
These facts have made the derivative coupling an inter-
esting way to model some of the behaviour of particle
detectors coupling to amplitude in 3+1 dimensions by
using a simpler model in 1+1 dimensions.

Remarkably, the derivative coupling connects with
very physical and experimentally accessible models. The
coupling to the derivative of a scalar field is a better mim-
icker of some aspects of the interaction of an atom with
the electromagnetic field [25, 26]. Furthermore, particle
detectors that couple to the field derivative can indeed
be realized experimentally in superconducting circuits,
as shown, for example in [27, 28]. In these systems, the
particle detector is a superconducting qubit coupled to a
transmission line, which serves as a 1+1D massless field.
The interaction between the qubit and the transmission
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line is typically modelled with the spin-boson model [29],
with an Ohmic bosonic bath, see, e.g., [28, 30, 31]. This
description turns out to be none other than the derivative
coupling in the language of particle detectors [27].

The article is organized as follows: Section II describes
an entanglement harvesting setup with derivative cou-
pling. Section III reviews how to separate the gathered
entanglement into communication and genuine entangle-
ment harvesting. Section IV compares the communica-
tion contributions for amplitude and derivative coupling,
and provides examples where derivative coupling allows
to genuinely harvest entanglement while in full causal
communication. In this paper, we use natural units
h̄ = c = 1, and indicate spacetime points (represented
by their coordinates in an inertia frame) as x ≡ (t,x).

II. ENTANGLEMENT HARVESTING
PROTOCOL

Here we provide a summary of the entanglement har-
vesting protocol, using particle detectors that couple to
the time derivative of the field amplitude.

Consider a real massless scalar quantum field on
(n+1)-dimensional Minkowski spacetime. If we fix some
inertial frame defining coordinates (t,x), the field ampli-
tude can be expanded in plane-wave modes as

ϕ̂(t,x) =

∫
dnk√

2(2π)nωk

(ei(ωkt−k·x)â†k +H.c.), (1)

where ωk = |k| for a massless field, and the creation and

annihilation operators obey [âk, â
†
k′ ] = δn(k − k′)1̂1.

Consider two inertial detectors, A and B, comoving
with the frame (t,x). Let the detectors be two-level
quantum systems that interact locally with the quantum
field. Each detector has a free Hamiltonian whose eigen-
states are labeled as the ground state |gν⟩ and the excited
state |eν⟩, with ν ∈ {A,B}. The free Hamiltonian of each
detector sets an energy gap Ων between the two detec-
tors. The detectors couple to the derivative of the field
amplitude in accordance to the following Unruh-DeWitt
interaction Hamiltonian (in the interaction picture) [11–
13]:

ĤI(t) = Ĥa(t) + Ĥb(t),

Ĥν(t) = λνχν(t)µ̂ν(t)

∫
dnxFν(x)∂tϕ̂(t,x). (2)

The interaction strength is controlled by λν , χν(t) and
Fν(x) respectively are the switching function and the
smearing function, which localize the interaction in time
and space. The monopole moment of each detector is
given by

µ̂ν(t) = eiΩνtσ̂+
ν + e−iΩνtσ̂−

ν , (3)

where σ̂+
ν = |eν⟩⟨gν | = (σ̂−

ν )
†.

For simplicity, we take the detectors to be equal, with
λ = λν and Ω = Ων . Moreover, we use the same switch-
ing and smearing functions for both detectors, (up to a
spacetime translation)

χν(t) = χ(t− tν), Fν(x) = F (x− xν). (4)

The delay between switchings t∆ = tb − ta and the sepa-
ration x∆ = xb−xa control the causal relations between
the localized interactions, as depicted in Figure 1.

Future lightcone of A

Past lightcone of A

Spacelike

Timelike

Timelike

A

B

FIG. 1. Spacetime diagram depicting with grey ellipses the
regions where detectors A and B interact (strongly) with the
field. The diagram shows the delay t∆ and separation x∆,
and the yellow shaded regions indicate null separation from
the detector A.

The evolution of the initial state of the full system
initially in a state ρ̂0 yields the evolved state ρ̂ = Û ρ̂0Û

†.
We can evaluate the time evolution operator Û through
its Dyson series:

Û = 1̂1︸︷︷︸
Û(0)

−i

∫
dt ĤI(t)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Û(1)

−
∫

dt

∫ t

dt′ ĤI(t)ĤI(t
′)︸ ︷︷ ︸

Û(2)

+O(λ3).

(5)

Denoting ρ̂(i,j) = Û (i)ρ̂0Û
(j)†, the final state becomes

ρ̂ = ρ̂0+ρ̂(1,0)+ρ̂(0,1)+ρ̂(2,0)+ρ̂(1,1)+ρ̂(0,2)+O(λ3). (6)

To study the entanglement the detectors acquire through
the interaction, we need to start in an initially uncorre-
lated detector state, and after the interaction trace out
the field, yielding ρ̂ab = Trϕ(ρ̂), and then look at the cor-
relations in the evolved state ρ̂ab. Again to take a simple
case, let us take the common starting assumption that
the detectors and the field start uncorrelated and in their
ground states,

ρ̂0 = |ga⟩⟨ga| ⊗ |gb⟩⟨gb| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0| . (7)
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where |0⟩ is the Minkowski vacuum. Due to the choice
of initial state, all the contributions to ρ̂ab which are of
odd order in λ vanish.

Under the given assumptions, the final state of the de-
tectors to leading order in the coupling strength, repre-
sented in matrix form in the basis {|gagb⟩, |eagb⟩, |gaeb⟩,
|eaeb⟩} is

ρ̂ab =

1− 2L 0 0 M∗

0 L Lab 0
0 L∗

ab L 0
M 0 0 0

+O(λ4), (8)

where the local noise is

L = λ2

∫
dtdt′ dnx dnx′ χ(t)χ(t′)F (x)F (x′)

× eiΩ∆tW ∗
tt′(∆t,∆x), (9)

and

Lab = λ2e−iΩt∆

∫
dtdt′ dnx dnx′ χ(t)χ(t′)F (x)F (x′)

× eiΩ∆tW ∗
tt′(∆t− t∆,∆x− x∆),

M = −λ2eiΩ(ta+tb)

∫
dtdt′ dnx dnx′ χ(t)χ(t′)F (x)F (x′)

× eiΩ(t+t′)Wtt′(|∆t− t∆|,∆x− x∆), (10)

where ∆t = t − t′ and ∆x = x − x′, t∆ = tb − ta,
x∆ = xb − xa, and Wtt′ = ∂t∂t′W , where W is the
Wightman function of the vacuum of (n+1)-dimensional
Minkowski spacetime,1

W (∆t,∆x) = ⟨0|ϕ̂(t,x)ϕ̂(t′,x′)|0⟩

=

∫
dnk

2(2π)nωk
e−iωk∆t+ik·∆x. (11)

For a state of the form (8), it is well known that we can
quantify the amount of entanglement using the negativity
N [32, 33]. For the final state ρ̂ab given in Eq. (8) the
negativity is [4, 5]:

N = max(|M| − L, 0) +O(λ4). (12)

III. COMMUNICATION VS GENUINE
HARVESTING

In this section we will review the decomposition of the
entanglement acquired by the detectors in a communica-
tion component and a genuine entanglement component
first introduced in [10].

1 Notice that in the more common case where the detectors couple
to the amplitude instead of the derivative, the expressions in
Eq. (10) remain the same except for replacing Wtt′ → W .

For an arbitrary state of the field ρ̂ϕ, the two-point
correlator is defined as

W (x, x′) = ⟨ϕ̂(x)ϕ̂(x′)⟩ρ̂ϕ
, (13)

which can be divided into symmetric and antisymmetric
parts,

W±(x, x′) =
W (x, x′)±W (x′, x)

2
. (14)

Moreover, W+ and W− respectively are the real and
imaginary parts of W due to W (x′, x) = W ∗(x, x′), and

W+(x, x′) =
1

2
⟨{ϕ̂(x), ϕ̂(x′)}⟩ρ̂ϕ

,

W−(x, x′) =
1

2
⟨[ϕ̂(x), ϕ̂(x′)]⟩ρ̂ϕ

. (15)

In [10] it was argued that in a situation where two de-
tectors get entangled through a quantum field while in
causal contact, (hence the acquired entanglement could
come both from harvesting and from communication),
the contribution of W+

ρ̂ϕ
is the one that one could asso-

ciate with genuinely harvested entanglement. We sum-
marize the evidence for that conclusion in the following:

1. The expectation value of the field commutator

[ϕ̂(x), ϕ̂(x′)] is independent of the state, while the

field anticommutator {ϕ̂(x), ϕ̂(x′)} does depend on
the sate. Therefore, is independent of any preexist-
ing correlations in the field, which are dictated by
the field state. Any entanglement acquired between
the detectors that is mediated by this term (with-
out affecting the local noise) would still be the same
even if one reduces the pre-existing entanglement in
the field state, hence the state-independent contri-
butions to entanglement coming from W− cannot
be due to entanglement harvested form the field.

2. The field commutator is precisely the difference of
the retarded Green’s function and the advanced
one. These classical Green’s functions are what me-
diate communication between interacting sources of
the field and are zero outside the light cone.

Conversely, the field anticommutator has support
even for spacelike separated events, and thus W+

ρ̂ϕ

provides the only contribution to spacelike entan-
glement harvesting.

3. It was shown in [6–9] that the communication be-
tween two detectors is mediated, at leading or-
der, by the field commutator. Therefore, this
points towards the entanglement gathered due to
the contributions of W− at leading order to be
communication-mediated. Meanwhile, the field an-
ticommutator never contributes to communication
at leading order, and thus, at leading order, one
can view the contributions of W+

ρ̂ϕ
to entanglement

as genuine entanglement harvesting.
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More generally, two systems A, B that couple to the
interaction picture observables Ĉa(t) and Ĉb(t

′) of
a third system C, communicate at leading order
solely through [Ĉa(t), Ĉb(t

′)]. Furthermore, even
non-perturbatively, A and B cannot communicate
if they couple to commuting observables of C in the
interaction picture (see, e.g., Appendix A).

For the negativity in Eq. (12), the term |M| amounts
to the correlations that the detectors gathered that con-
tribute positively to the entanglement. Following the ar-
guments abovewe split this correlation termM by source:
pre-existing field correlations M+ and communication
M−. Concretely,

M = M+ +M−, (16)

where M± only contains the contribution of W±.

IV. CANCELLATION OF COMMUNICATION
IN CAUSAL CONTACT FOR DERIVATIVE

COUPLING

Now we move onto showing how the behaviour of the
imaginary part of the Wightman function (and therefore

of M−) is affected by coupling to ∂tϕ̂ instead of ϕ̂. Re-
markably, we can find regimes in Minkowski spacetimes
where the communication-mediated correlationsM− can
become zero in full light-like contact while the entangle-
ment gathered by the detectors is maximum.

Denoting as W−
n the antisymmetric part of the two-

point function of the vacuum of (n+1)-dimensional
Minkowski spacetime (for a derivation of the expressions
below see, e.g., [10]),

W−
1 (x, x′) = − i

4

(
Θ(|∆x|+∆t)−Θ(|∆x| −∆t)

)
, (17)

W−
2 (x, x′) = − i sgn(∆t)

4π

Θ
(
∆t2 −∆x2

)
√
∆t2 −∆x2

, (18)

and, for odd n ≥ 3,

W−
n (x, x′) =

n−3
2∑

j=0

iaj
|∆x|n−2−j

(
δ(j)(∆t+ |∆x|)

− (−1)jδ(j)(∆t− |∆x|)
)
, (19)

where aj are real numbers and δ(j) are the Dirac delta
distribution’s j-th derivative.
The two time derivatives of W−

n that appear in M− in
Eq. (10) are the only change introduced by coupling to

∂tϕ̂ instead of ϕ̂. Therefore, for amplitude coupling, as
discussed in the section above and in [10], communication
is mediated by W−

n , while, for derivative coupling, the
communication is mediated by ∂t∂t′W

−
n .

For n = 1,

∂t∂t′W
−
1 (x, x′) =

i

4

(
δ(1)(∆t+ |∆x|) + δ(1)(∆t− |∆x|)

)
.

(20)

For n = 2, the following closed expression is valid for
any x, x′ that are not light-connected:

∂t∂t′W
−
2 (x, x′)

=
i sgn(∆t)

4π

(2∆t2 +∆x2)Θ(∆t2 −∆x2)

(∆t2 −∆x2)
5/2

, (21)

and, in any case, for any x, x′ the distribution can be
evaluated from the following integral form:

∂t∂t′W
−
2 (x, x′) = − i

4π

∫ ∞

0

dω ω2 sin(ω∆t)J0(ω|∆x|),

(22)

where J0 is the Bessel function of the first kind of order
zero.
Furthermore, for odd n ≥ 3,

∂t∂t′W
−
n (x, x′) =

n−3
2∑

j=0

−iaj
|∆x|n−2−j

(
δ(j+2)(∆t+ |∆x|)

− (−1)jδ(j+2)(∆t− |∆x|)
)
. (23)

Here, notice that for large enough distances |∆x|, the
term with j = n−3

2 dominates, decaying as |∆x|−n−1
2 . In-

terestingly, in this long-distance regime, at least for n
odd, ∂t∂tW

−
n has a behaviour akin to W−

n+4, except that
it keeps the |∆x| decay of W−

n .
These expressions show that both W−

n and ∂t∂t′W
−
n

are only supported in the light-cone (and inside the light-
cone for W−

1 , W−
2 and ∂t∂t′W

−
2 ), so one might expect

that M− peaks at the light-cone. This is the case when
coupling to the amplitude in 1 + 1 and 3 + 1 dimen-
sions, with, for example, Gaussian switching functions
[10]. However, this changes when we couple to the deriva-
tive. Then, M− can reach zero even in full light contact
(in 1+1 D) or in partial light contact (in 3+1 D), as we
show next.
For simplicity, consider Gaussian profiles for both cen-

tered switching and smearing functions (see Eq. (4)),

χ(t) = e−
t2

T2 , F (x) =
1

(
√
πσ)n

e−
x2

σ2 , (24)

where T is the interaction time-scale, and σ is the size of
the detector. Then, from Eq. (10),

M = CT

∫
dt− dnx−

e−
t2−
2T2 −

x2
−

2σ2

(
√
2πσ)n

Wtt′(|t−− t∆|,x−− x∆),

C = −
√

π

2
λ2eiΩ(ta+tb)− 1

2 (ΩT )2 , (25)
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FIG. 2. Contributions to the negativity N , see Eq. (12), for a series of derivative coupling and amplitude coupling scenarios.
The correlations |M| which contribute to N are split between the |M+| term (genuine harvesting) the |M−| term (acquired
by communication). The setup uses the Gaussian switching and smearing functions given in Eq. (24), ΩT = 4, |x∆|/T = 5,
σ/T = 0.05. The amplitude coupling in 1+1D has an IR cutoff of ΛT = 0.02, see, e.g. [5]. The λ is an adimensional coupling
constant, whose definition depends on the scenario: for derivative coupling, λ = λ in 1+1D and λ = λ/T in 3+1D. For amplitude
coupling, λ = λT in 1 + 1D and λ = λ in 3+1D. The brown vertical lines denote maximum light contact, and the light yellow
coloured regions show the size of the strong support of the switching function of a detector, taken to be [−3.5T, 3.5T ].

where we took the change of variables t± = t ± t′,
x± = x± x′ and then integrated over t+ and x+. To
better understand how M− for n = 1 becomes zero in
full causal contact, we integrate over t− analytically. Us-
ing that Wtt′ = ∂t∂t′W together with Eq. (20),

M−
1 =

iC

4

∫
dx−

(
|x− − x∆|+ t∆

T
e−

1
2

( |x−−x∆|+t∆
T

)2

+
|x− − x∆| − t∆

T
e−

1
2

( |x−−x∆|−t∆
T

)2
)
e−

x2
−

2σ2

√
2πσ

, (26)

which becomes easier to interpret in the point-like detec-
tor limit, where σ → 0, and for (|x∆| + |t∆|) ≫ T , so
that the causal relationships are well-defined. In these
regimes,

M−
1 ≈ iC

4

|x∆| − |t∆|
T

e−
1
2

(
|x∆|−|t∆|

T

)2

. (27)

Therefore, for derivative coupling in 1 + 1 dimensions,
|M−| is gaussianly suppressed as we move away from
the light-cone, but actually cancels on the light-cone it-
self (where |x∆| = |t∆|), as seen in Figure 2(a). Simulta-
neously, |M+| and |M| reach a maximum at maximum

light-like communication, causing the detectors to gather
the most entanglement, and this entanglement being gen-
uinely harvested from the field.
For derivative coupling in 3+1 dimensions, M− results

from integrating a Gaussian against δ(2) (in the pointlike
limit σ → 0), which causes |M−| to have three peaks, as
seen in Figure 2(b), with communication reaching zero
in between these peaks, even though the detectors are
in causal contact. This phenomenon allows to genuinely
harvest entanglement from a massless field also in 3 + 1
dimensions even in partial light-like contact, contrarily
to the amplitude coupling case [10].

V. CONCLUSIONS

When a pair of particle detectors in causal contact get
entangled through their interaction with a quantum field,
the entanglement between the detectors could generally
come from 1) their exchange of information through the
field, and 2) from from extracting pre-existing entangle-
ment in the field. When the second contribution domi-
nates we can say that the detectors are harvesting entan-
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glement from the field. In previous results it was shown
than in most common cases in flat spacetime, when the
(the interaction regions of the) detectors are in full light
contact, the entanglement they acquire is dominated by
communication [10] (with interesting exceptions to this
rule appearing in spacetimes with caustics [14]).

In contrast, here we showed that if the particle detec-
tors couple through a massless field in flat spacetimes
through the so-called derivative coupling, it is possible
to have the peak of entanglement between the detectors
happening while they are in full light contact, and (more
importantly) the source of that entanglement is genuine
harvesting and not communication.

This is relevant since the derivative coupling is ar-
guably important both from the theoretical point of view
(to sidestep IR ambiguity problems and to study prob-
lems in reduced dimensions) but also is relevant in the
modelling of superconducting qubits coupled to transmis-
sion lines.
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Appendix A: Communication at leading order
through a mediating system

Here we provide an quick review on how to compute
estimator for the ability of a system A to send a signal
to a system B, through a mediating system C, at leading
perturbative order. This scenario generalizes the case of
a pair of detectors communicating through a quantum
field. For a more thorough analysis see [8, 9].

To quantify communication from A to B, it is useful
to distinguish between the full time evolution Û , and the
time evolution if we only allow the system ν ∈ {A,B}
and C to interact, which we denote as Ûν . Then, all
the conributions to the final state of B coming from the
existence of A, i.e. how A influences the final state of B,
can be expressed as

ρ̂signalb = Trac(Û ρ̂0Û
† − Ûbρ̂0Û

†
b ), (A1)

for any initial state ρ̂0.
For simplicity, we restrict ourselves to interaction

Hamiltonians (in the interaction picture) of the form

ĤI(t) = Ĥa(t) + Ĥb(t),

Ĥν(t) = Ôν(t)Ĉν(t). (A2)

Here, Ôa(t) and Ôb(t) are observables of the system A

and B respectively. The operators Ĉa(t) and Ĉb(t) are
observables of the mediating system C.
To further showcase the role of [Ĉa(t), Ĉb(t

′)] in com-

munication we explicitly compute ρ̂signalb to the leading
order in a perturbative expansion. Using the Dyson se-
ries of Eq. (5),

ρ̂signalb = Trac

(
Û

(1)
b ρ̂0Û

†(1)
a +

(
Û

(2)
ab + Û

(2)
ba

)
ρ̂0 +H.c.

)
+O

(
Ôm

a Ôl
b

)
, (A3)

where m, l ≥ 1, m+ l ≥ 3 and we defined

Û (1)
ν = −i

∫
dt Ĥν(t),

Û (2)
µν = −

∫
dt

∫ t

dt′ Ĥµ(t)Ĥν(t
′). (A4)

Then, using the properties of the trace, and that observ-
ables from different systems commute,

Trac
(
Û

(1)
b ρ̂0Û

†(1)
a

)
=

∫
dtdt′ Ôb(t) Trac

(
ρ̂0Ôa(t

′)Ĉa(t
′)Ĉb(t)

)
, (A5)

Trac
(
(Û

(2)
ab + Û

(2)
ba )ρ̂0

)
= −

∫
dtdt′ Ôb(t) Trac

(
ρ̂0Ôa(t

′)

×
(
Θ(t′ − t)Ĉa(t

′)Ĉb(t) + Θ(t− t′)Ĉb(t)Ĉa(t
′)
))

,

(A6)

where Θ is the Heaviside step function. Substituting back

into ρ̂signalb ,

ρ̂signalb =

∫
dt

∫
t

dt′ [Ôb(t
′),Trac

(
ρ̂0Ôa(t)[Ĉa(t), Ĉb(t

′)]
)
]

+O
(
Ôm

a Ôl
b

)
, (A7)

with m, l ≥ 1, m + l ≥ 3. Therefore, at leading order,
the communication is mediated solely by the commuta-
tor [Ĉa(t), Ĉb(t

′)], as we wanted to show. Notice that

[Ĉa(t), Ĉb(t
′)] only contributes for t′ ≥ t, i.e. A can only

message B through Ĉb(t
′) after A has coupled to Ĉa(t),

as would be expected. This order adequately reverses if
we consider communication from B to A.

Non-perturbative case: Remarkably, communication is
impossible if the observables of system C in Eq. (A2)

commute, i.e. if [Ĉa(t), Ĉb(t
′)] = 0, then ρ̂signalb = 0.

This follows from noticing that, under this assumption,
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[Ĥa(t), Ĥb(t
′)] = 0, and thus Û = ÛaÛb = ÛbÛa, which

after substituting in Eq. (A1) and using the cyclic prop-

erty of the trace together with ÛaÛ
†
a = 1̂1 shows that

ρ̂signalb = 0. In other words, communicating through C
requires coupling to non-commuting interaction picture

observables of C. Notice that the same is not necessarily
true for gaining correlations. A and B can get correlated
even if they couple to commuting interaction picture ob-
servables of C, by extracting pre-existing correlations in
C.
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