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We analyse the interaction between two quantum systems in spacetime and we compare two
possible models to describe it: 1) a fully quantum field theoretical (QFT) description of the coupling
of two quantum systems mediated by a quantum field and 2) a quantum-controlled model (qc-model),
which is an effectively relativistic direct-coupling in which the interaction of two quantum systems
is not mediated by a field with local quantum degrees of freedom. We show that while there are
regimes where the qc-model can approximate QFT arbitrarily well, it can suffer from retrocausal
effects. We discuss in what regimes those retrocausal predictions of the qc-model are non-negligible
and whether they can be used to argue that gravity induced entanglement experiments can reveal
genuinely quantum aspects of the gravitational interaction or not.

I. INTRODUCTION

Relativistic quantum field theories (QFTs) provide our
best consistent foundational framework for describing
physical interactions between quantum systems. How-
ever, in many situations and for practical considerations,
one does not require a full description of the quantum
degrees of freedom of the mediating fields. Examples of
these setups are the spin-coupling in electron pair reso-
nance [1, 2], nuclear magnetic resonance [3], among oth-
ers. In general, effective non-relativistic direct-coupling
theories are often used everywhere. It is rarely the case
that the full power of QFT is required to model low-
energy physics, quantum information tasks or, in general,
to describe non-relativistic experiments.

A perhaps less-known fact is that direct-coupling mod-
els are not entirely restricted to non-relativistic regimes.
Indeed, one can formulate interactions between two quan-
tum systems in spacetime without the interaction prop-
agating instantaneously using the so-called quantum-
controlled (qc) model (see, for example, [4, 5])). In
essence, the only relevant degrees of freedom in a
quantum-controlled description are associated with the
quantum sources, and relativity is incorporated through
retarded propagators of a classical mediating field the-
ory in the direct coupling. This effective model has been
shown to accurately approximate the predictions of the
QFT description of interactions that are prolonged in
time, both in light-matter like setups and gravitational
scenarios such as gravity mediated entanglement experi-
ments [4, 5].

Quantifying the regimes of applicability of the qc-
model is important not only to simplify the description
of experiments that do not require a full QFT approach.
It is also a tool for identifying what physical processes
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explicitly rely on the quantum degrees of freedom of me-
diating fields: if the qc-model is enough to describe the
experiment, the quantum degrees of freedom of the me-
diators do not play any significant role in them. Under-
standing the role of local quantum degrees of freedom
is particularly relevant in the context of gravity medi-
ated entanglement experiments (GME) [6, 7], where it
has been proposed that gravitationally induced entan-
glement can be used to witness quantum degrees of free-
dom of the gravitational field [8–10]. However, in [5] it
was shown that within the regimes originally proposed
in [6, 7], GME experiments can be accurately described
in terms of a qc-model, showcasing that quantum degrees
of freedom of the gravitational field are not directly ac-
cessed by the experiment1.
Although qc-models can accurately describe many

physical setups, the direct coupling between two systems
in different spacetime locations (even if the coupling is
retardedly propagated) may lead to some degree of retro-
causal effects [17]. These effects do not fully prevent the
applicability of qc-models, but certainly provide bounds
to their regime of validity: one could not argue that a qc-
model can describe a setup if the retrocausal predictions
are of the same order as the resolution of the experiments.
Our goal in this manuscript is to study in what scenar-
ios retrocausality manifests in the qc-model, quantify the
retrocausal effects, and discuss the consequences of this
to the applicability of the model, with a special attention
to GME experiments.
To classify retrocausal effects, we explicitly define con-

ditions that must be fulfilled by general causal interac-
tions in spacetime. Applying these definitions to qc-
interactions, we can split the predictions of the model
into causal and retrocausal contributions. This allows
for a quantitative analysis of retrocausal effects, naturally

1 Notice that there are other sources of criticism towards the abil-
ity of some GME experiments to reveal the quantum nature of
gravity. They are not related to the points we want to make in
this paper buf for completeness see [11–16].
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providing a limit to the regime of validity of quantum-
controlled effective models.

In this study, we will show that retrocausal effects be-
come arbitrarily negligible in the limit where both sys-
tems maintain causal contact for long times relative to
their spatial separation. This is relevant because these
are precisely the the setups in the current implementa-
tions of GME experimental proposals.

This manuscript is organized as follows. In Section II
we review the qc-model for interactions between quan-
tum systems and compare it interactions mediated by
fully featured quantum fields. In Section III we discuss
retrocausality in interactions between two quantum sys-
tems in spacetime, presenting definitions of causal and
non-retrocausal interactions and establish a relationship
between causality violations in the qc-model and the
regimes where it approximates a QFT description. By
studying explicit examples, we quantify retrocausal ef-
fects in relativistic quantum-controlled interactions in
Section IV, discussing the implications for gravity medi-
ated entanglement experiments. The conclusions of our
work can be found in Section V.

II. QUANTUM CONTROLLED FIELDS AS A
QUANTUM FIELD THEORY LIMIT

A particular case of an effective interaction between
two quantum systems, where the interaction has rela-
tivistic elements but is not entirely quantum is the so-
called quantum-controlled field (qc-field) model [4, 5].
This model replaces the quantum degrees of freedom of
a mediating field by a direct coupling between quantum
systems taking into account the relativistic propagation
of the interaction. In this section we will review the for-
malism of qc-fields and discuss the limit where a quantum
field theoretic model gives rise to these effective models.

A. Quantum Controlled fields

We start with a brief review of the direct coupling
of two systems within the qc-field formalism. We moti-
vate the model by first describing the interaction between
two classical systems through a relativistic classical field.
This description is then ‘upgraded’ to qc-field model by
letting the interacting systems be quantum, which gives
rise to a direct interaction between the two systems—
with no intermediate field degrees of freedom—that is
dictated by the appropriate relativistic retarded poten-
tials.

1. Classical sources interacting via classical fields

Assume two classical systems A and B in Minkowski
spacetime, M, that interact via a classical field ϕ(a),
where (a) ≡ (µ, ν, . . . ) is an arbitrary set of Lorentz

indices. The two systems couple to the field through
currents ja(a), j

b
(a). The total system is described by the

action:

S =

∫
dV (Lϕ + La + Lb

−ja(a)(x)ϕ
(a)(x)− jb(a)(x)ϕ

(a)(x)
)
, (1)

where the terms La,Lb, and Lϕ are the free Lagrangian
densities of A,B and of the field ϕ, respectively.

Stationarity of the action S under variations of the
field ϕ yields the equations of motion

P[ϕ(a)] = ja(a)+ jb(a), (2)

where P is a differential operator determined by Lϕ. We
further assume that P is a linear differential operator, so
that the solutions of Eq. (2) can be written in terms of
retarded and advanced Green’s functions. The retarded
Green’s function G

(ab)
R (x, x′) is non-zero only when x is

in the causal future of x′ and the advanced G
(ab)
A (x, x′)

when x is in the causal past of x′. The two are related by

G
(ab)
A (x, x′) = G

(ba)
R (x′, x). They generate solutions to the

non-homogeneous equation P[ϕj
(a)] = j(a) as:

ϕ
(a)
j (x) =

∫
dV ′G

(ab)
R/A(x, x

′)j(b)(x
′). (3)

Notice that a solution to P[ϕj
(a)] = j(a) is obtained when

one considers any convex combination of the retarded
and advanced Green’s functions, however, these solutions
always differ by a solution of the homogeneous equation
P[ϕj

(a)] = 0. So, the field can always be reformulated

in terms of the retarded propagator. Consequently, each
system I ∈ {A,B} sources a contribution to the scalar
field:

ϕ
(a)
i =

∫
dV G

(ab)
R (x, x′)ji(b)(x

′). (4)

Under the assumption that the field is entirely sourced
byA and B, one can compute the Hamiltonian of the sys-
tem. We pick inertial coordinates x = (t,x), for which
the volume element is dV = dn+1x (where n is the num-
ber of spatial dimensions), and replace the field by the

solution ϕ(a)(x) = ϕ
(a)
a (x) + ϕ

(a)
b (x). The Hamiltonian

generating evolution with respect to the inertial time pa-
rameter t for the dynamics of the two systems takes the
form

H(t) =

∫
dnx

(
Ha +Hb

+
1

2
ja(a)(x)ϕ

(a)(x) +
1

2
jb(a)(x)ϕ

(a)(x)

)
, (5)

where dnx is the spatial volume element and Ha,Hb are
the free Hamiltonian densities of A and B. Notice that
the interaction terms pick up a factor of 1/2 coming from
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the free Hamiltonian density of the field. Physically, this
can be understood as half of the potential energy sourced
from A and B being stored in the field. A derivation of
(5) under an adiabatic approximation for the sources is
provided in Appendix A, for the case of a scalar field.
The interaction Hamiltonian for A and B can then be
expressed entirely in terms of the sources:

Hint(t) =
1

2

∫
dV ′

∫
d3xG

(ab)
R (x, x′)

+
(
ja(a)(x)j

b
(b)(x

′) + ja(b)(x
′)jb(a)(x)

)
, (6)

where we neglected the self-interaction terms of the form
1
2j

a
(a)(x)ϕ

(a)
a (x) and 1

2j
b
(a)(x)ϕ

(a)
b (x). Eq. (6) is a direct cou-

pling between the classical sources, mediated by a rela-
tivistic potential. Overall, the formulation of the interac-
tion between systems A and B in terms of the Hamilto-
nian of Eq. (6) is valid under the following assumptions 1)
the field is exclusively sourced via retarded propagation
by the two interacting systems and no external sources af-
fect the field, 2) there is no self-interaction for the sources
and 3) the sources are slowly varying in time, so that an
adiabatic approximation is valid.

2. Quantum sources interacting via classical propagation

The model above can be extended to the case where
systems A and B are quantum. This gives rise to the
quantum-controlled model (qc-model) studied in [4, 5].
The goal of the qc-model is to prescribe an interaction be-
tween two quantum sources that preserves the relativis-
tic nature of the classical model. However, the qc-model
does not incorporate local quantum degrees of freedom
for the mediating field. Rather the field is fully deter-
mined by the quantum sources, thus the name quantum-
controlled field.

Let us consider two quantum sources, A and B, de-
scribed in Hilbert spaces Ha and Hb. The internal dy-
namics of these systems are implemented by free Hamil-
tonians (generating translations with respect to t) Ĥa

and Ĥb, respectively. The systems also couple to a
scalar field according to the description of Eq. (1) with

self-adjoint operator valued currents2 ĵa(a)(x), ĵ
b
(a)(x), pre-

scribed in the interaction picture. In this model, the
mediating field is a spacetime dependent operator acting
on the Hilbert space Ha⊗Hb. Motivated by the classical
model, the field will be sourced analogously to Eq. (4):

ϕ̂
(a)
j,c(x) =

∫
dV ′G

(ab)
R (x, x′)ĵ(b)(x

′), (7)

2 The current operators as they appear in the expressions are
operators in Ha ⊗ Hb of the form ĵa

(a)
(x) = Ĵa

(a)
(x) ⊗ 11b,

ĵb
(a)

(x) = 11a ⊗ Ĵb
(a)

(x).

where label C stands for ‘controlled’ and G
(ab)
R (x, x′) is

the retarded propagator of the differential operator P in

(2). Notice that the “quantum” field operator ϕ̂
(a)
c acts

on the Hilbert space of the sources, and it is devoid of
any local degrees of freedom of its own.
The interaction Hamiltonian for the qc-model can be

expressed in terms of the sources in a way analogous to
(6):

Ĥc(t) =
1

2

∫
d3x

∫
dV ′ G

(ab)
R (x, x′)(

ĵa(a)(x)ĵ
b
(b)(x

′) + ĵb(a)(x)ĵ
a
(b)(x

′)
)
. (8)

The evolution of sources in this model is, therefore, uni-
tary, unlike what happens when the sources are coupled
to a quantum field that possesses its own degrees of free-
dom, which can exchange quantum information with the
sources rendering the time evolution of the partial state
of the sources non-unitary.
In order to later compare the dynamics implemented

by the Hamiltonian of Eq. (8) to the case of two sources
coupled through a fully featured quantum field, we con-
sider an initial state of the joint system ρ̂0,ab of the
two sources (a density operator in Ha ⊗ Hb) and com-
pute its time evolution under the assumption that the
sources are proportional to a sufficiently small constant
λ: ĵa(x), ĵb(x) ∝ λ. The system evolves with respect to
the unitary operator:

Ûc = T exp

(
−i

∫
dt Ĥc(t)

)
. (9)

For an initial state of the joint system ρ̂0,ab = ρ̂0, the
final state of the system can be written as

ρ̂c = Ûcρ̂0Û
†
c . (10)

The state ρ̂c can be computed perturbatively using the
Dyson expansion of the unitary (9):

Ûc = Û
(0)
c + Û

(2)
c + Û

(4)
c +O(λ6), (11)

where

Û
(0)
c = 11,

Û
(2)
c = −i

∫ +∞

−∞
dt Ĥc(t), (12)

Û
(4)
c = (−i)2

∫ +∞

−∞
dt

∫ +∞

−∞
dt′ Θ(t− t′)Ĥc(t)Ĥc(t

′),

where Θ(u) denotes the Heaviside step function. The
final state of the joint system is:

ρ̂c = ρ̂0 + ρ̂
(2)
c + ρ̂

(4)
c +O(λ6), (13)

where

ρ̂
(2)
c = Û

(2)
c ρ̂0 + ρ̂0Û

(2)
c

†, (14)

ρ̂
(4)
c = Û

(2)
c ρ̂0Û

(2)
c

† + Û
(4)
c ρ̂0 + ρ̂0Û

(4)
c

†. (15)
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Notice that all terms are of even order in the expan-
sion parameter λ, since the interaction Hamiltonian (8)
is quadratic in the currents.

The integral of the interaction Hamiltonian can be ex-
pressed through the symmetric propagator:∫

dt Ĥc(t) =
1

2

∫
dV ′

∫
dV ∆(ab)(x, x′)ĵa(a)(x)ĵ

b
(b)(x

′), (16)

where the symmetric3 propagator is

∆(ab)(x, x′) = G
(ab)
R (x, x′) +G

(ab)
A (x, x′). (17)

Furthermore, one can show that at least up to fourth or-
der the evolution depends only on integrals of the sym-
metric propagator of the field.
There are cases where the unitary Ûc can be found

non-perturbatively (see, e.g., [18, 19]). For instance, in
the specific case of time-independent sources (that is, for

sources such that [ĵi(a)(x), Ĥi] = 0 for I ∈ {A,B}), the
unitary (9) can be found explicitly. In these cases, the
commutator of the interaction Hamiltonian densities van-
ishes, i.e. [Ĥc(x), Ĥc(x

′)] = 0, and the unitary becomes

Ûc = exp

(
−i

∫
dt Ĥc(t)

)
(18)

= exp

(
− i

2

∫
dV ′

∫
dV ∆(ab)(x, x′)ĵa(a)(x)ĵ

b
(b)(x

′)

)
.

B. QC from QFT

At first sight, the qc-model is simply “putting hats”
on the classical sources in a relativistic description of the
interaction between two currents. However, as naive as
it may seem, the model is also a good approximation of
a fully quantum theory in many regimes. In this subsec-
tion, we analyze when the qc-model can be understood
as a limit of a fully quantum field theoretic description
of the interaction of the quantum systems A and B.

To understand the relationship of QFT with a descrip-
tion via a qc-model, it will be helpful to describe the
propagation of information in quantum fields on a sim-
ilar footing as it is manifest in the qc-model, that is, in
terms of propagators.

1. Quantum field propagators

In quantum field theory propagation is encoded in
n-point functions. In the context of QFT, it will
be convenient to define the retarded and advanced
propagators as bi-distributions with kernels given by

G
(ab)
R (x, x′), G

(ab)
A (x, x′). Given a set F(M) of smooth

3 Symmetry of ∆(ab)(x, x′) follows from G
(ab)
A (x, x′) = G

(ba)
R (x′, x).

and well behaved4 test tensor fields f(a), we define the
bi-distributions GR/A : F(M)×F(M) → C such that

GR/A(f, g) =

∫
dV

∫
dV ′G

(ab)
R/A(x, x

′)f(a)(x)g(b)(x
′). (19)

The sum and difference of the retarded and advanced
Green’s functions, GR and GA, play an important role
in quantum field theory. We define them as the bi-
distributions E,∆ : F(M)×F(M) → C:

∆(f, g) := GR(f, g) + GA(f, g), (20)

E(f, g) := GR(f, g)−GA(f, g), (21)

with respective integral kernels ∆(ab)(x, x′)
(the symmetric propagator) in Eq. (17), and

E(ab)(x, x′) = G
(ab)
R (x, x′)−G

(ab)
A (x, x′) (the causal

propagator). The latter, E, will allow us to formulate
covariant canonical commutation relations in quantum
field theory.

Consider a real bosonic quantum field ϕ̂(a), where (a)
denotes an arbitrary set of Lorentz indices with equa-
tion of motion given by Eq. (2). The observables of
the theory form a unital ∗-algebra A called the alge-
bra of observables. In the most common construction of
the algebra A the field is an operator-valued distribution
Φ̂ : F(M) → A, where F(M) is a space of smooth and
well behaved test tensor fields f(a). The observables of
the theory are generated by the smeared field operators
Φ̂(f), which can be formally written as

Φ̂(f) =

∫
dV ϕ̂(a)(x)f(a)(x). (22)

The smeared field operators satisfy the covariant canon-
ical commutation relations

[Φ̂(f), Φ̂(g)] = −iE(f, g)11, (23)

where E(f, g) is defined in (21).
In order to define the two-point functions of field

observables, it is necessary to take expectation values.
These are taken with respect to some state of the sys-
tem. A state is defined as a linear functional that maps
observables of the algebra to complex values ω : A → C.
The choice of state induces a representation of the alge-
bra A in a Hilbert space H through the GNS construc-
tion [20, 21], where operators in the algebra correspond
to linear operators acting on the Hilbert space. In specific
cases, such as that of von Newman algebras of type I or
Type II, the algebraic description of a state ω is related
to a trace-class normalized positive self-adjoint density

4 One should consider tensor fields that vanish fast enough at infin-
ity. For instance, one can consider smooth compactly supported
fields, or more general sets of functions (e.g. in the scalar case,
one could consider test functions defined in Schwartz space).
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operator ρ̂ω ∈ B(H ), where B(H ) is the set of bounded
operators acting on H , as follows:

For Â ∈ A, ω(Â) = ⟨Â⟩ω = tr
(
Âρ̂ω

)
. (24)

We call ω(Â) = ⟨Â⟩ω the expectation value of Â.
Two relevant two-point functions are the Wightman

function and the Feynman propagator. The Wightman
function is defined as W : F(M) × F(M) → C such
that:

W(f, g) = ω(Φ̂(f)Φ̂(g))

=

∫
dV

∫
dV ′ W (ab)(x, x′)f(a)(x)g(b)(x

′), (25)

with integral kernel W (ab)(x, x′) = ⟨ϕ̂(a)(x)ϕ̂(b)(x′)⟩ω.
The time-ordered two-point function

G
(ab)
F (x, x′) = ⟨T ϕ̂(a)(x)ϕ̂(b)(x′)⟩ω defines the so-called

Feynman propagator, alternatively expressed as:

G
(ab)
F (x, x′) = θ(t− t′)W (ab)(x, x′) + θ(t′ − t)W (ba)(x′, x).

(26)
This gives rise to the bi-distribution
GF : F(M)×F(M) → C:

GF(f, g) =

∫
dV

∫
dV ′ G

(ab)
F (x, x′)f(a)(x)g(b)(x

′). (27)

We can see how the different propagators are related
by splitting the kernels of the Wightman function and
the Feynman propagator into their real and imaginary
parts 5.

W (ab)(x, x′) =
1

2
H(ab)(x, x′)− i

2
E(ab)(x, x′), (28)

G
(ab)
F (x, x′) =

1

2
H(ab)(x, x′) +

i

2
∆(ab)(x, x′). (29)

Both propagators share the same real part, as
can be shown from taking the real part of (26).

H(ab)(x, x′) = ⟨{ϕ̂(a)(x), ϕ̂(b)(x′)}⟩ω defines the so-called
Hadamard distribution. It contains all the state depen-
dence of both the Wightman function and the Feyn-
man propagator, as both imaginary parts, ∆(ab)(x, x′),
E(ab)(x, x′) are state independent due their definition
through the retarded and advanced propagators. The
imaginary parts have support when x is either in the
causal future or the causal past of x′.
We note that the only propagator that takes part in

the qc-model is the imaginary part of the Feynman prop-
agator, as can be seen from Eq. (16)). In what follows,
we will see how these propagators contribute to the sig-
nalling between two quantum systems that locally couple
to both a quantum field and a qc-field.

5 Using that W (ab)(x, x′)∗ = W (ba)(x′, x), one can obtain the real
and imaginary parts of the two-point function from the decom-
position

ϕ̂(a)(x)ϕ̂(b)(x′) = 1
2
{ϕ̂(a)(x), ϕ̂(b)(x′)}+ 1

2
[ϕ̂(a)(x), ϕ̂(b)(x′)].

2. Local interactions with a quantum field

Now let us discuss the role of the propagators when two
quantum systems A and B locally interact with a quan-

tum field ϕ̂(a). In analogy to the classical interaction (5),
we prescribe the interaction Hamiltonian as

Ĥint(t) = λ

∫
d3x

(
ĵa(a)(x)ϕ̂

(a)(x) + ĵb(a)(x)ϕ̂
(a)(x)

)
. (30)

We will refer to this model as QFT model throughout
this paper.

Let us compute the dynamics of two quantum sys-
tems that evolve according to the Hamiltonian (30). We
perform perturbative computations, similar to Subsec-
tion IIA 2. The main difference is that now the field
has degrees of freedom described in a Hilbert space Hϕ,
thus the full quantum system is tripartite, consisting of
subsystems A, B and the field. The full system is then
described in the Hilbert space Ha ⊗Hb ⊗Hϕ. We work
in the interaction picture, where the state joint system
evolves with respect to the time-evolution operator

Û = T exp

(
−i

∫
dt Ĥint(t)

)
. (31)

Given an initial state6 ρ̂0 ∈ Ha ⊗ Hb ⊗ Hϕ, the evolved
state is given by

ρ̂ = Û ρ̂0Û
† (32)

During time evolution the two systems A and B may get
entangled between themselves and with the field. The
final state of the joint system AB is given by the reduced
density matrix ρ̂ab = Trϕ ρ̂. From the Dyson expansion
we get up to second order for the evolution operator:

Û = Û (0) + Û (1) + Û (2) +O(λ3), (33)

Û (0) = 11

Û (1) = −i

∫ +∞

−∞
dt Ĥint(t)

Û (2) = (−i)2
∫ +∞

−∞
dt

∫ +∞

−∞
dsΘ(t− t′)Ĥint(t)Ĥint(s)

and for the density matrix:

ρ̂ = ρ̂0 + ρ̂(1) + ρ̂(2) +O(λ6) (34)

ρ̂(1) = Û (1)ρ̂0 + ρ̂0 + Û (1)† (35)

ρ̂(2) = Û (1)ρ̂0Û
(1)† + Û (2)ρ̂0 + ρ̂0Û

(2)†. (36)

6 We will assume that we are working in a case where density
operators for the field can be defined.
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3. Comparison with the quantum-controlled model

Up to this point we have presented the interaction be-
tween two quantum systems A and B through quantum-
controlled fields in IIA and quantum fields in II B 2. Now
we compare the evolution of the state of the system AB
up to second order in λ and discuss the requisites for
qc-fields to be a good approximation of quantum fields
within this setup.

Let us start with the QFT model, where the state of
the stystem AB is the reduced state ρ̂ab = Trϕ(ρ̂). To
make a clean comparison with the qc-model, we assume
that the initial state of the field is uncorrelated with the
state of the systems AB, i.e. the initial state is of the form
ρ̂0 = ρ̂ab,0 ⊗ ρ̂ϕ. For simplicity, assume that the initial
state of the field, ρ̂ϕ, is quasi-free (zero-mean Gaussian),
so that its odd-point functions vanish.

The first order corrections of the reduced state ρ̂ab =
Trϕ(ρ̂), will be proportional to the expectation value of

a single field operator, Trϕ(ϕ̂(x)ρ̂ϕ), which vanishes due
to the quasi-free assumption.

The second order terms ρ̂
(2)
ab = Trϕ(ρ̂

(2)) are hence
of leading order and depend linearly on the two-point

functions W (ab)(x, x′) = Tr
(
ϕ̂(a)(x)ϕ̂(b)(x′)ρ̂ϕ

)
. To fa-

cilitate the comparison between the two models, we
split W (ab)(x, x′) into its real and imaginary parts, as in

Eq. (28). Due to linearity, ρ̂
(2)
ab also splits into two re-

spective parts, namely ρ̂
(2)
ab = ρ̂

(2)
ab,Re + ρ̂

(2)
ab,Im.

The first term is expressed through the (kernel of the)
Hadamard distribution as follows:

ρ̂
(2)
ab,Re =

λ2

2

∫
dV

∫
dV ′H(ab)(x, x′) (37)(

ĵa(a)(x)ρ̂ab,0ĵ
a
(b)(x

′) + ĵb(a)(x)ρ̂ab,0ĵ
b
(b)(x

′)

+ ĵa(a)(x)ρ̂ab,0ĵ
b
(b)(x

′) + ĵb(a)(x)ρ̂ab,0ĵ
a
(a)(x

′)

− ĵa(a)(x)ĵ
b
(b)(x

′)ρ̂ab,0 − ρ̂ab,0ĵ
a
(a)(x)ĵ

b
(b)(x

′)

−Θ(t− t′)
(
ĵa(a)(x)ĵ

a
(b)(x

′)ρ̂ab,0 + ĵb(a)(x)ĵ
b
(b)(x

′)ρ̂ab,0

)
−Θ(t′− t)

(
ρ̂ab,0ĵ

a
(a)(x)ĵ

a
(b)(x

′) + ρ̂ab,0ĵ
b
(a)(x)ĵ

b
(b)(x

′)
))

,

where we used ĵa(a)(x) = ĵa †
(a)(x). The second term, that

has the the imaginary part of the Wightman function,
only depends on the retarded and advanced propagators,

and can be organised as:

ρ̂
(2)
ab,Im = i

λ2

2

∫
dV

∫
dV ′ (38)

− E(ab)(x, x′)
(
ĵa(a)(x)ρ̂ab,0ĵ

a
(b)(x

′) + ĵb(a)(x)ρ̂ab,0ĵ
b
(b)(x

′)

+ĵa(a)(x)ρ̂ab,0ĵ
b
(b)(x

′) + ĵb(a)(x)ρ̂ab,0ĵ
a
(b)(x

′)
)

−G
(ab)
R (x, x′)

(
ĵa(a)(x)ĵ

a
(b)(x

′)ρ̂ab,0 + ĵb(a)(x)ĵ
b
(b)(x

′)ρ̂ab,0

)
+G

(ab)
A (x, x′)

(
ρ̂ab,0ĵ

a
(a)(x)ĵ

a
(b)(x

′) + ρ̂ab,0ĵ
b
(a)(x)ĵ

b
(b)(x

′)
)

−∆(ab)(x, x′)[ĵa(a)(x)ĵ
b
(a)(x

′), ρ̂ab,0].

On the other hand, from the qc-model, the evolution of
the state up to second order can be calculated from (14)
and (12), yielding

ρ̂
(2)
c = −i

λ2

2

∫
dV ′

∫
dV ∆(ab)(x, x′)[ĵa(a)(x)ĵ

b
(b)(x

′), ρ̂ab,0].

(39)

It is evident from Eq. (37-39) that the leading order
time evolution in the qc-model corresponds to the last
term of (38). Consequently, when this term is dominant,
the qc-model is an approximation for the QFT descrip-
tion at leading order in perturbation theory. That is for
the system to be well modelled by the qc interaction, the
following terms must be negligible:

1. The Hadamard contribution in Eq. (37),

2. The asymmetric self-interaction terms in (38),

3. The antisymmetric causal propagator terms in (38).

Indeed, in [4] it was shown that there are regimes
where the conditions above are fulfilled. Concretely, it
was found that when the interaction between the sys-
tems lasts for sufficiently long times, the systems are in
causal contact with each other, and the coupling with
the field is weak enough, the two models give the same
predictions.
Notice that in spacelike separation the leading order

correction of the qc-model vanishes completely and the
only term that survives in the QFT case is the Hadamard
term in Eq. (37). Hence, interactions when in spacelike
separation are well out of the regimes where the qc-model
approximates the full QFT model. Indeed, the term con-
taining the Hadamard in the reduced state for system A
in Eq. (37) consists of terms that depend on local observ-
ables of A and the local noise due to the coupling with
the field (encoded in H(ab)(x, x′)), i.e.

ρ̂
(2)
a,Re =

λ2

2

∫
dV

∫
dV ′ H(ab)(x, x′)(

ĵa(a)(x)ρ̂a,0ĵ
a
(b)(x

′)

−Θ(t− t′)ĵa(a)(x)ĵ
a
(b)(x

′)ρ̂a,0

−Θ(t′ − t)ρ̂a,0ĵ
a
(a)(x)ĵ

a
(b)(x

′)
)
. (40)
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This means that the qc-model cannot capture the fact
that spacelike separated systems coupled locally to the
field can become correlated even in spacelike separation
by extracting previously existing field correlations (see,
for instance [22–35]).

Of course the qc-model is just one possible model where
relativistic aspects are captured while the field does not
have any degrees of freedom. One could then wonder
whether it is possible to make the qc-model more accu-
rate by modifying it to incorporate more terms present in
the QFT description (Eqs. (37) and (38)), still without
introducing local degrees of freedom for the field. The
Hadamard part in Eq. (37) cannot be reproduced by a
unitary evolution compatible with relativistic locality, as
it describes noise localised around the quantum sources
and spacelike correlations between them. Attempting
to incorporate the non-local Hadamard terms without
a mediating field would interfere with relativistic local-
ity, introducing an instantaneous interaction between the
sources7. The terms from Eq.(38) that are asymmetric
or antisymmetric are also incompatible with the unitary
evolution of states. Indeed, the leading order evolution
of a state with respect to a unitary of the form of Eq. (9)
can only yield terms that depend on the commutator
[Hc(t), ρ̂0]. The anti-symmetric terms in Eq.(38) cannot
be brought to this form, since the currents are present
in pairs in the Hamiltonian (8). This leads to the con-
clusion that the only possible change to the model could
be an inclusion of asymmetric self-interaction terms that
can reproduce the retarded and advanced terms in Eq.
(38), but not the Hadamard or antisymmetric terms. We
leave such an study for future work.

III. CAUSALITY IN EFFECTIVE QFT
DESCRIPTIONS

As we saw in the previous section, the qc-model can
be thought of as a limit of a QFT description in specific
regimes. Consequently, there is no reason to expect the
qc-model to be physical outside its regimes of validity.
For instance, the model might give predictions that are
not fully compatible with relativistic principles, allow-
ing for retrocausal signalling between the probes. In this
section we will discuss possible causality violations that
effective models can introduce in a general setup where
two parties interact in distinct spacetime regions. We
give an explicit definition of retrocausation for two sys-
tems that interact while they are localised in spacetime,
and explain how its occurrence relates to the capacity of
the qc-model to approximate QFT.

7 In QFT correlations between spacelike separated systems can
be acquired due correlations previously existing in the field and
instantaneous interactions are avoided due to the microcausality
condition, which demands that the field observables commute in
spacelike separation.

A. Retrocausal signalling

In this subsection, we present the conditions for a rel-
ativistic model of field-probe interaction to display retro-
causality in communication settings.
Let us consider two systems A and B signalling each

other via propagation through a field. The first ingredi-
ent of our analysis is defining the notion of retrocausal
signalling. Consider two emitters A and B. Let A be in
the causal past of B. In this case, system A can emit a
signal to B but A cannot receive any signal back from B.
Relativistic causality demands that A cannot have infor-
mation on whether or not the signal eventually reached
B. We will call such an effect retrocausal. We can then
quantify retrocausality in terms of the strength of that
effect, i.e. how much does the state of A depend on any
information about B. In essence, retrocausality implies
the ability to obtain information about systems that lie
outside of one’s causal past.
To define retrocausal effects on quantum systems in

spacetime, we will examine the dependence of the statis-
tics of an emitter on the retarded propagation of signals.
We start by noticing that the spacetime localization of
systems A and B can be encoded in sets of spacetime
smearing functions {Λi

a(x)} and {Λi
b(x)} 8. For a general

choice of spacetime smearing functions, the state of A
will depend on both retarded propagated signals from B
to A (encoded in terms of the form Gij

ab = GR(Λ
i
a,Λ

j
b)),

and signals from A to B (encoded in Gji
ba = GR(Λ

j
b,Λ

i
a)).

For simplicity, we abbreviate the dependencies on Gij
ab

and Gji
ba by denoting them simply as Gab and Gba. Us-

ing this notation, the dependence of the final state of A
on the signals from A to B and B to A can be expressed
as ρ̂a = ρ̂a(Gab,Gba).
Within this notation, we will say that retrocausal

effects appear when the state of A to depends on Gba,
when the relative causal ordering between A and B
is such that B is in the causal future of A, i.e. for a
relativistic field theory Gba = 0. Within this formalism
we can now define the condition that a model must
satisfy so that it does not allow retrocausal signalling
between two compactly supported systems (that is Λi

a(x)
and Λi

b(x) compactly supported in spacetime).

Definition III.1. Consider a model that defines the evo-
lution between two compactly supported quantum systems
A and B such that their respective statistics after the in-
teraction is prescribed by the reduced states ρ̂a(Gab,Gba)
and ρ̂b(Gab,Gba). We call the model non-retrocausal

8 For instance, in the qc-model and the QFT model defined by
the respective Hamiltonians (8) and (30), the set of spacetime
smearing functions that define system A would be given by
Λnm
a (x) = ⟨na| ĵa(x) |ma⟩, where |na⟩ forms a basis for the

Hilbert space of Ha.
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if

ρ̂a(0,Gba) = ρ̂a(0, 0), ∀ Gba. (41)

for any choices of Λi
a(x) and Λi

b(x) such that Gab = 0.

Intuitively, the non-retrocausality condition above
states that in a non-retrocausal model the reduced state
of A cannot depend on signals that were received by B,
if B does not signal to A. One scenario where Gab = 0
and Gba ̸= 0 is presented in Fig. 1, where system A is
supported only in the causal past of B. In this case, if
ρ̂a depended on any information from B (encoded in the
dependence on Gba), the model would be retrocausal.

L

t

A

B

x

2L

T

FIG. 1. A spacetime diagram of the interaction of systems A
(red) and B (blue) in two compactly supported regions, where
A can signal to B, but B cannot signal to A.

For instance, the QFT model does satisfy Def. III.1,
thus it is non-retrocausal. To demonstrate this to lead-
ing order, we can use the results of Subsection II B 2,
discussing the dependence of the state of A on system B
after their interaction, when they are initially uncorre-
lated. These terms come from Eq. (38) and the reduced
state of A reads

ρ̂
(2)
a,Im = −iλ2

∫
dV

∫
dV ′G

(ab)
R (x,x′)[ĵa(a)(x), ρ̂a,0]

Tr
{
ĵb(b)(x

′)ρ̂b,0

}
. (42)

Notice that the expression above depends exclusively on
the retarded propagation from B to A, which vanishes
whenever B is in the causal future of A (that is, whenever
Gab = 0). Consequently, the QFT model does not allow
for retrocausal effects.

On the other hand, the qc-model can be retrocausal.
This can be seen from Eq. (39) in a case like, for example,
that of Fig. 1, where Gab = 0. In this scenario, for the qc-
model, the state of A depends non-trivially on Gba ̸= 0:

ρ̂
(2)
a,c = −i

λ2

2

∫
dV ′

∫
dV G

(ab)
A (x,x′)[ĵa(a)(x), ρ̂a,0]

Tr
{
ĵb(b)(x

′)ρ̂b,0

}
, (43)

thus, the qc-model does not satisfy Def. III.1.

Now that we have a characterisation of whether a
model allows for retrocausal signalling or not, we will
define when a particular interaction scenario is retro-
causal. Even if a model can allow for retrocausal sig-
nalling, this does not necessarily imply that every pos-
sible setup within the model will suffer from it. It may
be possible to devise setups in retrocausal models where
retrocausal effects are not present. A very simple exam-
ple is the scenario in Fig. 1 when we look at the depen-
dence of B on A. In this case there would be no retro-
causal effect on B, since A is in its causal past and any
change of B due to A would be compatible with rela-
tivistic causality. Below, we define when the state of A
is retrocausally affected by B in a particular setup.

Definition III.2. Consider two quantum systems, A
and B, supported in regions Ra and Rb in spacetime.
Their localization is implemented by sets of compactly
supported functions {Λi

a(x)} and {Λi
b(x)}. Their re-

spective states after the interaction can be written as
ρ̂a(Gab,Gba) and ρ̂b(Gab,Gba). Let R̃b denote a subre-

gion of Rb with Λ̃i
b(x) = Λi

b(x)
∣∣
R̃b

being the restriction of

Λi
b(x) to the region R̃b and G̃ab the retarded propagator

evaluated at Λi
a(x) and Λ̃i

b(x). We then say that the
setup has no retrocausal effect on A if either

1. There does not exist a subregion R̃b ⊂ Rb such that

G̃ab = 0 and G̃ba ̸= 0,

or

2. There exists a subregion R̃b ⊂ Rb such that

G̃ab = 0 and G̃ba ̸= 0,

but ρ̂a(Gab,Gba) = ρ̂a(Gab,Gba − G̃ba).
9 (44)

According to this definition, B does not retrocausally
signal to A if either 1) B is completely in the causal past
of A, or 2) if there is a subregion of B outside of the do-
main of dependence of A, but the final state of A does
not depend on any information from B coming from this
subregion. This is illustrated in Fig. 2. In the orange
region of duration 2L, B can receive signals form A, but
the part of B in the orange region should not be able
to affect A in a non-retrocausal model. We can also re-
formulate this in terms of reciprocation of signals: In a
non-retrocausal scenario A can signal to B in the orange
region but B should not be able to reciprocate and signal
back from the orange region to Alice.

B. Asymmetric signalling and retrocausality in the
qc-model

We will now explore the definitions of Subsection IIIA
in the context of the qc-model and its ability to ap-
proximate an interaction described by fully relativistic
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L

t

A B

2L

T

x

FIG. 2. A spacetime diagram of the interaction regions of
systems A and B separated by a distance L when A has sup-
port in the future lightcone of B. The time duration of the
interaction of systems A is T and the time duration of B is
T + 2L. The region in blue signals causally to A and the or-
ange region is associated to retrocausal signalling from B to
A.

QFT. In Subsection IIA 2, we saw that, up to leading
order in perturbation theory, the final state of A and
B in the qc-model depends only on terms containing
the symmetric propagator ∆(Λa,Λb). That is, the fi-
nal state of system A after the interaction has the form
ρ̂a(Gab,Gba) = ρ̂a(Gab +Gba) (Eq. (17)). In general, us-
ing

Gab =
1

2
(∆ab + Eab), Gba =

1

2
(∆ab − Eab), (45)

the dependence of the final state can be rewritten
in terms of the causal and symmetric propagators as
ρ̂a(Gab,Gba) = ρ̂a(Eab,∆ab). Then, it is more con-
venient to say that for time evolution described by
the qc-model the state is independent of Eab, i.e.
ρ̂a(Eab,∆ab) = ρ̂a(∆ab).
We will now show that in the qc-model, if Eab vanishes,

it is not possible for system A to not receive retrocausal
signals from B. For a non-retrocausal interaction setup,
we can rewrite the condition of Def. III.2 in terms of the
causal and symmetric propagators:

ρ̂a(∆ab,Eab) = ρ̂a(∆ab − G̃ba,Eab + G̃ba), (46)

where G̃ba is the propagation from A to the region of
B outside the domain of dependence of A. Assuming
G̃ba ̸= 0, the terms Eab + G̃ba and Eab cannot vanish
simultaneously. This in turn means that if G̃ba ̸= 0,
imposing Eab = 0 prevents Eq. (46) from being sat-
isfied, thus allowing for retrocausal signalling from B
to A. All this reasoning leads to an important conclusion:

The capacity of the qc-model to approximate QFT
inescapably implies some degree (even if small) of
retrocausal signalling.

That is, there is a trade-off in the qc-model between
retrocausality and the ability to approximate finite time
interactions in QFT. This might seem paradoxical: QFT
does not predict any causality violations and is well ap-
proximated by the qc-model exactly in the regimes where
qc-interactions lead to retrocausal signals. This appar-
ent paradox is resolved by noticing that although the
qc-model always predicts retrocausal effects when it ap-
proximates QFT interactions, the strength of these retro-
causal signals can, in principle, be arbitrarily small (e.g.
when the interaction times are sufficiently long).
We can see the tradeoff between approximating QFT

and retrocausal effects in an explicit setup. For instance,
consider the setup shown in Fig. 2. Without the orange
region, system A cannot be retrocausally signalled, as
B would only be supported in its causal past. In this
case Gba ̸= Gab, thus Eab ̸= 0. The more we extend
the temporal support of B to the future, the more Eab

decreases giving a better approximation to QFT. But in
the qc-model, the orange region can signal to A retro-
causally, showcasing the trade-off between retrocausality
and approximating QFT.
Notice that, as mentioned above, the causality vio-

lations present in the qc-model do not imply that the
qc-model is always a bad effective description for the
interaction. This is because the strength of the retro-
causal effects depends on the temporal support of the
two systems. In the next section we will quantify the
causality violations introduced by the qc-model, showing
that these become in fact arbitrarily small in the regimes
where the qc-model approximates QFT.

IV. QUANTIFYING RETROCAUSALITY AND
REGIME OF APPLICABILITY OF THE

QC-MODEL

Now that we have established that the qc-model can
be retrocausal, we would like to quantify the impact of
retrocausal effects in the predictions of the model, and
furthermore identify the regimes where the qc-model is
still a good description of physical interactions. We will
analyze this quantitatively in the specific case of two-
level systems interacting via a massless scalar qc-field,
however notice that this analysis straightforwardly car-
ries on to more general setups such as, for example, qc-
models describing the gravitational interaction between
two masses [5].
To begin, let us consider two two-level quantum sys-

tems A and B coupled via a massless scalar qc-field. This
setup is the qc-analogue to the so-called two-level Unruh-
DeWitt detector model [36, 37] which has found many
applications in the context of relativistic quantum infor-
mation [22–35, 38–45]. The massless scalar field obeys
the equations of motion:

□ϕ = 0, (47)

where, in inertial coordinates (t,x), □ = ∂µ∂
µ. We will
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be concerned with 3+1 and 1+1 dimensional Minkowski
spacetimes. The quantum systems A and B are qubits
that undergo inertial motion, commoving with the iner-
tial time t coordinate. The free dynamics of the qubits
are implemented by the free Hamiltonians that generate
time translations with respect to the inertial time t,

Ĥi = Ωiσ̂
+
i σ̂

−
i , (48)

where Ωi ≥ 0 are their proper energy gaps and σ̂±
i are

su(2) ladder operators.
Systems A and B couple to the scalar field through

their monopole moments m̂i(t) associated with Hilbert
spaces Hi

∼= C2 for I ∈ {A,B}. In the total Hilbert space
Hab = Ha ⊗ Hb, the monopole moments are expressed
as µ̂a(t) = m̂a(t) ⊗ 11b and µ̂b(t) = 11a ⊗ m̂b(t). The
interactions of the two systems with the field are localised
by the spacetime smearing functions Λa(x) and Λb(x).
For this setup, the current densities that couple to the
qc-field are:

ĵi(x) = Λi(x)µ̂i(t). (49)

As usual in particle detector models, we assume the
spacetime smearing functions to split into a product of
spatial and temporal smearings in their own rest space,
corresponding to the assumption of a Fermi-rigid sys-
tem [46, 47]:

Λi(x) = χi(t)Fi(x), (50)

where Fi(x) is the spatial smearing and χi(t) is the
switching function.

We will assume that systems A and B are localised
by spacetime smearing functions Λa and Λb of compact
support in spacetime regions Ra and Rb. Then, it is
possible to split Rb into two parts, which either emit a

signal to A or not, that we call R(c)
b and R(r)

b . The parts
of the support of B that emit signal to A will strongly
depend on several factors such as whether the field is
massless or not, the spacetime geometry, and the number
of spatial dimensions10. Considering all this, in a given
setup we can split the spacetime smearing function Λb

into two parts Λ
(c)
b = Λb|R(c)

b
and Λ

(r)
b = Λb|R(r)

b
and we

can write:

Λb = Λ
(c)
b + Λ

(r)
b . (51)

In the following analysis, we will follow [51] and define
a signalling estimator that quantifies the signalling from
system B to system A. Using the split of Eq. (51) we com-

pute the signalling estimator from the regions R(c)
b and

10 For example, for a massless scalar field in 3+1 Minkowski space-
time, the strong Huygens principle [48–50] applies and the field
only propagates along null geodesics. However, even for a mass-
less field in 1+1D the field can propagate along timelike hyper-
surfaces

R(r)
b to A, allowing us to quantify the effects of retro-

causal signalling. We start our analysis with the case
of detectors with an energy gap, using perturbative re-
sults in (3+1) and (1+1) dimensions and later we present
the case of gapless detectors, where the analysis is non-
perturbative.

A. Quantum systems with non-trivial internal
dynamics

Let us now initiate the analysis with the case of detec-
tors with a gap, i.e. Ωi > 0, for which the detectors A and
B have non-trivial internal dynamics. We choose their
initial states to be m̂i(t = 0) = σ̂+

i + σ̂−
i such that they

do not commute with the free Hamiltonian in Eq. (48).
The time-evolved monopole moments of A and B in the
interaction picture then read

m̂i(t) = σ̂+
i e

iΩit + σ̂−
i e

−iΩit. (52)

The current densities ji(x) that define the coupling are
given by Eq. (49). To leading order, the time evolution
operator of the qc-interaction (Eq. (12)) then reads

Ûc = 11− iλ2

2

∫
dV dV ′∆(x, x′)Λa(x)Λb(x

′)µ̂a(t)µ̂b(t
′),

(53)

and the final state of the system (Eq. (14)) is given by

ρ̂c = ρ̂0 −
iλ2

2

∫
dV dV ′∆(x, x′)Λa(x)Λb(x

′) (54)

×
[
µ̂a(t)µ̂b(t

′)ρ̂0 − ρ̂0µ̂a(t
′)µ̂b(t)

]
. (55)

We are interested in retrocausal contributions to the
state of the detector A, thus, we find its reduced state

ρ̂a = Trb ρ̂c. (56)

A general form for the initial state of the two level sys-
tems can be expressed as:

ρ̂i,0 =

(
αi βi

β∗
i 1− αi

)
, (57)

where αi ∈ [0, 1] and βi ∈ C. Using this parametrisation,
up to leading order, the final state of the target detector
becomes:

ρ̂a = ρ̂a,0 − iλ2

∫
dV dV ′∆(x, x′)Λa(x)Λb(x

′)

× Re
(
βb e

iΩbt
)
[m̂a(t

′), ρ̂a,0] .

(58)

The term ∆(x, x′)Λa(x)Λb(x
′)Re

(
βb e

iΩbt
)
in Eq. (58) de-

termines the influence of B in the state of A. We can use
this prefactor to define the amount of signal that A can
receive from B. Notice that due to positivity of the initial
state |Re(βbe

iΩbt)| < 1/
√
2, so that the maximum signal
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that can be received by A is determined by the state in-
dependent term ∆(x, x′)Λa(x)Λb(x

′). In the same spirit
as [51], we define the integral of the latter term as the
signalling estimator :

Ca(Λa,Λb) = ∆(Λa,Λb). (59)

Notice that the quantity above is an upper bound to the
leading order change in the state of A:

||ρ̂(2)a || ≤λ2|Ca(Λa,Λb)| supt||m̂a(t)ρ̂a,0 − ρ̂a,0m̂a(t)||
≤2λ2|Ca(Λa,Λb)|. (60)

Using the split Λb = Λ
(c)
b + Λ

(r)
b (Eq. (51)), the sig-

nalling estimator also splits into two parts:

Ca(Λa,Λb) = Ca(Λa,Λ
(c)
b ) + Ca(Λa,Λ

(r)
b ). (61)

The first term quantifies the signalling from the inter-

action subregion R(c)
b to A, which cannot signal retro-

causally; we call that the causal part of the estimator.
The second term corresponds to the region that can sig-

nal retrocausally to A, R(r)
b ,(by advanced propagation);

we call this the retrocausal part of the estimator.
In the following, we will evaluate the relative strength

of these two different contributions to signalling as a func-
tion of the total duration of the interactions.

1. (3+1) Dimensions

The retarded Green’s function for the (3+1)-
dimensional massless scalar field (corresponding to the
equation of motion (47)), reads:

GR(x, x
′) =

1

4π|x− x′|
δ(t′ − t+ |x− x′|), x = (x, t).

(62)
The propagator (62) vanishes for non null-separated
events, thus, the setup of Fig. 2 is a worst case scenario
for retrocausal signalling given that if B has temporal
support for time greater than T + 2L, the additional re-
gion will not contribute to the interaction with A.

Let us now quantify the retrocausal contribution com-
ing from the region that signals to A retrocausally, which
is of duration 2L. For simplicity and since we are inter-
ested in the qualitative behaviour of the signal, we choose
pointlike spatial smearing functions:

Fi(x) = δ(d)(x− xi). (63)

We also prescribe the switching functions as the following
window functions:

χi(t) =

{
1, if t ∈ [toni , toffi ]

0, otherwise
. (64)

For this choice, the split (61) is controlled exclusively by

the switching functions that split as χb = χ
(c)
b + χ

(r)
b as

in Eq. (51). For the setup of Fig. 2, we have that t
(off)
a =

t
(on)
a +T and t

(off)
b = t

(on)
b +T +2L, with t

(on)
a = t

(on)
b +L

and |xb − xa| = L, where L is the spatial separation
between A and B, which also corresponds to the time
separation of the start of their interactions. We can then
write

χb(t) = 1, if t ∈ [tonb , tonb + T + 2L]

χ
(c)
b (t) = 1, if t ∈ [tonb , tonb + T ]

χ
(r)
b (t) = 1, if t ∈ [tonb + T, tonb + T + 2L],

(65)

with the functions vanishing outside of those intervals.
For simplicity, we denote Ca(Λa,Λb) = Ca,

Ca(Λa,Λ
(c)
b ) = C

(c)
a , and Ca(Λa,Λ

(r)
b ) = C

(r)
a . The con-

tributions to the signalling estimator defined in Eq.(61)
can be explicitly computed, yielding

Ca =
T

2πL
(66)

C
(c)
a =

T + (−2L+ T )Θ(T − 2L)

4πL
(67)

C
(r)
a =

T + (2L− T )Θ(T − 2L)

4πL
. (68)

The time dependence of the different estimators is shown
in Fig. 3. Notice that for T > 2L, the retrocausal contri-
bution to the signalling estimator is constant and equal

to C
(r)
a = 1/(2π).

FIG. 3. The dependence of the different estimators Ca, C
(c)
a ,

and C
(r)
a on the total time of interaction T for the setup of

Fig. 2 in (3+1) spacetime dimensions.

To compare different contributions we compute the ra-
tios of the retrocausal signal with respect to the causal
and total signal:

C
(r)
a

C
(c)
a

=
L

T − L
, for T > 2L, (69)

C
(r)
a

Ca
=

L

T
, for T > 2L. (70)

Notice that the relative impact of the retrocausal con-
tribution decreases with the duration of the interaction,
and vanishes in the limit of T → ∞. Also notice that



12

for T < 2L the causal and retrocausal signals contribute
equally.

Now, one might ask what would be a sufficient interac-
tion time such that the retrocausal contribution is negli-
gible. Given a tolerance parameter, ϵ > 0, for the relative

impact of the retrocausal signalling, C
(r)
a

Ca
, the duration of

the interaction should scale as 1/ϵ:

C
(r)
a

Ca
< ϵ ⇒ T >

L

ϵ
. (71)

That is, the retrocausal signalling predicted by the model
can be neglected if the interaction time is larger than L/ϵ.
Thus, for interactions of systems that are close and inter-
act for sufficient time, the retrocausal contribution can
be neglected. This is consistent with what has been ob-
served for the qc-model being able to approximate QFT
mediated interactions in the limit of very long interaction
times [4].

2. (1+1) Dimensions

We will now analyze the qc-model in an explicit
setup in (1+1)-dimensional Minkowski spacetime. The
retarded propagator corresponding to the wave equa-
tion (47) for the (1+1)-dimensional massless scalar field
is given by:

GR(x, x
′) =

1

2
Θ(t− t′ − |x− x′|), (72)

which is non-vanishing both for null and future time-like
separation.

Given that the massless scalar field does not only prop-
agate along light-like curves, the setup of Fig. 2 is not a
worst case scenario for retrocausality. Indeed, if the field
propagates along time-like curves, the longer the interac-
tion of system B lasts for, the more it can retrocausally
signal to A. We then consider the setup shown in Fig. 4
for our analysis in (1+1) dimensions. In this setup, we
will analyze the impact of the time interval of duration
2L + S on the final state of the system A (in contrast
to the (3+1)-dimensional case where only the interval of
length 2L needs to be taken into account).

We repeat the analysis that we had for the (3+1)-
dimensional case for the setup of Fig. 4. We also choose
pointlike spatial smearing functions

Fi(x) = δ(x− xi), (73)

and we consider the same form for the switching functions
of A and B as in Eq. (64). For the setup of Fig. 4, we

have t
(off)
a = t

(on)
a + T and t

(off)
b = t

(on)
b + T + 2L + S,

with t
(on)
a = t

(on)
b + L and |xb − xa| = L, where L is the

spatial separation between A and B. Then, the split of
the spacetime smearings of Eq. (51) is again controlled
by the switching function of B, which can in turn be

L

t

A
B

x

2L

T

S

FIG. 4. Spacetime diagram of the interaction regions of A and
B separated by a distance L when A has support contained in
the future lightcone of B. The time duration of the interaction
of systems A is T and the time duration of B is T + 2L+ S.
The region in blue signals causally to A and the orange and
magenta regions are associated to retrocausal signalling from
B to A.

partition as

χb(t) = 1, if t ∈ [tonb , tonb + T + 2L+ S],

χ
(c)
b (t) = 1, if t ∈ [tonb , tonb + T ],

χ
(r)
b (t) = 1, if t ∈ [tonb + T, tonb + T + 2L+ S].

(74)

The signalling estimator of Eq. (59) and the contribu-
tions to the split in Eq. (61) will now depend on the times
T and S and the separation L and read

Ca =
T (T + S)

2
, (75)

C
(c)
a =

T 2

4
+

(−2L+ T )2

4
Θ(T − 2L), (76)

C
(r)
a =

T (T + 2S)

4
− (−2L+ T )2

4
Θ(T − 2L). (77)

The ratios of the retrocausal signalling estimators with
respect to the causal and total signal (analogously to
Eq. (69)) are then

C
(r)
a

C
(c)
a

=
T (2L+ S)− 2L2

L2 + (L− T )2
, for T > 2L, (78)

C
(r)
a

Ca
=

T (2L+ S)− 2L2

T (T + S)
, for T > 2L. (79)

As expected, the signalling estimator in this case also
depends on the time parameter S.
In the limit of large S with constant T , the retrocausal

contribution to the signal is dominant:

lim
S→∞

C
(r)
a

C
(c)
a

= ∞ and lim
S→∞

C
(r)
a

Ca
= 1. (80)

As can be readily seen by Eq. (80), there is no upper
bound to the retrocausal signal in the (1+1)-dimensional
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case. We conclude that for (1+1)-dimensional qc-
interactions the retrocausal signal can be dominant,
given that B is allowed to interact for greater times than
A.

On the other hand, the ratios of the signalling estima-
tors for large T behave as

C
(r)
a

C
(c)
a

,
C

(r)
a

Ca
=

2L+ S

T
+O(T−2). (81)

Notice that if S and L are kept constant the ratio C
(r)
a

C
(c)
a

de-

cays to 0 as T → ∞. That is, even in (1+1) dimensions,
in the limit of very long time interactions, the qc-model is
free from retrocausal effects when both systems interact
for an equally long time.

B. Degenerate quantum systems

The results of the previous subsection were obtained
by a perturbative analysis, and are valid only up to lead-
ing order in the coupling constant. We will now analyse
retrocausal signals in the case that the two-level systems
A and B have no internal dynamics, where we can solve
for the final state non-perturbatively. The internal dy-
namics are absent when the energy gap is zero, i.e. Ωi = 0
in Eq. (48). In this case, the sources µ̂a and µ̂b are con-
stant in time, so that they commute with themselves at
different times, allowing both the qc-model and the QFT
model to be solved exactly [18, 19].

For this scenario we will only be concerned with
quantifying retrocausal effects in the massless (3+1)-
dimensional case. We will work within the setup of Fig. 2,
which is the worst case scenario for retrocausal effects in
system A.

The interaction Hamiltonian for the interaction via the
qc-field given in Eq. (8) for time independent monopoles
A and B can be written in terms of the symmetric prop-
agator as

Ĥc(t) =
λ2

2

∫
ddx

∫
dV ′∆(x, x′)Λa(x)Λb(x

′)µ̂aµ̂b, (82)

where µ̂i are the time independent monopole moments
of the systems A and B and satisfy µ̂2

i = 11. Since
the interaction Hamiltonian commutes with itself, i.e.
[Ĥc(t), Ĥc(t

′)] = 0, the unitary time evolution operator
of the qc-model becomes:

Ûc = exp

(
−i

∫
dtĤc(t)

)
= exp

(
− i

2
µ̂aµ̂b∆ab

)
, (83)

where ∆ab = λ2∆(Λa,Λb). Let us, then, choose some
arbitrary initial state ρ̂0 for the system of A and B and
the basis {|+a+b⟩ , |+a−b⟩ , |−a+b⟩ , |−a−b⟩}, consisting
of eigenvectors of the operators µ̂i. The final state of the

two systems, ρ̂ = Ûcρ̂0Û
†
c , in this basis reads:

ρ̂ =
∑

i,j,k,l∈{±}

e−
i
2∆ab(µi

aµ
j
b−µk

aµ
l
b) |ij⟩⟨ij| ρ̂0 |kl⟩⟨kl| ,

(84)

where µ±
i = ±1 are the eigenvalues of µ̂i. In matrix form,

the final state reads

ρ̂ =


ρ11 ρ12e

i∆ab ρ13e
i∆ab ρ14

ρ21e
−i∆ab ρ22 ρ23 ρ24e

−i∆ab

ρ31e
−i∆ab ρ32 ρ33 ρ34e

−i∆ab

ρ41 ρ42e
i∆ab ρ43e

i∆ab ρ44

. (85)

The reduced density matrix of system A is then

ρ̂a =

(
ρ11 + ρ22 ρ13e

i∆ab+ρ24e
−i∆ab

ρ31e
−i∆ab+ρ42e

i∆ab ρ33 + ρ44

)
. (86)

Now, we want to quantify the influence of the spacetime
region of time duration 2L that signals to A retrocausally
in Fig. 2. To determine a signalling estimator in this case
we find the change in the state of A after the interaction:

δ(ρ̂a) = Trb ρ̂− Trb ρ̂0 =
(
ei∆ab − 1

)( 0 ρ13
ρ42 0

)
+

(
e−i∆ab − 1

)( 0 ρ24
ρ31 0

)
. (87)

The change of the state of A depends on the factors(
e±i∆ab − 1

)
= 2ie±

i
2∆ab sin(∆ab). (88)

These factors depend exclusively on the symmetric prop-
agator ∆ab, which is proportional to the signalling es-
timator at leading order in Eq. (59). Notice that one
recovers the signalling estimator of Eq. (59) at leading
order in λ as

∣∣e±i∆ab − 1
∣∣ = λ2Ca +O(λ4).

As we will see, both the norm and the complex argu-
ment of the terms in Eq. (88) are relevant for quantify-
ing the signalling from B to A and discussing the regimes
where retrocausal effects can be neglected. We define the
following quantities, that are indicative of the modulus
and the argument of the factors (e±i∆ab − 1):

Na(Λa,Λb) :=
1
2 |e

i∆ab − 1| =
∣∣sin(∆ab

2

)∣∣, (89)

θa(Λa,Λb) := Arg(−(ei∆ab − 1)2) = ∆ab, (90)

which we denote as Na and θa, omitting the dependence
on Λa,Λb. Notice that the argument estimator θa is pro-
portional to the signalling estimator we defined in the
perturbative case in Eq. (59), i.e. θa = λ2Ca.
As before, we use pointlike spatial smearing func-

tions as in Eq. (63) and window switching functions as
in Eq. (64). The switching function of B splits as in
Eq. (74), for which we have that the symmetric propa-

gator also splits as ∆ab = ∆
(c)
ab + ∆

(r)
ab . For T > 2L the

splitting reads

∆
(c)
ab =

λ2T

2πL
, ∆

(r)
ab =

λ2

2π
. (91)
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Evidently, the argument θa = θ
(c)
a +θ

(r)
a splits identically

so that for T > 2L

θ
(c)
a =

λ2T

2πL
, θ

(r)
a =

λ2

2π
. (92)

The dependence of Na in the retrocausal region, on the
other hand, is non-linear, so it does not split as a sum

Na ̸= N
(c)
a +N

(r)
a . To estimate retrocausal effects using

Na we can instead compare Na and N
(c)
a =

∣∣∣sin(∆
(c)
ab

2

)∣∣∣,
defined when considering only the causal part of the in-
teraction. For T > 2L we find

Na =
∣∣∣sin(λ2T

4πL + λ2

4π

)∣∣∣,
N

(c)
a =

∣∣∣sin(λ2T
4πL

)∣∣∣ . (93)

Now that we have analyzed the causal and retro-
causal contributions to the estimators we discuss their
behaviour with respect to interaction time T and the cou-
pling λ. To study the retrocausal contribution to Na we

subtract N
(c)
a to obtain the following upper bound for

the difference: ∣∣∣Na −N
(c)
a

∣∣∣ < ϵ. (94)

Now notice that the difference of the two is bounded by
the expression∣∣∣Na −N

(c)
a

∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣∣∣sin(λ2T
4πL + λ2

4π

)∣∣∣− ∣∣∣sin(λ2T
4πL

)∣∣∣∣∣∣ < ϵ.

(95)

For small ϵ, the inequality above is satisfied when

λ2

4π
≲ ϵ. (96)

We conclude from the above that for the retrocausal
contribution to not have significant effect, sufficiently
large interaction times and small enough couplings are
required11. For the argument θa, the retrocausal contri-
bution will always be negligible for very large times inde-
pendently of the coupling. If the coupling is very strong,

though, the phase shift of Na by λ2

4π will be significant12.

For small enough λ (that is, λ2 ≪ L/T ), as far as the
argument θa is concerned, as T increases the constant

11 Notice that small λ does not imply that we are in the pertur-
bative regime, as the small terms in the perturbative regime are
of the order of λ2T/L. The non-perturbative regime then allows
one to consistently take the limit T → ∞.

12 Notice that, rigorously, the model will also provide negligible

retrocausal effects for strong coupling as long as |λ
2

4π
− 2nπ| < ϵ

for n ∈ N, and not just small λ. Intuitively, this is because
for these specific values of λ the retrocausal interaction region

Λ
(r)
b very approximately acts as the identity on system A and

can yield a negligible contribution to the time evolution when

compared to θ
(c)
a .

retrocausal contribution becomes negligible compared to

the causal one in Eq. (92), as the ratio θ
(r)
a

θ
(c)
a

decays as ∼ 1
T .

Given a tolerance ϵ > 0 for the retrocausal contribution,
we find the condition

θ
(r)
a

θ
(c)
a

< ϵ ⇒ T >
L

ϵ
, (97)

which is the same condition that we found for the sig-
nalling estimator Ca in the perturbative case.
It is important to appreciate that the retrocausal con-

tribution to the causality estimators θa and Na appears
as a phase shift that is entirely determined by the cou-
pling constant λ. Being a phase, the retrocausal contri-
bution does not become negligible for non-perturbative
λ in the limit of long interaction times, since it simply

shifts the periodic function N
(c)
a in time T . However, the

phase shift can indeed yield non-measurable effects: for
experimental setups where phase shifts of the order of
λ2

4π cannot be accurately resolved the retrocausal effects
would not be discernible. The time resolution required
to measure the phase shift can be estimated by analyzing
the period of the modulus and phase of the signalling es-

timator. Reformulating Na as Na =
∣∣∣sin( λ2

4πL (T + L)
)∣∣∣,

we see that the time shift in Na (and also in θa) is δT = L

and the period Tp = 8π2L
λ2 , so the necessary time resolu-

tion where the retrocausal effects can be discerned (and
therefore the qc-model would not be a good description
of the physical scenario) is the minimum of the two.

C. Applicability of the qc-model to gravity
mediated entanglement experiments

In this subsection we are concerned with the time scales
where retrocausal effects predicted by the qc-model could
be observable. These are regimes where the qc-model
cannot be used to describe a physical situation.
The main motivation for this analysis stems from grav-

ity mediated entanglement (GME) experiments that aim
to witness quantum degrees of freedom of the gravita-
tional field [6, 7]. In summary, the experimental propos-
als of [6, 7] the masses that get gravitationally entangled
are separated by distances of the order of L ∼ 10−6m and
interact for times of the order of T ∼ 1s. As has been
pointed out in [5], experiments in these regimes do not
rely on gravitational degrees of freedom and can instead
be modelled via a qc-interaction. However, as already
discussed, there are regimes where the qc-model cannot
be an acceptable effective model for interaction scenar-
ios due to retrocausal effects. This raises the question of
whether retrocausal effects present in the qc-model can
be used to argue that the observed gravity induced entan-
glement corresponds to a genuine quantum description of
gravity [17] for the time scales in current proposals for
experimental tests.
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As we saw for the massless scalar field in (3+1)-
dimensions the retrocausal contributions in the qc-model
can be neglected for sufficiently long interaction times
and small couplings. This analysis directly generalises to
massless fields of higher spins such as gravitational per-
turbations13. The effective coupling constant λ2 in the
gravitational case is proportional to Gm1m2, where m1

and m2 are the masses of the particles used in the ex-
periments. Typical experimental values in current pro-
posals are are of the order of m1,m2 ∼ 10−14kg [6, 7].
Considering the currently proposed values of L and T
for gravity mediated entanglement experiments, we find
that T/L ∼ 1014 and the effective coupling constant takes
the value of λ2 ∼ 10−14, both of which are well within
the regime where the retrocausal effects of the qc-model
can be neglected or not discerned. Indeed, our analysis
shows that these retrocausal effects would only be observ-
able in comparison with the experimental observation if
the available time resolution is at least of the order of
δT ∼ L ∼ 10−14s.
We can then conclude that although the qc-model is

not fully compatible with relativistic principles (because
it predicts retrocausal effects), the regimes of validity of
the model are well within the bounds of current exper-
imental proposals to witness gravity induced entangle-
ment. This shows that unless our time resolution for
GME experiments increases significantly, there is still a
possible description for the current proposals that does
not rely on degrees of freedom for the gravitational field
and is experimentally indistinguishable from a fully quan-
tum description for the gravitational field along the lines
of [5].

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this work we studied the restrictions imposed by
demanding insignificant retrocausal effects in the predic-
tions of the quantum-controlled model. Qc-models are
an effective description of relativistically propagating in-
teractions between quantum systems through a mediat-
ing field, but the field has no quantum quantum degrees
of freedom. As such, the regime of applicability of the
qc-model is also indicative of the regimes where physi-
cal processes are insensitive to the quantumness of the
field. This is particularly relevant in the context of grav-
ity mediated entanglement (GME) experiments, which

13 For a metric perturbation hµν =
√
4πGγµν , a localized sys-

tem of mass m interacts with the effective scalar field ϕ(x) =
− 1

2
uµuνγµν(x), where uµ is its four-velocity and the effective

coupling constant becomes λ = m
√
πG. The qc-description for

the interaction of two masses was explicitly given in [5], where it
was shown that the interaction behaves exactly like the scalar in-
teraction, apart from a potential redshift factor arising from the
different four-velocities of the two systems (see the supplemental
material of [5]).

have been proposed as a way to witness the quantum
nature of the gravitational field.
Concretely, we provided an explicit definition of retro-

causality in relativistic interactions, from which we were
able to separate the causal and retrocausal contributions
to the predictions of qc-interactions. This allowed us to
explicitly quantify retrocausal signalling in the qc-model.
We found that, while retrocausal effects are intrinsic to
qc-models, they nonetheless become negligible compared
to the causal signals in the limit where systems maintain
causal contact for long times relative to their spatial sep-
aration. This limit of long interactions is also precisely
the regime where the qc-model was shown to be a good
approximation to quantum field theory [4].
For interactions mediated by massless fields in (3+1)

dimensional Minkowski spacetime (such as linearized
gravitational perturbations), we concluded that retro-
causal effects in qc-models are upper bounded by the
square of the interaction strength. We applied our re-
sults to the specific reference parameters of the proposed
GME experimental setups of [6]. We found that to rule
out a possible qc-description due to retrocausal effects
one needs to be able to distinguish relative variations of
the quantum state of the sources of the order of 10−14, or
a time resolution of the order of the light-crossing time
between the systems. Overall, our results reinforce the
findings of [4] that processes that involve weak couplings
and long interaction times cannot resolve the quantum
degrees of freedom of a field theory.
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Appendix A: The Hamiltonian for the classical
scalar field coupled to classical sources

In this Appendix we show that the interaction of two
systems through a mediating field can be modelled by the
interaction Hamiltonian of Eq. (5) under the assumption
that the field is entirely determined by sources that are



16

slowly varying in time when we neglect self-interactions.
We will explicitly show this for a scalar field ϕ(x) of mass
m, but our results carry on to more general interactions,
such as masses interacting via the gravitational field.

We consider two systems A and B coupled to the scalar
field via the scalar current densities ja(x), jb(x). The
action that describes the dynamics of the sources and
the field, as well as the interactions between them, is
analogous to Eq. (1)

S =

∫
dV (La+Lb+Lϕ− j(x)ϕ(x)) , (A1)

where j(x) = ja(x) + jb(x). The corresponding Hamilto-
nian density is

H = Ha+Hb+Hϕ+ j(x)ϕ(x), (A2)

where Ha, Hb are the free Hamiltonian densities for sys-
tems A and B andHϕ is the free Hamiltonian density for
the scalar field, explicitly given by

Hϕ = (∂tϕ)
2 +

1

2

(
∂µϕ∂

µϕ+m2ϕ2
)
. (A3)

The Hamiltonian associated to an inertial coordinate sys-
tem (t,x) is obtained by integrating Eq. (A2) over the
spatial variables:

H = Ha +Hb +Hϕ +

∫
dnxj(x)ϕ(x). (A4)

Our goal in this appendix is to show that the Hamiltonian
H can be approximated by

H ≈Ha +Hb (A5)

+
1

2

∫
dnx

∫
dV ′GR(x, x

′)(ja(x)jb(x
′) + ja(x

′)jb(x)),

the analogue of Eq. (5) for a scalar field.
We start by rewriting the free Hamiltonian density of

the scalar field as

Hϕ = (∂tϕ)
2 +

1

2
∂µ (ϕ∂

µϕ)− 1

2
ϕ∂µ∂

µϕ+
m2

2
ϕ2 (A6)

= (∂tϕ)
2 +

1

2
∂µ (ϕ∂

µϕ)− 1

2
ϕ(∂µ∂

µ −m2)ϕ. (A7)

Notice that P[ϕ] := (∂µ∂
µ − m2)ϕ is the Klein-Gordon

differential operator that defines the equation of mo-
tion for the field ϕ(x). In particular, in the presence
of the source j(x), the equation of motion for the field
becomesP[ϕ] = j(x), so that

Hϕ = (∂tϕ)
2 +

1

2
∂µ (ϕ∂

µϕ)− 1

2
ϕ(x)j(x). (A8)

We can now integrate Hϕ over a t = const. spatial slice
to obtain the Hamiltonian

Hϕ =

∫
dnx

(
(∂tϕ)

2 − 1

2
∂t (ϕ∂tϕ)−

1

2
ϕ(x)j(x)

)
(A9)

=
1

2

∫
dnx

(
(∂tϕ)

2 − ϕ∂2
t ϕ

)
− 1

2

∫
dnxϕ(x)j(x),

(A10)

where the terms ∂i(ϕ∂
iϕ) are total spatial derivatives,

which reduce to boundary terms that vanish under the
assumption that the field decays sufficiently fast at spa-
tial infinity. Using that the field is entirely determined
by the sources, this assumption is equivalent to the state-
ment that the sources are localized in space.
Using Eq. (A9) in Eq. (A4) we can recast it as

H = Ha +Hb +
1

2

∫
dnxj(x)ϕ(x) (A11)

+
1

2

∫
dnx

(
(∂tϕ)

2 − ϕ∂2
t ϕ

)
.

For convenience, we define

Hint :=
1

2

∫
dnxj(x)ϕ(x), (A12)

Hdiff :=
1

2

∫
dnx

(
(∂tϕ)

2 − ϕ∂2
t ϕ

)
. (A13)

As we will see, the Hamiltonian Hint will correspond to
the retarded propagated interaction between the sources
and Hdiff will be negligible under the assumption that
the sources are slowly varying in time.
Let us first rewrite Hint in terms of retarded Green’s

functions. Given that the field satisfies the equation of
motion P[ϕ] = j and is entirely sourced by j(x), it can
be written in terms of the retarded Green’s function of
the operator P:

ϕ(x) =

∫
dV ′GR(x, x

′)j(x′). (A14)

This allows us to write

Hint = −1

2

∫
dnx

∫
dV ′j(x)GR(x, x

′)j(x′). (A15)

Moreover, using j(x) = ja(x) + jb(x) and ignoring the
self-interaction terms, we obtain

Hint = −1

2

∫
dnx

∫
dV ′GR(x, x

′)(ja(x)jb(x
′) + ja(x

′)jb(x)),

(A16)

which precisely matches the interaction Hamiltonian of
Eq. (6).
The final step to show that Eq. (A5) holds is to demon-

strate that Hdiff ≈ 0 in the limit where the sources are
slowly varying with time. First notice that Hdiff involves
time derivatives of the field ϕ(x). Using Eq. (A14), we
can write

∂tϕ(x) = −
∫

dV ′GR(x, x
′)∂t′j(x

′), (A17)

∂2
t ϕ(x) =

∫
dV ′GR(x, x

′)∂2
t′j(x

′), (A18)

from which we conclude that Hdiff depends explicitly on
the time derivatives of the sources.
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To show that the Hdiff is negligible if the sources vary
slowly, we explicitly write the field ϕ(t,x) sourced by
j(t,x) in terms of a profile function Φ(s,x) and a time
parameter T that controls the time variation of the field:

ϕ(t,x) = Φ(t/T,x). (A19)

Given that Φ(s,x) is a profile function, its integrals in
space, as well as the integrals of its derivatives with re-
spect to the dimensionless parameter s are constant and
independent of the time parameter T . We can rewrite

Hdiff in terms of the profile Φ(s,x):

Hdiff =
1

2T 2

∫
dnx

((
∂sΦ)

2 − Φ∂2
sΦ

)∣∣
s=

t
T
. (A20)

Given that
(
(∂sΦ)

2 − Φ∂2
sΦ

)
is bounded, for large time

scales T , the term Hdiff becomes negligible. The limit of
large T entails to an adiabatic approximation, where the
fields (thus the current densities) only vary significantly
over times of the same scales as T .
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