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In this study, we investigate a pair of detectors operating in Minkowski space–time and analyze the character-
istics of various quantum resources within this framework. Specifically, we focus on examining the properties
of Bell nonlocality, quantum coherence, the nonlocal advantage of quantum coherence (NAQC), and measured
uncertainty in relation to the energy ratio and the distance between the detectors. Additionally, we examine
how the initial states influence these quantum properties. Notably, our findings reveal that both a larger energy
ratio and a greater separation between the detectors degrade the system’s quantumness. Moreover, we explore
the evolution of entropic uncertainty and demonstrate its inverse correlation with both Bell nonlocality and co-
herence, highlighting the intricate interplay between these quantum resources. These insights provide a deeper
understanding of quantumness in a relativistic framework and may contribute to the ongoing discussion on the
black hole information paradox.

I. INTRODUCTION

As an emerging discipline, quantum information science in-
tegrates quantum physics and information theory, leveraging
the former to investigate the fundamental nature of reality at
low temperatures and on microcosmic scales, while the latter
provides a framework for information processing. The core
concept of quantum information theory is the qubit [1, 2]. Un-
like classical bits, which exist solely in the states 0 or 1, qubits
can exist in a superposition of |0⟩ and |1⟩ simultaneously. This
property enables quantum computing to offer potential advan-
tages over classical computing for certain computational tasks
[3, 4].

Quantum nonlocality refers to the phenomenon in which
two spatially separated entangled particles exhibit correlated
behaviors, such that a measurement performed on one particle
instantaneously influences the state of the other. This instanta-
neous effect contradicts the principles of local realism. To ad-
dress this issue, Bell introduced the concept of Bell’s inequal-
ity [5], demonstrating that its violation provides evidence for
the existence of nonclassical quantum correlations. Building
on this foundation, researchers later developed the Clauser-
Horne-Shimony-Holt (CHSH) inequality to further explore
and test quantum nonlocality [6–9]. This demonstrates the
maximum achievable violation of these limits. These ad-
vancements have further refined the theoretical framework of
quantum mechanics, providing deeper insights into quantum
entanglement and its implications.

Quantum resources, including entanglement and coherence
[10–13], are considered as crucial aspects in the region of
quantum information processing. Quantum coherence, which
arises from quantum superposition, plays a key role in quan-
tum mechanics. It has evolved alongside advancements in
quantum optics and quantum computing [14, 15], with becom-
ing emerging as its most prominent application. To quantify
coherence, several promising methods have been proposed,
such as the l1-norm coherence [16–18] and the relative en-
tropy of coherence [19, 20]. In classical physics, local real-
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ism is regarded as an objective principle; however, in quantum
physics, this principle can be violated.

Another important quantum resource is called as the steer-
ability of local coherence, which is formulated as a game be-
tween Alice and Bob based on coherence complementarity re-
lations [21]. For a two-qubit state ρ̂AB , local measurements
on subsystem A, followed by classical communication, allow
the average coherence of subsystem B’s conditional state to
exceed the single-qubit coherence limit in mutually unbiased
bases. As a result, the conditional state of subsystem B can
achieve a nonlocal advantage of quantum coherence (NAQC).

In the study of quantum systems, uncertainty serves as a
fundamental tool for evaluating their states. In quantum infor-
mation theory, the entropic uncertainty relation is frequently
used to depict the system’s uncertainty. In recent years, this
relation has been extensively explored across various fields
[22–28], and its connections with other quantum resources
have been investigated [29–42], thereby deepening our under-
standing of the quantum world.

On the other hand, general relativity describes gravity as
a geometric property of space time, and many of its theo-
retical predictions have been gradually confirmed. Although
quantum information and relativity originate from distinct do-
mains, namely, the microscopic and macroscopic worlds, in-
triguing connections exist between the two fields. Notable ex-
amples include quantum field theory (QFT) [43], relativistic
quantum entanglement [44, 45], and the black-hole informa-
tion paradox [46–48]. Consequently, the investigation of rela-
tivistic quantum information has attracted growing interest in
recent years.

To explore relativistic quantum information, a pair of two-
level atoms, known as the Unruh-DeWitt detectors [49–53],
has been extensively studied. In general, such detector pairs
are employed to investigate Bell nonlocality, coherence, the
nonlocal advantage of quantum coherence, and entropic un-
certainty in the presence of a vacuum scalar field. In this
study, we assume that the two detectors interact independently
with the vacuum field they occupy. For simplicity, the interac-
tion is modeled as a monopole coupling. To avoid complica-
tions arising from motion, we assume that both detectors re-
main static indefinitely and that their interaction with the field
is permanent. This model is particularly significant for under-
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standing the black hole information paradox, as a Minkowski
observer is equivalent to a freely falling observer in black hole
space–time. All results presented in this study are derived us-
ing second-order perturbative approximations.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. In
Section II, we provide a detailed description of the model
employed in this study. Section III explores various aspects
of quantumness, including nonlocality, coherence, and uncer-
tainty. Finally, we conclude the paper with a summary of our
findings.

II. MODEL

Detector models are commonly employed to extract rela-
tivistic quantum information. We consider a pair of two-level
detectors, referred to as Alice and Bob, with energy-level gaps
given by ∆Ej = E1j −E0j where j corresponds to A and B.
We prepare this pair of detectors in an entangled state, which
can be expressed as

|ϕ⟩ = sin θ|0A0B⟩+ cos θ|1A1B⟩, (1)

where sin θ and cos θ are state parameters; and |0⟩ and |1⟩
denote the ground and excited states of the detectors, re-
spectively. The detectors are placed in (3 + 1)-dimensional
Minkowski space–time, with their trajectories defined as

tA = τA, tB = τB ,

XA = 0, XB = d, (2)

where τj denotes the proper time of the j-th detector, and d
is a constant vector representing the distance between the two
detectors. Additionally, the interaction between the detectors
and the real scalar field ϕ (x) is modeled as a monopole cou-
pling, which can be expressed as follows:

Sint =
∑
i=A,B

νj

∫
dτjκjmj (j)ϕ (xj (τj)) , (3)

where νi is the coupling constant, and mj (τj) represents the
monopole operator of the ith detector, which can be expressed
as:

mj (τj) = eiHjτj (|0j⟩⟨1j |+ |1j⟩⟨0j |) e−iHjτj . (4)

For the j-th detector, Hj denotes the free Hamiltonian, while
the switching function κj governs the interaction duration.
The initial composite state of the detector-field system can
be expressed as |Ψ⟩ = |0M ⟩ ⊗ |ψ⟩, where |0M ⟩ denotes the
real scalar field in the vacuum state and the detector system in
Minkowski space–time. By tracing out the field’s degrees of
freedom, we obtain the initial density matrix of the detector
system as follows:

ρ̂AB (t0) =


sin2 θ 0 0 sin θ cos θ
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0

cos θ sin θ 0 0 cos2 θ

 . (5)

During the interaction of a real scalar field, the evolution of
the composite system can be written as follows:

ρ̂AB (t) = Trψ

(
T̂ eiSint |Ψ⟩⟨Ψ|T̂ eiSint

)

=

ρ11 0 0 ρ14
0 ρ22 ρ23 0
0 ρ32 ρ33 0
ρ41 0 0 ρ44

 , (6)

where T̂ denotes the time-ordering operator. The explicit
forms of the density matrix above are presented in Ref. [11].

Because both detectors are identical, their energy gaps sat-
isfy ∆EA = ∆EB ≡ ∆E, and their coupling constants sat-
isfy νA = νB ≡ ν. We assume that the interaction duration is
an adiabatic process, allowing the switching function κj to be
set to unity. Consequently, the elements of the evolved density
matrix ρ̂AB reduce to the following forms:

ρ11 = cos2 θ
(
1− ν2P

′′

A − ν2P
′′

B

)
,

ρ22 = cos2 θν2P
′′

B ,

ρ33 = cos2 θν2P
′′

A,

ρ44 = sin2 θ,

ρ14 = sin θ cos θ
(
1− ν2MA − νMB

)
,

ρ23 = cos2 θν2ℜAB ,
ρ32 = cos2 θν2ℜ∗

AB ,

ρ41 = sin θ cos θ
(
1− ν2M∗

A − ν2M∗
B

)
, (7)

where

P
′′

j (∆E) =

∫ ∫
dτjdτ

′
je

−i∆E(τj−τ ′
j)GW

(
x′j , xj

)
,

Mj (∆E) =

∫ ∫
dτjdτ

′
je

−i∆E(τj−τ ′
j)Θ

(
τj − τ ′j

)
∗
(
GW

(
x′j , xj

)
+GW

(
xj , x

′
j

))
,

ℜAB (∆E) =

∫ ∫
dτAdτ

′
Be

i∆E(τ ′
B−τA)GW (x′B , xA) ,

(8)

herein, GW
(
x′j , xj

)
represents the positive frequency Wight-

man function. In the above functions, Pj (∆E) denotes the
transition probability of the j-th (j ∈ {A,B}) detector from
the ground state to the excited state, which is entirely deter-
mined by the spontaneous emission probability. Additionally,
Mj(∆E) is determined by the expectation value of the anti-
commutator of the external scalar field, while ℜAB(∆E) rep-
resents the interaction between the field and detectors. More-
over,GW

(
x′j , xj

)
+GW

(
xj , x

′
j

)
the term in second equation

of Eq. (8) can be computed as ⟨0M |
{
ϕ
(
x′j
)
, ϕ (xj)

}
|0M ⟩.
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By integrating Eq. (8), we obtain

P
′′

j =
δ (0)

2c3

√
∆F ,

Re (Mj) =
δ (0)

4c3

√
∆F ,

ℜAB =
δ (0)

2c3

√
∆F

sin
(
d
c

√
∆F

)
(
d
c

√
∆F

) , (9)

where ∆F = (∆E2 −
(
mc2

)2
)/
(
mc2

)2
represents the en-

ergy ratio between the detector and the external field, effec-
tively capturing the energy difference between them; Re de-
notes the real part of the equation; d represents the distance
between the two detectors; and c represents the velocity of
light in Minkowski space–time. Additionally, δ (0) is the
Dirac delta function, arising from the infinite time integration,
and can be expressed as:

δ (0) = lim
T→∞

1

2π

∫ T/2

−T/2
du. (10)

It is evident that the Dirac delta function diverges. Generally,
computations of the relevant quantities are more convenient
when the function is convergent. Because the δ (0) function
is independent of the other components except for time T , we
can evaluate [11] the quantum resources considered here by

ξ̇ =
ξ

T
= (finite quantity)× δ (0)

T

= (finite quantity)× lim
T→∞

1

2πT

∫ T/2

−T/2
du, (11)

where ξ represents the quantum resources under considera-
tion, including Bell nonlocality, coherence, NAQC, quantum
uncertainty, and the integral in Eq. (11) can be calculated us-
ing the result for 1

2π .

III. QUANTUM CORRELATION AND ENTROPIC
UNCERTAINTY

In this section, we first review Bell nonlocality and explore
its dynamical evolution within the proposed model. Subse-
quently, we analyze two types of quantum coherence, namely,
l1-norm coherence and relative entropy coherence, demon-
strating how the system’s coherence evolves over time. Build-
ing on these measures, we investigate the nonlocal advan-
tage of quantum coherence, assess state properties through
this nonlocal advantage, and compare the characteristics of
the nonlocal advantages of the two types of coherence. Fi-
nally, we explore quantum uncertainty within this framework
and reveal its relationship with the aforementioned quantum
resources.

A. Bell nonlocality

Bell introduced the concept of Bell’s inequality to ana-
lyze local realism and hidden variables [5]. A quantum

FIG. 1. The Bell nonlocality BNorm (ρ̂AB), as a function of the state
parameter θ with different energy ratios ∆F = 0.01, 0.1, 0.5, 1 for
a pair of detectors in Minkowski space–time. Here, the parameters
c = d = m = 1 are set.

FIG. 2. The Bell nonlocality BNorm (ρ̂AB) as a function of the
state parameter θ and the energy ratio ∆F . The white line repre-
sents the boundary distinguishing states with and without Bell non-
locality. Specifically, the regions below the white line correspond to
states that do not exhibit quantum nonlocality. Here, the parameters
c = d = m = 1 are set.

system comprising of Alice and Bob can be represented
as 1√

2
(|01⟩ − |10⟩) where measurements are performed us-

ing the bases x (y). The outcomes of these measurements
follow a conditional probability distribution, p (ab|xy) ̸=
p (a|x) p (b|y), indicating that the measurement results are not
independent. Consequently, if we consider all variables that
would make the inequality false, the conditional probability
distribution can be written as:

p (ab|xy, λ) = p (a|x, λ) p (b|y, λ) , (12)

where λ represents a set of hidden variables associated with
each measurement, satisfying the normalization condition∫
dλq (λ) ≡ 1. Consequently, the conditional probability dis-

tribution can be expressed as:

p (ab|xy, λ) =
∫
dλq (λ) p (a|x, λ) p (b|y, λ) . (13)
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In a Bell experiment, Alice and Bob perform different mea-
surements, x, y ∈ {0, 1}, and the corresponding outcomes are
a, b ∈ {−1,+1}, so the expectation value of the measure-
ments x and y are defined as follows:

⟨axby⟩ =
∑
a,b

abp (ab|xy) . (14)

Further, consider the quantity S = ⟨a0b0⟩+⟨a0b1⟩+⟨a1b0⟩−
⟨a1b1⟩, which is a function of p (ab|xy).

If these conditional probability distributions adhere to local
constraints, the quantity S can be restrained in

S = ⟨a0b0⟩+ ⟨a0b1⟩+ ⟨a1b0⟩ − ⟨a1b1⟩ ≤ 2. (15)

This is the well-known Clauser-Horne-Shimony-Holt
(CHSH) inequality.

The maximum violation of the CHSH inequality serves as
an effective measure of Bell nonlocality; for a two qubit quan-
tum system ρ̂AB , the maximum CHSH inequality violation
can be written as

Bmax (ρ̂AB) = 2
√
MAB , (16)

where MAB = maxi<j (mi +mj), mi(j)(i, j = 1, 2, 3) is
the eigenvalue of matrix T̂ †T̂ , and T̂ is the correlation ma-
trix. The analytical expressions Bmax (ρ̂AB) are presented in
Appendix A.

Fig. 1 depicts the variation of Bell nonlocality with re-
spect to the state parameter θ. Notably, the Bell nonlocality
has been normalized, with its explicit expression provided in
Appendix A. As observed, Bell nonlocality initially increases
with the state parameter θ, before reaching a peak and subse-
quently decreasing.

Moreover, it is evident from Fig. 1 that not all states ex-
hibit nonlocality in the current model. This observation raises
an important question regarding which states are nonlocal and
which remain local, a distinction that holds significance for
practical quantum information processing. To address this,
we plot the Bell nonlocality versus both the state parameter
and the energy ratio ∆F in Fig. 2. Specifically, a boundary of
states with and without Bell nonlocality was offered. More-
over, as the energy ratio continuously increases, the range of
detectable states with nonlocality gradually diminishes.

B. l1-norm coherence and relative entropy of coherence

In quantum information science, quantum coherence is rec-
ognized as a fundamental quantum resource for practical in-
formation processing. Various quantification methods have
been developed, including the l1-norm of coherence and rela-
tive entropy of coherence. Specifically, the l1-norm of coher-
ence is widely employed due to its operational significance
and computational feasibility. This measure is defined as the
sum of the absolute values of the off-diagonal elements in the
density matrix of a quantum state, capturing the degree of co-
herence among the system’s eigenstates. Given a density ma-
trix ρ̂, the l1-norm coherence, on the basis of eigenvectors of

the Pauli spin observables σ̂i (i = x, y, z), is expressed as the
sum of the absolute values of its off-diagonal elements [13],
which can be expressed as:

C σ̂i

l1
(ρ̂) =

∑
R ̸=S

⟨R|ρ̂|S⟩, (17)

where {|R⟩, |S⟩} represent the eigenvectors of σ̂i. For con-
venience, we select the σ̂z Pauli spin observable as the refer-
ence basis for our calculation. These off-diagonal elements
are closely related to the coherence of the system, reflect-
ing the presence of quantum superposition. Consequently, a
higher l1-norm coherence value indicates a greater degree of
coherence within the quantum system.

Additionally, the relative entropy of coherence (REC)
serves as an alternative and effective measure of quantum co-
herence in quantum information theory. This measure is de-
rived from the relative entropy between quantum states, which
quantifies the ”distance” between two quantum states. REC
characterizes the ”degree of deviation” of the target quan-
tum state from the incoherent state: the greater deviation, the
stronger coherence. Mathematically, it is expressed as fol-
lows:

CREC (ρ̂) = S (ρ̂diag)− S (ρ̂) , (18)

where S (ρ̂) = −Tr (ρ̂ log ρ̂) denotes the von Neumann en-
tropy, and ρdiag is the non-coherence state with the density
matrix consisting only of the diagonal elements.

To analyze coherence in the present framework, Fig. 3 il-
lustrates the variation of the l1-norm coherence and REC with
respect to the state parameter θ for different energy ratios.
Several key observations can be made: (1) Both coherence
measures initially increase and then decrease as the growing
state parameter grows. (2) The maximum coherence for both
measures occurs at θ = π/4. (3) The l1-norm coherence con-
sistently exceeds REC in this study. (4) The evolution of both
coherence measures exhibits symmetry around θ = π/4, par-
ticularly when the energy ratio is relatively small.

Next, we examine how the distance between the two detec-
tors influences the system’s coherence. Figs. 4 and 5 illustrate
the dynamics of the l1-norm coherence and REC of the two
detectors with respect to the distance between the two detec-
tors for different energy ratios, considering the detectors are
initially in a maximally entangled state. The key findings are
as follows: (1) Both coherence measures decrease as the dis-
tance d increases, indicating that the distance can partially de-
grade the system’s quantumness. (2) The two coherences will
be frozen to fixed non-zero values for d → ∞, confirming
the persistence of nonlocality regardless of spatial separation
between the two detectors. This behavior can be understood
by analyzing the explicit expressions of the eigenstates of the
density matrix, provided in Appendix B, which remain inde-
pendent of distance d.

C. Nonlocal advantage of quantum coherence

Now, we briefly introduce the concept of the nonlocal ad-
vantage of quantum coherence (NAQC) based on the l1-norm
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FIG. 3. Dynamics of l1-norm coherence (black line) and relative entropy coherence (red line) with the state parameter θ for various ∆F in
Graphs (a)-(c). Graph (a): ∆F = 1, Graph (b): ∆F = 0.1, Graph (c): ∆F = 0.01, where c = d = m = 1.

FIG. 4. Dynamics of l1-norm coherence with the distance between
two detectors. The energy ratio ∆F = 1 (red), ∆F = 0.1 (green),
and ∆F = 0.01 (blue). θ = π/4 is set and corresponds to the
maximal entanglement, and c = m = 1.

FIG. 5. Dynamics of relative entropy coherence with the distance d
between two detectors. The energy ratio ∆F = 1 (red), ∆F = 0.1
(green), and ∆F = 0.01 (blue). θ = π/4 is set and corresponds to
the maximal entanglement, and c = m = 1.

coherence and relative entropy of coherence (REC). In the
previous section, we discuss the l1-norm coherence, as de-
fined in Eq. (17). However, coherence is subject to an upper
bound. For mutually unbiased bases, the complete comple-
mentarity relation of coherence should satisfy the following
relation: ∑

i=x,y,z

C σ̂i

l1
≤ Cmax, (19)

which is a complementarity relation [21], where Cmax =

√
6 ≈ 2.45 is the upper bound, independent of the quantum

state. Equality in Eq. (19) is achieved for a specific pure state,
ρ̂max = 1

2

[
1√
3
(σ̂x + σ̂y + σ̂z) + Î

]
, where Î represents the

identity matrix.
To gain deeper insights into NAQC, one can conceptu-

alize a game between Alice and Bob designed to demon-
strate (NAQC). In this scenario, Alice and Bob each possesses
qubits A and B, respectively, with the overall quantum state
represented by ρ̂AB . At the start of the game, Alice randomly
performs a measurement operation Πbi =

[
I+ (−1)

b
σ̂i

]
/2

on qubit A, where the value of b is zero or one. The proba-
bility of obtaining a given outcome from the measurement is
given by PΠb

i
= Tr

[(
Πbi ⊗ I

)
ρ̂AB

]
. Upon completing the

measurement and recording the result, Alice must communi-
cate her measurement choice and outcome to Bob. Using this
information, Bob’s task is to randomly measure the coherence
of qubit B in the eigenbases of the two remaining Pauli oper-
ators, σ̂j and σ̂k, excluding the operator σ̂i that was chosen by
Alice. To determine whether the game successfully demon-
strates NAQC for qubit B, a specific criterion must be met.
Specifically, the following quantity must be calculated:

N l1 (ρ̂AB) =
1

2

∑
i,j,k

P
(
ρ̂bΠj ̸=i

C σ̂i

l1

(
ρ̂B|Πb

j ̸=i

))
(20)

with l1-norm coherence, which uses an averaging method for
all possible probabilities. If N l1 (ρ̂AB) > Cmax holds, then
we say that NAQC for qubit B is achieved.

Additionally, we also consider another form of nonlocal ad-
vantage based on the relative entropy of coherence. In this
case, the complete complementarity relation and the nonlocal
advantage through REC are given by [21]∑
i=x,y,z

C σ̂i

REC ≤ Cm2 , (21)

NREC (ρ̂AB) =
1

2

∑
i,j,k

P
(
ρ̂bΠj ̸=i

C σ̂i

REC

(
ρ̂B|Πb

j ̸=i

))
. (22)

where Cm2 ≈ 2.23 represents the upper bound on the comple-
mentarity relation. Thus, the nonlocal advantage of REC is
achieved when NREC (ρ̂AB) > Cm2 .

Here, the analytical expressions for the nonlocal advantage
of quantum coherence are provided in Appendix C. Addition-
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FIG. 6. Dynamics of the nonlocal advantage of quantum coherence
with state parameter θ for a pair of detectors in Minkowski space–
time. Graph (a): nonlocal advantage of l1-norm coherence. Graph
(b): nonlocal advantage of relative entropy coherence. The parame-
ters are set as c = d = m = 1 in the plots.

ally, for convenience, we define the normalized nonlocal ad-
vantage based on the l1-norm coherence and REC. To further
explore the characteristics of NAQC, we plot the normalized
nonlocal advantage of l1-norm coherence and REC with re-
spect to the state parameter θ in Fig. 6. From our analysis, we
conclude the following: (1) the existence of zero-valued nor-
malized NAQC, indicating that not all states exhibit the non-
local advantage of quantum coherence in the current model.
(2) A smaller energy ratio ∆F between the detector and field
enhances the nonlocal advantage of quantum coherence, sug-
gesting that a smaller gap between them is beneficial for maxi-
mizing the system’s quantumness. (3) In general, the nonlocal
advantage of l1-norm coherence exceeds that of REC, indicat-
ing that NAQC based on l1-norm coherence is more robust
than that based on REC.

Next, we investigate the boundary of the states exhibiting
NAQC by plotting the nonlocal advantages of the two types of
coherence with respect to the state parameter θ in Fig. 7. As
illustrated in the figure, the ranges of states exhibiting NAQC
gradually shrinks as the energy ratio ∆F increases, and the
maximum values of the nonlocal advantage decrease accord-
ingly. Notably, compared to the nonlocal advantage of REC,
the detectable range of the nonlocal advantage of l1-norm co-
herence is broader and less affected by the energy ratio. Thus,
we argue that the nonlocal advantage of l1-norm coherence is
more robust than that of REC, which aligns with our previous
conclusions.

FIG. 7. Detectable state parameter range of nonlocal advantage of
quantum coherence with change in energy ratio. Graph (a): Nonlocal
advantage of l1-norm coherence. Graph (b): Nonlocal advantage of
relative entropy of coherence. The white lines in both graphs signify
the boundaries between states with and without NAQC. The param-
eters c = d = m = 1 are set.

D. Entropic uncertainty and lower bound

The entropic uncertainty relation (EUR) was first formu-
lated by Deutsch [54], later refined by Karus [55], and rigor-
ously by Maassen and Uffink [56]. It is expressed as

H(R̂) +H(Ŝ) ≥ log2
1

c
:= qMU , (23)

whereH (X) = −Σkxk log2 xk denotes the Shannon entropy
of the observable X ∈

{
R̂, Ŝ

}
, xk denotes the probabil-

ity of obtaining outcome k, and qMU denotes the incompat-
ibility measure, defined as c = maxi,j |⟨r̂i|ŝj⟩|2; here, |r̂i⟩
and |ŝj⟩ are the eigenstates of R̂ and Ŝ, respectively. For
composite quantum systems, Renes et al and Berta et al
proposed quantum-memory-assisted entropic uncertainty re-
lations (QMA-EUR) for arbitrary pairs of observables, which
can be mathematically expressed as follows:

S(R̂|B) + S(Ŝ|B) ≥ qMU + S(A|B), (24)

where S(R̂|B) = S(ρ̂R̂B)−S(ρ̂B) and S(Ŝ|B) = S(ρ̂ŜB)−
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FIG. 8. Uncertainty and lower bound with the state’s parameter θ for various ∆F in Graphs (a)–(c). Graph (a): ∆F = 1, Graph (b):
∆F = 0.1, and Graph (c): ∆F = 0.01, where c = d = m = 1.

S(ρ̂B) represent the von Neumann entropies of the post-
measurement states. Consequently, the quantum states can be
expressed as:

ρ̂X̂B =
∑
i

(
|xi⟩⟨xi| ⊗ Î

)
ρ̂AB

(
|xi⟩⟨xi| ⊗ Î

)
,

ρ̂ẐB =
∑
i

(
|zi⟩⟨zi| ⊗ Î

)
ρ̂AB

(
|zi⟩⟨zi| ⊗ Î

)
,

(25)

after performing two Pauli measurements, X̂ and Ẑ, where
Î is the identity matrix, and |xi⟩ and |zi⟩ are the eigenvec-
tors of the corresponding Pauli matrices. Significant progress
has been made in the study of QMA-EUR. To better under-
stand QMA-EUR, we consider an uncertainty game between
two legitimate players, Alice and Bob. The results obtained
were in agreement. In two measurements, R̂ and Ŝ, one of
the players, say Bob, prepares two particles, A and B in an
entangled state. Then, Bob sends particle A to Player Alice
while keepingB as quantum memory. Subsequently, Alice se-
lects either R̂ or Ŝ for measurement and records the outcome.
She then communicates her measurement choice to Bob via a
classical channel. Bob’s task is to predict Alice’s result with
minimal uncertainty, which is constrained by Eq. (24). To be
explicit, the entropic uncertainty and its lower bound in the
current model have been derived, as detailed in Appendix D.

Fig. 8(a)-(c) depicts the entropic uncertainty and its lower
bound with θ for different energy ratios ∆F . As observed
in the figures, the entropic uncertainty initially decreases and
then increases to a fixed value with increasing parameter θ.
Notably, the uncertainty is strongly anticorrelated with quan-
tum coherence, as shown in Fig. 3. Interestingly, the analy-
sis reveals that a smaller energy ratio ∆F results in a tighter
bound, meaning that the difference between the uncertainty
and its lower bound decreases. This suggests that, for rel-
atively small ∆F , the bound effectively captures the uncer-
tainty, as further illustrated in Fig. 8. Additionally, the de-
cline in quantum resources mentioned above can be attributed
to the interaction between the detector and the environment,
which reduces the system’s purity. From an entropy perspec-
tive, the loss of information within the system increases its
uncertainty, implying that less information can be extracted
from the system of interest. Consequently, this study provides
a promising new perspective for quantifying the quantumness

FIG. 9. Uncertainty with the distance between two detectors, with
the energy ratio set as ∆F = 1 (red), ∆F = 0.1 (green), and ∆F =
0.01 (blue), where c = m = 1.

of the system.
Finally, we explore how the distance d between the two de-

tectors influences the evolution of entropic uncertainty. As
depicted in Fig. 9, the uncertainty exhibits oscillatory growth
as the distance d increases, and eventually stabilizes at a
fixed value when the detectors are sufficiently far apart, i.e.,
d→ ∞. This behavior can be attributed to the minimal quan-
tumness of the system in this regime, as shown in Figs. 4 and
5, which results in maximal measurement uncertainty.

IV. CONCLUSION

In this work, we explored the dynamics of quantum non-
locality, quantum coherence, the nonlocal advantage of quan-
tum coherence, and measurement uncertainty within a rela-
tivistic framework. Specifically, we considered a pair of static
Unruh-DeWitt detectors interacting independently with an ex-
ternal field. Our analysis revealed how state parameters, the
energy ratio, and the distance between the detectors influence
the quantumness of the system. Notably, several meaningful
results were obtained: (i) A larger energy ratio reduces both
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detector system, with higher energy ratios ∆F degrading the
system’s quantumness. (ii) An increasing distance d between
the detectors weakens both the l1-norm coherence and the rel-
ative entropy of coherence, eventually stabilizing at fixed val-
ues as the distance approaches infinity. (iii) Regarding the
nonlocal advantage of coherence, the l1-norm coherence is
more robust than the relative entropy of coherence within the
relativistic framework. (iv) The measured uncertainty of the
system is strongly correlated with nonlocality and quantum
coherence. Overall, these findings provide deeper insights
into the quantumness of a pair of static Unruh-DeWitt detec-

tors and hold fundamental significance for future quantum in-
formation processing in relativistic settings.
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Appendix A: Analytical results of Bell nonlocality

In the calculation above, we derived the final state ρ̂AB of the entire system. Subsequently, by inserting matrix into Eq. (16),
the maximum CHSH inequality violation can be explicitly expressed as:

B (ρ̂AB) = 2

√√√√√cπ(α2 + γ2)− γ2Re
(√

∆F
)

c2π2
+

γ2
(
−4cdπα+ dαRe

(√
∆F

)
+ cγ sin

(
dRe(

√
∆F)

c

))
4c2d2π2

. (A1)

To enhance the interpretability of our results, we perform a normalization procedure on the above formula,

BNorm (ρ̂AB) := max

{
0,

B (ρ̂AB)− 2

Bmax (ρ̂AB)− 2

}
, (A2)

where Bmax (ρ̂AB) = 2
√
2. Here, α = sin θ and γ = cos θ are state parameters. Referring to Eq. (9) because the detectors are

same, we obtain P = P
′′

A/T = P
′′

B/T = δ(0)
2c3T

√
∆F , and ℜ̇AB = ℜAB/T = δ(0)

2c3/T

√
∆F

sin( d
c

√
∆F)

( d
c

√
∆F)

.

Appendix B: Analytical results of l1-norm coherence and relative entropy of coherence

Resorting to Eq. (17), the l1-norm coherence is given by

Cl1(ρ̂AB) = 2αγ
(
1− 2c2M

)
+ 2γ2c2ℜ̇AB , (B1)

where M = Re(MA)/T = Re(MB)/T = δ(0)
4c3T

√
∆F . When distance d→ ∞, the results of l1-norm coherence can be written

as C(d→∞)
l1

(ρ̂AB) ≃ 2αγ
(
1− 2c2M

)
, is independent of the distance.

Resorting to Eq. (18), ρ is the final state; we consider ρ̂AB(t) and ρ̂diag as the incoherent states of ρ̂AB(t), which can be
written as follows:

ρ̂AB(t) =

ρ11 0 0 ρ14
0 ρ22 ρ23 0
0 ρ32 ρ33 0
ρ41 0 0 ρ44

 , (B2)

ρ̂diag =

ρ11 0 0 0
0 ρ22 0 0
0 0 ρ33 0
0 0 0 ρ44

 . (B3)

According to the von Neumann entropy S (ρ̂) = −Tr (ρ̂ log ρ̂), the relative entropy of the coherence can be written as

CREC(ρ̂AB) = −
∑

i=1,2,3,4

λi log2(λi) +
∑

k=1,2,3,4

µk log2(µk), (B4)

where λi(i = 1, 2, 3, 4) are the eigenvalues of ρ̂ and µk(k = 1, 2, 3, 4) are the eigenvalues of ρ̂diag; in detail, λ1 = ℜ−ℵ
4c2dπ ,

λ2 = ℜ+ℵ
4c2dπ , λ3 =

cos2(θ)(dRe(
√
∆F)−c sin(dRe(

√
∆F)/c))

4cdπ λ4 =
cos2(θ)(dRe(

√
∆F)+c sin(dRe(

√
∆F)/c))

4cdπ

ℜ := 2c2dπ − cd cos2 (θ)Re
(√

∆F
)
,ℵ :=

√
c2d2

(
4c2π2 + cos2(θ)Re(

√
∆F )

(
−4cπ +Re(

√
∆F )

))
.
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Moreover, when the distance d→ ∞, the eigenvalues are calculated as

λ1(d→ ∞) ≃
2cπ − cos2(θ)Re

√
∆F −

√
(4c2π2 + cos2(θ)Re(

√
∆F )(−4cπ +Re(

√
∆F )))

4π
, (B5)

λ2(d→ ∞) ≃
2cπ − cos2(θ)Re

√
∆F +

√
(4c2π2 + cos2(θ)Re(

√
∆F )(−4cπ +Re(

√
∆F )))

4π
,

λ3(d→ ∞) = λ4(d→ ∞) ≃ cos2(θ)Re
√
∆F

4cπ
.

Furthermore, µk(k = 1, 2, 3, 4) are the eigenvalues of ρ̂diag, and they are given by µ1 = cos2(θ)(2cπ−Re(
√
∆F ))

2cπ . µ2 = µ3 =
cos2(θ)Re(

√
∆F )

4cπ µ4 = sin2(θ).

Appendix C: Analytical expressions of the nonlocal advantage of quantum coherence

By utilizing Eq. (20), the analytical result for nonlocal advantage of l1-norm coherence can be expressed as follows:

N l1(ρ̂AB) =
4πc− 3

√
∆F cos2 θ(

√
∆F + 4πc(sec2 θ − 1)

4πc(4πc−
√
∆F )

+
cos2 θ

(
c cos θ sin(d

√
∆F
c ) + d(−4πc+

√
∆F sin θ)

)
4πcd

+
(−4πc+

√
∆F ) cos2 θ(

√
∆F cos2 θ − 4πc sin2 θ)

2c(−π(4πc+
√
∆F ) + π(4πc−

√
∆F ) cos(2θ))

+
cos2 θ

(
c sin(d

√
∆F
c ) + d(4πc−

√
∆F ) tan θ

)
4πcd

(C1)

+
1

2

√√√√√cos2 θ
(
c cos θ sin(d

√
∆F
c ) + d(−4πc+

√
∆F ) sin θ

)2
4π2c2d2

+

((
−1 +

√
∆F

2πc
cos2 θ

)
+ sin2 θ

)2

+
1

2

√√√√√cos4 θ
(
c sin(d

√
∆F
c ) + d(4πc−

√
∆F ) tan θ

)2
4π2c2d2

+

((
−1 +

√
∆F

2πc
cos2 θ

)
+ sin2 θ

)2

.

Because the analytical results of nonlocal advantage of the REC are highly complex, we do not present them in this paper. To
make the results more intuitive, we perform a normalization operation on the above formula, yielding the following results:

N l1
Norm(ρ̂AB) := max

{
0,

N l1(ρ̂AB)−
√
6

N l1
max(ρ̂AB)−

√
6

}
, (C2)

NREC
Norm(ρ̂AB) := max

{
0,

NREC(ρ̂AB)− 2.23

NREC
max (ρ̂AB)− 2.23

}
, (C3)

where N l1
max(ρ̂AB) = NREC

max (ρ̂AB) = 3.
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Appendix D: Analytical expressions of the entropic uncertainty and lower bound

To compute the uncertainty and its lower bound, which correspond to the left and right sides of Eq. (24), we consider the state
of the system after measurements with the two incompatible observables σ̂x and σ̂z , as follows:

ρ̂X̂B =


ρ11+ρ33

2 0 0 ρ14+ρ32
2

0 ρ22+ρ44
2

ρ23+ρ41
2 0

0 ρ14+ρ32
2

ρ11+ρ33
2 0

ρ23+ρ41
2 0 0 ρ22+ρ44

2

 , (D1)

ρ̂ẐB =

ρ11 0 0 0
0 ρ22 0 0
0 0 ρ33 0
0 0 0 ρ44

 . (D2)

Furthermore, the reduced density matrix of Bob’s detector can be expressed as:

ρ̂B =

(
ρ11 + ρ33 0

0 ρ22 + ρ44

)
, (D3)

by tracing out the degrees of freedom of Alice’s detector. The explicit expression for the entropic uncertainty is then given by

S
(
X̂|B

)
+ S

(
Ẑ|B

)
= −

∑
i

λi log2 (λi)−
∑
i

ϵi log2 (ϵi) + 2
∑
k

µk log2 (µk) , (D4)

where λ1 = λ2 = 1
4 (1 − Γ); λ3 = λ4 = 1

4 (1 + Γ) are the eigenvalues of the matrix ρ̂X̂B with

Γ =
√
α4 + 2(1 + 2c2(4M(−1 + c2M) + P ))α2γ2 + 8c2(1− 2c2M)ℜ̇ABαγ3 + ((1− 2c2P )2 + 4c4ℜ̇2

AB)γ
4, ϵ1 = (1 −

2c2P )γ2, ϵ2 = ϵ3 = γ2c2P and ϵ4 = α2 are the eigenvalues of the matrix ρ̂ẐB , and µ1 = (1− c2P )γ2 and µ2 = α + c2Pγ2

are the eigenvalues of ρ̂B .
Additionally, the lower bound of uncertainty can be written as:

qMU + S (A|B) = 1 +

(
−

4∑
i=1

ζi log2 (ζi) +

2∑
k=1

µk log2 (µk)

)
, (D5)

where {ζi|i = 1, 2, 3, 4} is the eigenvalue of the matrix ρ̂AB , and it can be expressed by

ζ1 = c2(P − ℜ̇AB)γ2,
ζ2 = c2(P − ℜ̇AB)γ2,

ζ3 =
1

2
(α2 + (1− 2c2P )γ2 − Ξ),

ζ4 =
1

2
(α2 + (1− 2c2P )γ2 + Ξ)

with Ξ =
√
(α4 + 2(1 + 2c2(4M(−1 + c2M) + P ))α2γ2 + (1− 2c2P )2γ4).
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