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A quantum communication protocol between harmonic oscillator detectors, interacting with a
quantum field, is developed in a cosmological expanding background. The aim is to see if the
quantum effects arising in an expanding universe, such as the cosmological particle production,
could facilitate the communication between two distant parts or if they provide an additive noisy
effect. By considering a perfect cosmic fluid, the resulting expansion turns out to increase the
classical capacity of the protocol. This increasing occurs for all the cosmological expansions unless
the latter is sharpened just before the receiver’s detector interacts with the field. Moreover, the
classical capacity turns out to be sensible to the barotropic parameter w of the perfect fluid and
to the coupling between the field and the scalar curvature ξ. As a consequence, by performing
this protocol, one can achieve information about the cosmological dynamics and its coupling with a
background quantum field.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Reconciling quantum mechanics with general relativity
represents a deep challenge for the actual comprehension
of theoretical physics [1–3]. Indeed, achieving a success-
ful unification of these two theories would resolve funda-
mental inconsistencies, offering insights into the nature
of fundamental interactions [4–7].
Despite considerable progresses, a fully consistent and

experimentally confirmed theory of quantum gravity re-
mains elusive [8]. The pursuit of this theory continues
to be a central focus in theoretical physics, with ongo-
ing research exploring various approaches and potential
experimental validations [9–11].
A first attempt toward quantum gravity is provided

by quantum field theory in curved spacetime [12, 13],
where gravity is treated semiclassical, namely it employs
regimes where gravity is not too strong. Even though
quantum gravity is thought to work in strong gravity
regimes, quantum field theory in curved spacetimes pre-
dicts outstanding phenomena, such as the emission of
radiation from horizons [14, 15] or from dynamical space-
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time backgrounds [16–18]. Among them, the cosmologi-
cal particle production plays a prominent role in the un-
derstanding of the origin and evolution of our universe
[17, 19]. In particular, the particles produced by the
universe expansion could be responsible for the origin of
dark matter [20], cosmic rays [21] and tensor perturba-
tions of the cosmic microwave background [22], as they
could play a major role in baryogenesis [23].

In particular, to comprehend the nature of particles
produced by dynamical spacetime backgrounds, it is es-
sential to disclose which potential is associated with de-
tecting the produced particles. To this end, Unruh-
DeWitt detectors are typically considered [24, 25], rep-
resenting theoretical scenarios in which, particle detec-
tors imaged as quantum systems could interact with an
external field. These systems have proven effective in
achieving Unruh radiation [24, 26, 27] and in understand-
ing the radiation experienced by an observer following a
generic worldline [28]. Further, directly observing parti-
cle production induced by gravitational fields in a labora-
tory has been explored using rotating particle detectors1

[30, 31].
Unruh-DeWitt models of particle detectors have re-

cently been utilized to model Wi-Fi communication via
quantum systems [32–37]. Compared to classical sys-
tems, quantum devices may enhance the rate of classi-
cal message communication and enable the transmission
of quantum messages [38]. The communication protocol
involves a pair of particle detectors interacting through
a quantum field. The properties of the resulting quan-
tum channel have been determined non-perturbatively
for both qubits [33, 35] and bosonic communication [36].
Recently, the feasibility of reliable Wi-Fi communication
of quantum messages in a (3 + 1)D spacetime has been
demonstrated by leveraging the dynamics of the detec-
tors [37].

The role of gravitational fields in this communication
protocol remains unexplored. It is important to deter-
mine whether the effects predicted by quantum field the-
ory in curved spacetime could enhance communication
capabilities or pose an additional obstacle to reliable
communication. The latter situation is proved to occur
when considering information carried by the field’s single
modes2 [18, 41].

Motivated by these considerations, we here investigate
how Wi-Fi communication of bosonic states is affected
by cosmological expansion. To do so, we utilize a pair
of one-dimensional harmonic oscillators interacting with
the field only in a particular time. The classical capacity
of the channel is shown to be sensitive to the cosmologi-
cal expansion and to the coupling between the field and

1 Alongside analog gravity systems [29], Unruh-DeWitt detectors
are regarded as a promising approach for the direct observation
of quantum effects induced by gravity.

2 Specifically, it has been demonstrated that cosmological particle
production degrades classical and quantum information stored
in qubit states [39] and bosonic states [40].

curvature. This demonstrates the potential to extract
information about the dynamics of the universe through
this communication protocol. Additionally, the measure-
ment of the field-curvature coupling could be achieved,
as it was shown that the channel capacity deviates from
that in flat spacetime as the coupling with the scalar cur-
vature, ξ, departs from its conformal value, i.e., ξ = 1/6.
The paper is structured as follows: in Sec. II we de-

fine the Hamiltonian of the physical system and compute
its Heisenberg evolution by representing it with Guassian
states. In Sec. III we define a quantum channel between
the two detectors, whose properties and capacities can be
studied non-perturbatively. In Sec. IV we assume a rapid
interaction between field and detector, finding the opti-
mal parameters of the detectors to maximize the com-
munication capabilities of the channel. Finally, in Sec. V
we see how an accelerating cosmological expansion affects
the classical capacity of the communication protocol, fo-
cusing on the expansion given by a perfect cosmological
fluid3.

II. PARTICLE DETECTORS AND THEIR
DYNAMICS

We consider two static particle detectors, named A
and B, respectively, interacting with a massless scalar
quantum field Φ̂ and undergoing a cosmological expan-
sion. To single out the background spacetime, adopting
the cosmological principle, we assume the Friedmann-
Robertson-Lemaitre-Walker (FRLW) line element, say

ds2 = dt2 − a2(t)(dx · dx) , (1)

written in Cartesian coordinates, where a(t) represents
the scale factor, depending upon the cosmic time, t. The
positions of the detectors’ center of mass, i.e. ξA and ξB ,
by using the coordinates (1), is given by

ξA = d ; ξB = 0 . (2)

then, d = |d| is the conformal distance between the de-
tectors.

A. Hamiltonian

The complete Hamiltonian of the system can be writ-
ten as

Ĥtot =
∑

i=A,B

(
Ĥi + Ĥi

I

)
+ ĤΦ , (3)

where Ĥi is the Hamiltonian of the physical system repre-
senting the detector i, Ĥi

I is the Hamiltonian representing

3 Through the paper, Planck units (c = ℏ = 8πG = 1) are consid-
ered.
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the interaction between the detector i and the scalar field
and, finally, ĤΦ is the Hamiltonian of the field.
As particle detectors, we consider a pair of non-

relativistic one-dimensional harmonic oscillators, labelled
by i = A,B, whose Hamiltonian reads

Ĥi = ωi

(
1

2
+ â†i âi

)
, (4)

where ωi is the frequency of the oscillator i - or its energy
gap.
The interaction between the detector, i, and the scalar

field is defined by coupling the field operator, Φ̂, to an
observable of the detector i, usually called moment oper-
ator of the detector, chosen to be

q̂i =
1√

2miωi

(
â†i + âi

)
, (5)

where mi is the mass of the ith oscillator.
The interacting Hamiltonian density can be written as

ĥi
I(t,x) = fi(x, t)q̂i(t)⊗ Φ̂(x, t) . (6)

In Eq. (6), the function fi(x, t) establishes how the field-
detector interaction is distributed in space and time. We
assume fi(x, t) = λ(t)f̃i(x, t), where:

- f̃i(x, t), called smearing function, indicates the po-
sition of the detector i and its spatial distribu-
tion. The following normalization condition must
be valid for each t∫

Σt

f̃i(x, t)
√
g(t,x)dx = 1 , (7)

where Σt is the Cauchy surface t = const and
g = a6(t) is the determinant of the spatial part
the metric tensor.

- λi(t) is the switching-in function, giving the
strength of the interaction and how it turns on (and
off) in time.

The interacting Hamiltonian is obtained by integrating
Eq. (6) in the time slice, t = const, i.e.

Hi
I(t) = λ(t)

∫
Σt

f̃i(x, t)q̂i(t)⊗ Φ̂(t,x)
√

−g(x, t)dx

= λi(t)q̂i(t)⊗ Φ̂fi(t) , (8)

where g(x, t) = det gµν(x, t) = −a(t)6 and where we de-
fined for simplicity

Φ̂f (t) :=

∫
Σt

f̃(x, t)Φ̂(x, t)
√
−g(x, t)dx , (9)

called smeared field operator.

Strictly speaking, the function f̃i(x, t), giving the
shape of the detector, might have a compact support,
to emphasize the fact that the detector has a finite size.
However, one can also choose a distribution f̃i(x, t) with
infinite support provided that f̃ is negligible outside a
finite region of Σt. In this case, one can always define an
effective finite size for the detector i, called Li.

As better explained in Appendix A, to consider a non-
relativistic detector i in a relativistic framework leads
to upper bound Li by a length LF , called Fermi lenght,
depending on the trajectory of the detector i and on the
spacetime it lies on. In our case, it results (see Appendix
A)

LF =
a√

ȧ2 − äa
=

√
6

R
, (10)

where we denoted with an upper dot the derivative with
respect to t and with R the Ricci scalar curvature.

Moreover, the finite size Li of the detector i provides
an ultraviolet cutoff Ec ∝ L−1

i on the energy of the field
modes the detector i interacts with [27]. If a detector has
an energy cutoff Ei

c for the particles it can interact with,
a realistic situation is the one where the detector itself
cannot have an energy greater than Ei

c.

Consequently, for the detector energy Ei := ⟨Ĥi⟩ we
impose the upper bound

Ei ≤ Ei
c . (11)

We shall see later on how this bound provides a maximum
rate of classical and quantum information that the two
detectors can exchange.

B. Quantum Langevin equations

By using the Hamiltonian (3), we study the Heisen-
berg evolution of the system. From Eq. (8), the opera-
tor qi interacts linearly with the smeared field operator
Φfi . By following Ref. [42], the operator qi of a single
oscillator interacting linearly with a field evolves accord-
ing to a quantum Langevin equation. In particular, the
field operator plays the role of an operator valued ran-
dom force acting on the oscillators. Therefore, having
a pair of harmonic oscillators interacting with the field,
the Heisenberg evolution of the moment operators of the
detectors qi is given by coupled quantum Langevin equa-
tions [36, 42], i.e.



4

(
d2

dt2 + ω2
A 0

0 d2

dt2 + ω2
B

)(
qA
qB

)
−
∫ t

−∞

( 1
mA

0

0 1
mB

)(
χAA(t, s) χAB(t, s)
χBA(t, s) χBB(t, s)

)(
qA(s)
qB(s)

)
ds =

(
λA(t)
mA

ΦfA(t)
λB(t)
mB

ΦfB (t)

)
, (12)

where we defined the dissipation kernel

χij(t, s) := iθ(t− s)λi(t)λj(t) ⟨Φ|
[
Φfi(t),Φfj (s)

]
|Φ⟩ , (13)

with |Φ⟩ representing the initial state of the field, defined
explicitly later on. Causality is respected. In fact, if the
two detectors, localized by the smearings f̃A and f̃B are
causally disconnected, then the off-diagonal elements of
the dissipation kernel (13) are null. Consequently, the
quantum Langevin equations (12) decouples and then the
two detectors do not affect each other.

For later purposes, it is convenient to study the evo-

lution of the dimensionless operator Q̂i =
ai+a†

i√
2

, related

to q̂i from Eq. (5) through Q̂i =
√
miωiq̂i. The coupled

quantum Langevin equation (12) in terms of Q̂i, becomes

Q̈(t) + Ω2Q(t)−
√

Ω

M

∫ t

−∞
χ(t, r)(

√
MΩ)−1Q(r)dr

=

√
Ω

M
φ(t) , (14)

where Q ≡ (Q̂A, Q̂B), M ≡ diag(mA,mB), Ω ≡
diag(ωA, ωB), {χ}ij = χij and

φ(t) := (λA(t)ΦfA(t), λB(t)ΦfB (t)) . (15)

As shown in Refs. [36, 37], we can solve Eq. (14) by means
of a Green function matrix

G =

(
GAA(t, s) GAB(t, s)
GBA(t, s) GBB(t, s)

)
, (16)

solution of the homogeneous form of the Langevin equa-
tion, Eq. (14), i.e.,

G̈(t, s) + Ω2G(t, s)−
√

Ω

M

∫ t

−∞
χ(t, r)(

√
MΩ)−1G(r, s)dr

= δ(t− s)I . (17)

By imposing a causal Green function matrix, i.e., G(t ≤
s) = 0, we have G(t = s, s) = 0 and Ġ(t = s, s) = I.
Hence, the time evolution for Q in terms of G reads

Q(t) =Ġ(t, s)Q(s) + G(t, s)Q̇(s) +

∫ t

s
G(t, r)

√
Ω

M
φ(r)dr . (18)

C. Gaussian state formalism

To the purpose of studying how the two detectors com-
municate, it is worth choosing a convenient initial state
for them. Then, we consider the initial state of the two

oscillators to be a two-modes bosonic Gaussian state [43]
- where each oscillator represents one mode. By defining,
for i = A,B, the quadrature operators

Q̂i =
âi + â†i√

2
P̂i =

âi − â†i
i
√
2

, (19)

the two-modes bosonic state is Gaussian if every product
of three or more quadrature operators (19) has zero ex-
pectation value. Therefore, a two-modes Gaussian state
is represented only by:

- the first momentum vector

d =
(
⟨Q̂A⟩, ⟨P̂A⟩, ⟨Q̂B⟩, ⟨P̂B⟩

)
, (20)

- the covariance matrix

σ =

(
σAA σAB

σBA σBB

)
, (21)

where, for i, j = A,B

σij =
1

2

(
⟨{Qi, Qj}⟩ − ⟨Qi⟩⟨Qj⟩ ⟨{Qi, Pj}⟩ − ⟨Qi⟩⟨Pj⟩
⟨{Pi, Qj}⟩ − ⟨Pi⟩⟨Qj⟩ ⟨{Pi, Pj}⟩ − ⟨Pi⟩⟨Pj⟩

)
. (22)

In Eq. (21), the submatrix σii, with i = A,B, rep-
resents a one-mode Gaussian state describing the state
of the oscillator i. The off-diagonal submatrices σAB =
σT
BA, instead, represent the correlations between the two

detectors A and B - imposed to vanish before the detec-
tors interact with the field.
All the entropic quantities of a Gaussian state are in-

dependent from the first momentum vector, Eq. (20).
Hence, we can consider d = 0 without loss of generality
and simplify Eq. (22) to

σij =
1

2

(
⟨{Qi, Qj}⟩ ⟨{Qi, Pj}⟩
⟨{Pi, Qj}⟩ ⟨{Pi, Pj}⟩

)
. (23)

Up to a unitary transformation, the covariance matrix,
in Eq. (23), of the single harmonic oscillator i can be
further simplified to

σii =

((
1
2 +Ni

)
eli 0

0
(
1
2 +Ni

)
e−li

)
, (24)

where Ni is the average number of entropic particles of
the state and li is the squeezing parameter.
The Von Neumann entropy of the state represented by

σii, in Eq. (24), reads

S(σii) = (Ni + 1) log(Ni + 1)−Ni log(Ni) , (25)
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where, by convention, with log we denote a base 2 loga-
rithm.

At this point, Eq. (4) can be rewritten is terms of the
quadrature operators, Eqs. (19), as

Hi =
ωi

2

(
Q̂2

i + P̂ 2
i

)
, (26)

In this way, the energy of the detector i can be quantified
as the expectation value

Ei = ⟨Ĥi⟩ =
ωi

2
Trσii = ωi

(
1

2
+Ni

)
cosh li . (27)

Having represented the two oscillators’ system via the
covariance matrix (21), we can now study how this
evolves via the interaction with the field.

From the definition of the quadrature operators in Eqs.

(19), one can easily check that
˙̂
Qi = ωiP̂i, so that Eq. (18)

can be rewritten as

Q(t) =Ġ(t, s)Q(s) + G(t, s)ΩP(s) +

∫ t

s
G(t, r)

√
Ω

M
φ(r)dr , (28)

where P = (P̂A, P̂B).
At this stage, we can also compute the evolution of the

quadrature operator P̂i by applying a time derivative to
Eq. (28) and multiplying by F−1(tB)Ω

−1 from the left

P(t) =Ω−1G̈(t, s)Q(s) + Ω−1Ġ(t, s)ΩP(s)

+ Ω−1

∫ t

s

Ġ(t, r)

√
Ω

M
φ(r)dr . (29)

The evolution of the operators Q̂i and P̂i, from Eqs. (28)
and (29), allows us to compute the corresponding covari-
ance matrix σ dynamics, from the time s up to the time
t, obtaining [36, 37]

σ(t) = T2σ(s)TT
2 + N2 , (30)

where

T2 = P

(
Ġ(t, s) G(t, s)Ω

Ω−1G̈(t, s) Ω−1Ġ(t, s)Ω

)
P , (31)

N = P

(
NQQ NQP

NT
QP NPP

)
P , (32)

with

P :=

1 0 0 0
0 0 1 0
0 1 0 0
0 0 0 1

 , (33)

NQQ =

∫ t

s

∫ t

s

G(t, r)

√
Ω

M
ν(r, r′)

√
Ω

M
GT (t, r′)drdr′ ;

(34)

NQP =

∫ t

s

∫ t

s

G(t, r)

√
Ω

M
ν(r, r′)

√
Ω

M
ĠT (t, r′)Ω−1drdr′ ;

(35)

NPP =

∫ t

s

∫ t

s

Ω−1Ġ(t, r)

√
Ω

M
ν(r, r′)

√
Ω

M
ĠT (t, r′)Ω−1drdr′ .

(36)
Here, we defined the noise kernel ν(t, t′) as

νij(t, t
′) := {ν(t, t′)}ij =

λi(t)λj(t
′)

2
⟨
{
Φ̂fi(t), Φ̂fj (t

′)
}
⟩ .

(37)

III. COMMUNICATION CHANNEL BETWEEN
TWO DETECTORS

Now, we can easily define a quantum communication
channel between the detectors. The protocol consists in
the sender preparing a state (where information is en-
coded) of the detector A at the time s and let the interac-
tion with the field occur. This should hopefully transfer
the state at later times to the detector B - once it also in-
teracts with the field. We wonder how much information
about the oscillator A at the time s can be achieved from
the receiver’s detector B state at the time t. The former
is represented by the submatrix σAA of the covariance
matrix σ(s) from Eq. (21). The latter by the submatrix
σBB of σ(t). We can figure out a communication channel
map

N : σin = σAA(s) 7→ σBB(t) = σout . (38)

Since we know how the system evolves from Eq. (30),
using Eqs. (31) and (32), we get

σout = TσinTT + N . (39)

The matrices T and N are, respectively:

T =

(
ĠBA(t, s) GBA(t, s)ωA
G̈BA(t,s)

ωB
ĠBA(t, s)

ωA

ωB

)
; (40)

N =

(
ĠBB GBBωB

G̈BBω
−1
B ĠBB

)
σBB(s)

(
ĠBB G̈BBω

−1
B

GBBωB ĠBB

)
+N′

B ,

(41)

where N′
B =

(
N11 N12

N12 N22

)
with
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N11 =
ωA

mA

∫ t

s

∫ t

s

GBA(t, r)νAA(r, r
′)GBA(t, r

′)drdr′ +

√
ωAωB

mAmB

∫ t

s

∫ t

s

GBB(t, r)νBA(r, r
′)GBA(t, r

′)drdr′

+

√
ωAωB

mAmB

∫ t

s

∫ t

s

GBA(t, r)νAB(r, r
′)GBB(t, r

′)drdr′ +
ωB

mB

∫ t

s

∫ t

s

GBB(t, r)νBB(r, r
′)GBB(t, r

′)drdr′ ; (42)

N12 =
ωA

mAωB

∫ t

s

∫ t

s

GBA(t, r)νAA(r, r
′)ĠBA(t, r

′)drdr′ +

√
ωA

mAmBωB

∫ t

s

∫ t

s

GBB(t, r)νBA(r, r
′)ĠBA(t, r

′)drdr′

+

√
ωA

mAmBωB

∫ t

s

∫ t

s

GBA(t, r)νAB(r, r
′)ĠBB(t, r

′)drdr′ +m−1
B

∫ t

s

∫ t

s

GBB(t, r)νBB(r, r
′)ĠBB(t, r

′)drdr′ ; (43)

N22 =
ωA

mAωB

∫ t

s

∫ t

s

ĠBA(t, r)νAA(r, r
′)ĠBA(t, r

′)drdr′ +

√
ωA

mAmBω3
B

∫ t

s

∫ t

s

ĠBB(t, r)νBA(r, r
′)ĠBA(t, r

′)drdr′

+

√
ωA

mAmBω3
B

∫ t

s

∫ t

s

ĠBA(t, r)νAB(r, r
′)GBB(t, r

′)drdr′ +
1

mBωB

∫ t

s

∫ t

s

ĠBB(t, r)νBB(r, r
′)ĠBB(t, r

′)drdr′ . (44)

The first term of the matrix N, from Eq. (41), represents
the evolution of detector B’s initial state σBB(s), while
the second term, N′

B , is a contribute given by the inter-
action of detector B with the field. For later purposes,
it is also useful to know how the state of the oscillator
A behaves after the interaction with the field, namely,
at the time t, supposing the detector B has no longer
influence to the detector A, we have

σAA(t) ∼
(

ĠAA GAAωA

G̈AAω−1
A ĠAA

)
σAA(s)

(
ĠAA G̈AAω−1

A
GAAωA ĠAA

)
+N′

A ,

(45)

where N′
A is equal to N′

B by exchanging the labels A and
B.
If the output of the channel N , i.e. σout can be written

in terms of the input σin as in Eq. (39), with detN ≥
1
2 |1−detT|, then the channel N is a one-mode Gaussian
channel [44]. Each one-mode Gaussian channel N can be
reduced to its canonical form Nc by applying two unitary
operations Uin and Uout to the input and the output of
N , respectively. Accordingly, we have

Nc = Uout ◦ N ◦ Uin : σin 7→ τσin +
√
W I . (46)

The parameter τ ≡ detT in Eq. (46), named transmissiv-
ity of the channel N , indicates the fraction of the input
state’s amplitude effectively present to the output. The
parameter W ≡ detN, instead, indicates the additive
noise created by the channel.

In particular, the average number of noisy particles
detected is

n :=

{ √
W

|1−τ | −
1
2 if τ ̸= 1 ;√

W otherwise .
(47)

A one-mode Gaussian channel is then completely char-
acterized by τ and W .
Moreover, we say that the quantum channel N is

entanglement-breaking if every n-mode entangled state,
input of N⊗n is mapped into a separable n-mode state.

A one-mode Gaussian channel, characterized by τ and
W , is entanglement-breaking if and only if [45]

W ≥ 1

2
(1 + τ) . (48)

Finally, by considering τ and W , it is possible to com-
pute the capacities of the one-mode Gaussian channel
N , quantifying the capabilities of the channel to commu-
nicate information [46–48]. In particular, the classical
capacity (quantum capacity) of a channel N is the maxi-
mum rate of classical information (quantum information)
that the channel N can reliably transmit.
In the following sections, we focus exclusively on the

classical capacity, denoted with C. The motivation lies
on the fact that the quantum capacity is expected to be
zero as a consequence of the no-cloning theorem, since
both the interaction with the field and the background
spacetime are isotropic, see e.g. Refs. [34, 37] for a more
complete explanation.
Indeed, we later prove that the channel N we consider

is entanglement-breaking, so that its quantum capacity
is zero and its classical capacity C can be analytically
computed up the energy bound EA

c of the input state [49].
In particular, in Appendix B, we compute the classical
capacity C as

C(τ,W ) = h

(
EA

c

ωA
τ +

√
W

)
− h

(τ
2
+

√
W
)
, (49)

where ωA its frequency of the input mode.

IV. RAPID INTERACTION BETWEEN FIELD
AND DETECTORS

We now study the communication protocol with the
interaction between the detectors and the field occurring
only at a particular time, i.e., a rapid interaction. This
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kind of interaction has recently been proven to provide
exact solutions for the communication properties of Wi-
Fi communication channel between detectors [35, 37].

The time at which the detector i interacts with the field
is denoted with tiI . In so doing, the switching-in functions
of the detector i can be written as λi(t) = λiδ(t − tIi ).
The spacetime smearing of the detectors fi=A,B are now

written as

fi(xi, ti) = λiδ(ti − tiI)f̃(xi) . (50)

In this case, the elements χAA(t, s) and χBB(t, s) of the
dissipation kernel (13) are non-null only when t = s = tAI
and t = s = tBI , respectively. However, those elements
become expectation value operators, commuting with
themselves, implying χAA = χBB = 0.
The homogeneous quantum Langevin equation, in Eq.

(17), can be therefore simplified as



G̈AA(t, s) + ω2
AGAA(t, s)−

√
ωA

ωBmAmB

∫ t

−∞ χAB(t, r)GBA(r, s)dr = 0 ,

G̈AB(t, s) + ω2
AGAB(t, s)−

√
ωA

ωBmAmB

∫ t

−∞ χAB(t, r)GBB(r, s)dr = 0 ,

G̈BA(t, s) + ω2
BGBA(t, s)−

√
ωB

ωAmAmB

∫ t

−∞ χBA(t, r)GAA(r, s)dr = 0 ,

G̈BB(t, s) + ω2
BGBB(t, s)−

√
ωB

ωAmAmB

∫ t

−∞ χBA(t, r)GAB(r, s)dr = 0 .

(51)

with boundary conditions Gij(t → s+, s) = 0 and

Ġij(t → s+, s) = δij .
Since by hypothesis the detector A communicates its

state to the detector B, we require tBI > tAI , for guaran-
teeing causality.

Hence, from Eq. (13), we can immediately see that4

χA
AB(t, s) ∼ 0. For the dissipation kernel element χBA,

instead, we have

χBA(t, s) = iλAλBδ(t− tBI )δ(s− tAI ) ⟨Φ|
[
Φ̂fA (tAI ), Φ̂fB (tBI )

]
|Φ⟩

= λAλBδ(t− tBI )δ(s− (tAI )B)I(tAI , tBI ) , (52)

where for the sake of simplicity we called

I(tAI , t
B
I ) := i ⟨Φ|

[
Φ̂fA(t

A
I ), Φ̂fB (t

B
I )
]
|Φ⟩ . (53)

The first and second relations of the homogeneous quan-
tum Langevin equation, Eqs. (51), become

G̈Ai + ω2
AGAi = 0 , (54)

whose solutions for i = A,B are respectively

GAA(t, s) =
sin(ωA(t− s))

ωA
, (55)

GAB(t, s) = 0 . (56)

Since GAB = 0, then also the fourth of Eq. (51) can be
solved as

GBB(t, s) =
sin(ωB(t− s))

ωB
. (57)

4 This means that the interaction of the oscillator B with the field
does not affect the state of the detector A, validating the hy-
pothesis to obtain Eq. (45).

Finally, from the third relation in Eqs. (51), we obtain

GBA(t, s) =θ(t− tBI )

√
ωB

ωAmAmB

λAλB

ωAωB
I(tBI , t

A
I )

× sin
(
ωB(t− tBI )

)
sin
(
ωA(t

A
I − s)

)
. (58)

The transmissivity τ can now be easily computed from
the determinant of T, defined in Eq. (40), resulting into

τ(t, s) =
ωA

ωB

(
Ġ2

BA(t, s)−GBA(t, s)G̈BA(t, s)
)

=
ΛAΛB

ω2
A

I2(tBI , t
A
I ) sin

2(ωA(t
A
I − s)) , (59)

where we set Λi ≡ λ2
i

mi
.

To compute the noise parameter W , from the determi-
nant of the matrix N in Eq. (41), we compute the noise
kernel elements (37) as

νij(t, s) =
λiλj

2
δ(t− tiI)δ(s− tjI)

×
∫

dxi

∫
dxj f̃i(xi)f̃j(xj)

√
g(xi, tiI)g(xj , t

j
I)

× ⟨Φ|
{
Φ̂(xi, t

i
I), Φ̂(xj , t

j
I)
}
|Φ⟩ . (60)

By using the Green function matrix elements (55), (57)
and (58), Eqs. (42), (43) and (44) drastically simplify to

N11 =
ΛB

ωB
sin2(ωB(t− tBI ))JB(t

B
I ) , (61a)

N11 = N12 =
ΛB

ωB
sin
(
ωB(t− tBI )

)
cos
(
ωB(t− tBI )

)
JB(t

B
I ) ,

(61b)

N22 =
ΛB

ωB
cos2(ωB(t− tBI ))JB(t

B
I ) , (61c)



8

where, for the sake of simplicity, we defined

Ji(t
i
I) ≡

1

2
⟨Φ|
{
Φ̂fi(t

i
I), Φ̂fi(t

i
I)
}
|Φ⟩ . (62)

At this stage, using Eqs. (61), we can compute the pa-
rameter W ≡ detN through Eq. (41). By considering
a generic initial state σBB(s) of the detector B from
Eq. (24), we get

W := detN =

(
1

2
+NB

)2

+
ΛB

ωB
J(tBI )

(
1

2
+NB

)
×

(
elB cos2(ωB(t

B
I − s)) + e−lB sin2(ωB(t

B
I − s))

)
. (63)

A. Optimizing the classical capacity

Looking at Eq. (49), C clearly increases with τ and
decreases withW . Thus, we aim to find the optimal set of
parameters ωi,Λi, NB , lB maximizing the transmissivity,
τ , from Eq. (59) and minimizing W , from Eq. (63).

To increase C, one might increase the parameters ΛA

and ΛB . However, those parameters cannot be increased
arbitrarily due to the energy condition reported in Eq.
(11). Indeed, once the detector i interacts with the field,
the contribute N′

i appears in the covariance matrix σii -
as indicated in Eqs. (39) and (41) when i = B and in
Eq. (45) when i = A. Hence, we can compute the energy
absorbed by the detector i, when interacting with the
field Ei

I by means of Eq. (27), yielding

Ei
I =

ωA

2
Tr(N′

i) =
ΛiJi(t

i
I)

2
. (64)

However, the energy Ei
I cannot be larger than the en-

ergy bound Ei
c of the detector i. This means that the

maximum value Λi can have is

Λi = 2
Ei

c

Ji(tII)
. (65)

Another physical limit is given by the Heisenberg prin-
ciple, imposing an uncertainty ∆tIi on the interaction
time tiI . As explained in details in Ref. [37], a rapid in-
teraction between distant detectors could be considered
only if ∆tIi ≪ |tiI − tjI |, i.e. if the uncertainty of the in-
teraction time is much smaller than the time needed to
perform the communication protocol. Since ∆tiI ∝ 1

Ei
,

being Ei the energy of the detector i, and since Ei ≥ ωi

2 ,
then the protocol violates the Heisenberg principle if ωi

is chosen arbitrarily low. Hence, for ωi, we must have

ωi|tiI − tjI | ≫ 1 . (66)

From now on, since ωi

2 ≤ Ei
c, we conveniently write ωi =

2αiE
i
c, where αi is upper bounded by 1. The condition

(66) then becomes

1

2Ei
c|tiI − tjI |

≪ αi ≤ 1 . (67)

It worth noticing that the left hand side of Eq. (67) is
necessarily much smaller than 1, since Ei

c ∝ Li and since
we are considering a communication at distance.
At this point, to maximize the capacity, we increase

ΛA and ΛB up to the bound given by Eq. (65). In so
doing, the transmissivity, τ , and the noise, W , become
respectively

τ =
1

α2
A

EB
c

EA
c

I2(tBI , t
A
I )

JA(tAI )JB(t
B
I )

sin2(ωA(t
A
I − s)) , (68a)

W =

(
1

2
+NB

)2

+
1

αB

(
1

2
+NB

)
×

×
(
elB cos2(ωB(t

B
I − s)) + e−lB sin2(ωB(t

B
I − s))

)
.

(68b)

Accordingly, we can now minimize the noise, W , even
by finding the optimal parameters, αB , nB and lB , while
respecting the condition in Eq. (11). This minimization
occurs when5 nB = 0, αB = 1 and lB = 0, leading to

W =
3

4
. (69)

Last but not least, we notice that the transmissivity,
τ , in Eq. (68a), depends on tAI − s, i.e., on the time
the sender awaits from the preparation of the state s
to the interaction with the field tAI . This dependence
is also evident as the two detectors travel with different
trajectories [37].
Thus, we consider the sender to wait a time tAI −

s = π
2ωA

, before interacting with the field - because of

Eq. (66), this time should be no longer than communica-
tion time tBI −tAI . In this way, the transmissivity becomes

τ =
1

α2
A

EB
c

EA
c

I2(tBI , t
A
I )

JA(tAI )JB(t
B
I )

. (70)

The maximized classical capacity, obtained by using
Eqs. (69) into Eq. (49), becomes

C = h

(
τ

2αA
+

√
3

4

)
− h

(
τ

2
+

√
3

4

)
. (71)

Therefore, Eq. (71) gives the maximum rate of informa-
tion that two distant harmonic oscillator detectors can
reliably transmit. In the next section, we evaluate if this
classical capacity is enhanced or decreased when consid-
ering a cosmological expansion.

5 Other combinations of the parameters αB and lB lead to
the same minimized result for W in Eq. (69) (namely lB =
ln
(
| tan

(
ωB(tBI − s)

)
|
)

and αB = (cosh(lB))−1). However, if

we consider this general result, whenever ωB(tBI − s) = k π
2

where k ∈ Z, we have α ∼ 0, forbidden from the condition
αi ≫ (2diE

i
c)

−1. Without loss of generality, we can consider
the receiver preparing his state in the unsqueezed ground state
lB = nB = 0, and choose an energy gap ωB = 2EB

c to have a
minimization of W regardless the phase ωB(tBI − s).
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V. COMMUNICATION DURING A
COSMOLOGICAL EXPANSION

In the coordinate system, (t,x), used to character-
ize the FRW metric, in Eq. (1), the detectors’ center
of masses are placed in ξA = d and ξB = 0 (see also
Eq. (2)).

For the smearing of the detectors f̃A(x, t) and f̃B(x, t),
we consider a Lorentzian shape centered around the de-
tectors’ center of mass ξi which reads

f̃i(x, t) =
1

πa3(t)

ϵ

(|x− ξi|2 + ϵ2)
2 , (72)

where ϵ can be seen as the detectors’ effective size
[27, 37], and a normalization has been pursued through
Eq. (7).

To compute the Fermi bound (10), one must consider
the detectors’ effective size in the detectors’ proper frame.
As discussed in Appendix A, the local non-relativistic
coordinates in the detector’s proper frame are the Fermi-
normal coordinates (A2). By using those, the smearing
(72) becomes

f̃i(xi, t) =
1

π

a(t)ϵ

(xi · xi + a2(t)ϵ2)
2 . (73)

We then recognize a(t)ϵ, scaling with the expanding uni-
verse, as the effective size of the detectors in their proper
coordinates. The Fermi bound (10) then implies

ϵ−1 ≫ a

√
R

6
. (74)

Having the two detectors the same effective size, then for
the energy cutoffs we have EA

c = EB
c , satisfying

ϵEi
c ≪ 1 . (75)

As a consequence, the transmissivity (70) becomes

τ =
1

α2
A

I2(tBI , t
A
I )

JA(tAI )JB(t
B
I )

, (76)

where ϵ/d ≪ αA ≤ 1. The explicit computation of the
transmissivity from Eq. (76) is reported in Appendix C.
There, to obtain an explicit analytic solution for τ , two
approximation are performed:

1. To consider a Minkowski vacuum as initial state
of the field - as initial, we mean at the time tAI -
we considered expansions where ȧ(tAI ) is negligible,
so that the Riemann curvature is also negligible
and the initial spacetime could be approximated as
Minkowskian;

2. To obtain solutions of the Klein-Gordon equation
in the metric (1), we used a perturbation method
developed in Ref. [50] and reported in details in
the Appendix C that considers the expansion as a
perturbation of the Minkowski case.

By using the conformal time η s.t. a(η)dη = dt and by

defining the conformal Hubble parameter Hc(η) :=
a′

a2 -
where the prime ′ indicates a derivative with respect to
η - the transmissivity (76), from the Appendix C, results
to be

τ =
16

α2
A

ϵ2

d2
(1 + (1− 6ξ)F ) , (77)

where

F :=

∫ ηB
I

ηA
I

(
πϵ

2
− 4ϵ2(ηBI − η)

(ηBI − η)2 + ϵ2

)
a2(η)H2

c (η)dη . (78)

To determine whether the perturbation method is valid
or not, in the Appendix C we also computed the maxi-
mum relative error we have on τ by considering only the
first order perturbation theory. This relative error is

EP := 4

∫ η

ηA
I

∫ η1

ηA
I

(η − η1)(η1 − η2)U(η1)U(η2)dη1dη2 ,

(79)
where

U(η) := (6ξ − 1)

(
a′(η)

a(η)

)2

= (6ξ − 1)a2(η)H2
c (η) . (80)

Furthermore, a relative error EF could be associated to
the constraint (74) given by the Fermi bound, namely

EF = aϵ

√
R

6
. (81)

In this way Eq. (74) is equivalent to say EF ≪ 1.
The maximum relative error we have by evaluating F

from Eq. (78) is then

E =
√
E2
P + E2

F . (82)

In a Minkowski spacetime F = 0, hence Eq. (77) re-
duces to

τM =
16

α2
A

ϵ2

d2
. (83)

Since αA ≫ ϵ/d from Eq. (67), then τM ≪ 1 from
Eq. (83).
We are interested to know how an accelerated expan-

sion affects the classical capacity of the protocol with
respect to the Minskowski case, where no expansion oc-
curs. To know that, we use ∆τ to evaluate the relative
increment of the transmissivity due to an accelerated ex-
pansion, i.e.

∆τ :=
τ − τM
τM

= (1− 6ξ)F . (84)

Since τ ∼ τM up to a perturbative term, we have τ ≪ 1
as well. Then, from Eq. (69) we immediately see that
the condition (48) is satisfied, confirming the assumption
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that the channel is entanglement-breaking. Henceforth,
since τ ≪ 1, the classical capacity (71) can be approxi-
mated by [49]

C ∼ log

(√
3 + 1√
3− 1

)
1

2

(
1

αA
− 1

)
τ

≃ 0.95 ·
(

1

αA
− 1

)
τ . (85)

Henceforth, by considering a cosmological expansion,
also for the classical capacity C we have a relative in-
crement

∆C ≡ C − CM

CM
= (1− 6ξ)F . (86)

Finally, we can conclude that a cosmological expan-
sion:

1. increases the capabilities of two static particle de-
tectors to communicate classical information if ξ <
1/6 and F > 0 or if ξ > 1/6 and F < 0;

2. decreases them if ξ < 1/6 and F < 0 or if ξ > 1/6
and F > 0;

3. leaves them completely unaltered in case of confor-
mal coupling ξ = 1/6 or if F = 0.

The function F is an integral of a positive definite func-
tion H2

c (η) weighted with a function

g(η) :=
πϵ

2
− 4

ϵ2(ηBI − η)

(ηBI − η)2 + ϵ2
. (87)

Thus, the sign of F can be estimated by studying the
sign of g(η), which is plotted in Fig. 1 for this purpose.
We can see that the latter is always positive except in a
small range. Actually, g(x) is negative when

ηBI − η

ϵ
∈

(
4

π
−
√

16

π2
− 1,

4

π
+

√
16

π2
− 1

)
≃ (0.49, 2.06) . (88)

However, this interval is very small - by a factor ∼ 1.576 ϵ
d

- with respect to the interval
[
ηAI , η

B
I

]
where η is inte-

grated in Eq. (78). Then, the factor F could be negative
only in the specific situation in which H2

c (η) is really high
in the range (88) and negligible elsewhere. This happens
if one has a sudden cosmological expansion at the range
(88) and stops afterwards.

Apart from this very specific and singular situation,
we can say that F is positive and then, that the classical
capacity is increased by a cosmological expansion as long
as ξ < 1/6 (including the minimal coupling ξ = 0) and
decreased by it if the coupling ξ is greater than 1/6.

A. The case of Einstein-de Sitter Universe

We now consider the specific example of a cosmological
expansion given by a perfect fluid whose equation of
state is p = wρ with a constant barotropic parameter w.

Solving the Einstein equations with Eq. (1), in confor-
mal time, we obtain

H2
c =

1

3
ρ , (89a)

H ′
c

a
+H2

c = −1

6
(ρ+ 3p) . (89b)

Coming the two relations above, the continuity equation
holds,

ρ′

a
+ 3Hc(w + 1)ρ = 0, (90)

that can be recast to give

H ′
c

a
+

3(1 + w)

2
H2

c = 0 , (91)

Now, it is convenient to assume that one fluid dom-
inates over the other species. Hence, the pressure and
density, p and ρ, respectively, are associated with a given
equation of state, namely w ≡ p

ρ . This universe is called

Einstein-de Sitter (EdS), for which Eq. (91) can be solved
exactly. By excluding the case w = −1, in the Appendix
D we compute

a(η)Hc(η) =
1

3w+1
2 η + ηAI

. (92)

It is worth remarking that ȧ(tAI ) was considered enough
small to approximate the initial state of the field as the
Minkowski vacuum. However, to be consistent with this
choice, the flat case should be considered at every time
t involving ȧ(t) < ȧ(tAI ). Then, to see the non-negligible
effects from cosmological expansion, we consider exclu-
sively accelerated expansions, i.e., from Eq. (D2), w <
−1/3.
At this stage, the factor F in Eq. (78) can be analyti-

cally computed. Indeed, using

1. the fact that d = ηBI − ηAI ≫ ϵ,

2. the validity of first order perturbation theory,

3. the Fermi bound,

we infer

F ∼2πdϵ
1

3ηAI (1 + w)(3ηAI (1 + w) + d(1 + 3w))

− 16ϵ2 ln

(
d

ϵ

)
1

(3ηAI (1 + w) + d(1 + 3w))2
. (93)
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FIG. 1. Weight function g(η), in terms of η (Eq. (87)) needed for the integration of H2
c (η) to obtain the factor F in Eq. (C25).

The parameters ϵ = 0.01 and d = 1 were chosen.
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FIG. 2. Plot of the increasing percentage of the classical capacity %∆C from Eq. (86) in case of minimal coupling ξ = 0, for
different values of the barotropic index w. The other parameters are ϵ = 0.01, ηA

I = 5 and d = 1. The dashed lines represent
the minimum and maximum values of %∆C by taking into account the maximum relative error E in Eq. (82).

A plot of F , corresponding to ∆C in case of minimal
coupling ξ = 0 (see Eq. (86)), is shown in terms of w
in Fig. 2. The maximum relative error, E , in F is taken
into account with the dashed lines, bounding the possible
values of F , including this error.

From Fig. 2, we display different increasing of the clas-
sical capacity - denoted with %∆C = 100 ·∆C/CM - for
different values of w. This shows that the Wi-Fi commu-
nication protocol between quantum devices can be ex-

ploited to achieve information about the current cosmo-
logical expansion - in this case, parameterized only by
w.

Moreover, as specified in Eq. (86), one can also get
information about the coupling ξ between the field and
the curvature. In particular, one could get an increase
of the capacity which is lower than the one predicted in
Fig. 2, meaning that the coupling between quantum field
and scalar curvature would be different than the minimal
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one.
It is worth noticing, from Fig. 2 and Eq. (93), that

∆C/CM |ξ=0 = F increases by decreasing w to reach a
divergence at a certain point.

This is because, at w = − d+3ηA
I

3(d+ηA
I )

, the detector B is

positioned at the sender’s comoving horizon dH at the
time ηAI , reading

dH = −3ηAI

(
1 + w

1 + 3w

)
. (94)

When d > dH , the signal sent by the detector A would
never reach the detector B. Then, it is worth studying
the factor F with the scaled quantities

ϵ̃ :=
ϵ

dH
; d̃ :=

d

dH
, (95)

where 0 < ϵ̃ < 1, 0 < d̃ < 1 and ϵ̃ ≪ d̃.
With them, the factor F from Eq. (93) becomes

F ∼ 2π

(1 + 3w)2
ϵ̃d̃

1− d̃
− 16

(1 + 3w)2
ϵ̃2

(1− d̃)2
ln

(
d̃

ϵ̃

)
.

(96)

Moreover, by using ϵ̃ and d̃ a simple analytical expression
could by found also for EP and EF - from Eqs. (79) and
(81), respectively - giving the relative error of F through
Eq. (82), namely

EP = 32
6d̃+ 2(3− d̃) ln

(
1− d̃

)
− ln2

(
1− d̃

)
(1 + 3w)4

. (97)

EF = − ϵ̃

(1 + 3w)(1− d̃)
; (98)

From Eq. (96), we see that the divergence occurring in
Eq. (93) when w gets close to −1 disappears. Moreover,
from Eqs. (98) and (97), also the error do not increase
indefinitely in this limit. From Eq. (94), one may argue
that, in the limit w → −1, the horizon gets too small
to allow a physically reasonable setup for the commu-
nication protocol. However, from Eq. (94), as long as
w ̸= −1, one could always consider ηAI high enough to al-
low any size for the detectors ϵ and their mutual distance
d.

In Fig. 3 the relative increase of the classical capac-
ity ∆C - considering the minimal coupling ξ = 0, so
that ∆C = F - is shown for different values d̃ and keep-
ing fixed the ratio ϵ/d. The dashed lines represent the
minimum and maximum values of F by considering the
relative error E . From Fig. 3 we see that the relative
increase of the capacity is higher the more ϵ and d en-
large by keeping fixed their ratio. In other words, ∆C is
higher the more we consider the two-detectors system to
be ”large”. As the detector B approaches the sender’s
comoving horizon, E diverges and then both the Fermi
bound approximation and the first order perturbation

theory are no longer valid. Nevertheless, the trend given
in the range when E ≪ 1 suggests interesting communi-
cation properties achievable as d̃ grows to become closer
to 1.

B. The case of de Sitter universe

The specific case, w = −1, represents a very relevant
cosmological scenario, typically associated with strongly-
accelerated phases of the universe [51]. At small red-
shifts, the standard background model, i.e., the ΛCDM
paradigm, is exactly based on the existence of a (bare)
cosmological constant. Its validity is limited to inter-
mediate redshifts, up to which dark energy seems to be
described by it successfully6 [55]. On the other side, at
primordial times inflation represents a phase of de Sitter
expansion [56], compatible with w = −1.
Recent cosmological tensions [57], cosmological obser-

vations of possibly evolving dark energy [58, 59] and
issues related to the nature of the inflaton [60] leave
open the possibility that, rather than a genuine de Sitter
phase, the universe can be characterized by a quasi-de
Sitter epoch, in which w ≃ −1 [61]. We start with the
latter, as it turns out to be quite relevant in inflationary
particle production [62–65].
Particularly, as in the EdS case, Eq. (91) is solved in

cosmic time, t, giving a scale factor

a(t) = eH0(t−tAI ) , (99)

where H0 := ȧ(tAI )/a(t
A
I ).

The relation between the conformal time η and the
cosmic time t, by imposing a(ηAI ) = 1, is given by

η − ηAI =

∫ t

tAI

e−H0(t
′−tAI )dt′ = − 1

H0
(e−H0(t−tAI ) − 1) ,

(100)
where tAI is taken into account, instead of −∞.
In this naive picture, the scale factor acquires the form

a(η) =
1

1 +H0(ηAI − η)
, (101)

finally ending up with

aHc(η) =
H0

(1 +H0(ηAI − η))
. (102)

Adopting the same strategy above discussed, plugging
Eq. (102) into Eq. (78), one obtains an exact solution for
F .

6 Naive extensions of the standard cosmological background could
even be used to heal the cosmological constant problem [52, 53]
and are currently under debate in view of the recent develop-
ments offered by the DESI collaboration, see e.g. [54].
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FIG. 3. Plot of the percentage increase of the classical capacity with respect to the Minkowski case when ξ = 0 (minimal

coupling) vs the normalized distance d̃. The parameters are fixed to be ϵ̃ = 0.01 · d and w = −0.7. The dashed lines indicate
the maximum and minimum value that %∆C can assume by including the error E given by Eq. (82).

Hence, following Eq. (93) and bearing the same as-
sumptions used for the EdS case, one obtains

F ∼ ϵH2
0

2

(
πd

1− dH0
− 8ϵ

(1− dH0)2
ln

(
d

ϵ

))
. (103)

From Eq. (101), we immediately see that the sender’s
comoving horizon is here dH = H−1

0 .

Thus, by using ϵ̃ and d̃ as defined in Eq. (95), Eq. (103)
yields

F ∼ π

2

ϵ̃d̃

1− d̃
− 4ϵ̃2

(1− d̃)2
ln
(
d̃/ϵ̃
)
. (104)

The errors given by the first order perturbation theory
and by the Fermi bound, from Eqs. (79) and (81) respec-
tively, are

EP = 2
(
6d̃+ 2(3− d̃) ln

(
1− d̃

)
− ln2(1− d̃)

)
, (105)

EF =
ϵ̃

2(1− d̃)
. (106)

We can see that Eqs. (104), (105) and (106) are identical
respectively to Eqs. (96), (97) and (98) in the limit w →
−1.

The de Sitter expansion is recovered when H0 = − 1
ηA
I

.

In so doing, the scale factor in Eq. (101) becomes

a(η) = − 1

H0η
, (107)

where η < 0. In the de Sitter case, also Eqs. (102) and
(103) are valid as long asH0 = − 1

ηA
I

. The sender’s comiv-

ing horizon becomes then dH = −ηAI . Then, by using the

scaling (95), the F factor in a de Sitter expansion, where
w = −1, corresponds to the one in Eq. (103), with an
estimated relative error given by Eqs. (82), (105) and
(106).
The behaviour of ∆C, in the minimal coupling case ξ =

0 and when w = −1, is plotted in Fig. 4. By comparing
the case w = −0.7, in Fig. 3, with the case w = −1 in
Fig. 4, we see that the increment of the classical capacity
is lower the closer w is to −1. In fact, from Eq. (96) we
see that F = ∆C scales as (1 + 3w)−2. However, from
Figs. 3 and 4 we also notice that the error is lower in the
case w = −1. This is because the error EP in Eq. (97) -

expected to dominate over EF when 1− d̃ ≫ ϵ̃ - scales as
(1 + 3w)−4.
As a consequence, despite the increasing of the capac-

ity is lower. In the case w = −1 we can better explore the
transmission of information when the receiver is closer to
the sender’s horizon.

VI. OUTLOOKS AND PERSPECTIVES

The transmission of classical information between two
harmonic oscillator detectors has been examinated while
considering an expanding universe background. The
method used consists on the Heisenberg evolution of the
harmonic oscillators as they interact with the field via
a rapid interaction. This enabled the derivation of a
bosonic one-mode Gaussian channel for the communica-
tion protocol, whose properties and capacities are possi-
ble to find non-perturbatively.
Specifically, by constraining the energy of the detec-
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FIG. 4. Plot of the percentage increase of the classical capacity with respect to the Minkowski case when ξ = 0 (minimal

coupling) vs the normalized distance d̃. The parameters are fixed to be ϵ̃ = 0.01 · d and w = −1. The dashed lines indicate the
maximum and minimum value that %∆C can assume by including the error E given by Eq. (82).

tors, the classical capacity of the channel turned out
to be similarly constrained. This bound depends solely
on the properties of the background spacetime through
which the quantum field propagates. Consequently, var-
ious gravitational fields can be discrimated by examin-
ing the maximum rate at which the channel can reliably
transmit classical information.

The impact of cosmological expansion on the transmis-
sion of classical information has been explored. In partic-
ular, we wondered whether the universe expansion might
enhance the communication capabilities of the detectors
with respect to a flat spacetime scenario - or if it intro-
duces an additional obstacle to the communication. Our
findings indicate that the effect of cosmological expansion
on the channel is primarily dependent on the coupling be-
tween the field and the scalar curvature. Specifically, a
conformally coupled field ξ = 1/6 does not influence the
classical capacity of the channel. Conversely, in the case
of minimal coupling ξ = 0, except for exceptional situ-
ations - such as a universe that expands abruptly just
after the sender’s interaction with the field - a cosmolog-
ical expansion generally enhances the channel’s ability to
transmit classical messages.

By considering an example of cosmological expansion
driven by a perfect fluid, we consistently observe an in-
crease in the classical capacity. This increase is depen-
dent on the barotropic index w of the fluid. Furthermore,
we found that the increase in capacity is larger when the
detectors are bigger and farther apart.

Consequently, to observe a significant increase in ca-
pacity, the physical system might be as large as possible.
Naturally, if the oscillator of the receiver is close to the

comoving horizon of the sender, the two detectors can no
longer be considered non-relativistic.
Future research will address relativistic particle detec-

tor models to investigate general communication proper-
ties near horizons. As an alternative, one can also con-
sider point-like detectors and drop the hypothesis of a
rapid interaction [66].
In addition, detecting the quantum effects here stud-

ied would require highly precise instruments or very large
experimental setups - similar to those needed to detect
the Unruh effect via particle detectors [30]. However, re-
cent advancements in analog models of cosmological ex-
pansion, which predict observable quantum effects, have
been developed in laboratory settings [67, 68]. Thus, our
communication protocol could be more feasibly imple-
mented in a laboratory using analog gravity systems [29],
offering the potential to observe the coupling between the
communicated particles and the emulated curvature.
Furthermore, future research will focus on the poten-

tial for reliable communication of quantum messages in
an expanding cosmological background. According to the
no-cloning theorem, reliable quantum communication is
not possible in isotropic systems [34, 37]. To address this
issue, one could investigate whether an anisotropic cos-
mological expansion might enable a quantum capacity
larger than zero.
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Appendix A: Fermi Bound

To consider a non-relativistic detector in a curved background, we need the proper coordinates of the detectors to
be non-relativistic at least locally. A set of locally non-relativistic coordinates for the detector i is given by the Fermi-
normal coordinates (ti,xi), where ti is the proper time of the detector i and xi = (xi, yi, zi) are spatial coordinates
required to be orthonormal to the four-velocity of the detector at each time i. The size of the region around the
detector i, where the non-relativistic coordinates (ti,xi) can be used is called Fermi length LF . In Ref. [28], this
length was estimated to be

Li
F ∼ 1

αi +
√

λi
R

, (A1)

where αi is the proper acceleration of the detector and λi
R is the greatest eigenvalue of the Riemann tensor component

R0j0k computed in the detector i’s center of mass at the time ti (j, k indicate spatial coordinates).
For static detectors in a background given by the FRLW metric, Eq. (1), we have ti = t and, then, since the

detectors are positioned as indicated in Eq. (2), the relation between the coordinates x and xi read{
xA = a(t) (x− d) ,

xB = a(t)x .
(A2)

By using the coordinates (A2), one can easily compute λR. Since αi = 0, we have the Fermi length

LF =
a√

ȧ2 − äa
=

√
6

R
. (A3)

Appendix B: Classical capacity of a one-mode Gaussian channels

In this Appendix we recall the classical capacity of a one-mode Gaussian quantum channel with input energy
constraint.

A message corresponds to n-realizations of a random variable X, i.e. to e sequence xn ≡ x1 . . . xn picked up with
probability pxn . The sequence is then encoded into an n-mode state ρxn . Upon sending it through n uses of the
channel N , the receiver will get N⊗n(ρxn) and from it decode a sequence yn ≡ y1 . . . yn constituting n realizations of
a random variable Y .

The information about Xn present in Y n depends on the encoding and decoding operations. However it is known
that the mutual information between random variables Xn and Y n is upper bound by the Holevo information [69]

χ
(
ρ(n),N⊗n

)
= S

(∑
xn

pxnN⊗n(ρxn)

)
− S

(
N (ρ(n))

)
, (B1)

where ρ(n) =
∑

xn pxnρxn is the average input state.
As a consequence, the classical capacity of the channel N becomes

C(N ) = lim
n→∞

1

n
max
ρ(n)

χ
(
ρ(n),N⊗n

)
. (B2)

If the encoding is done into product states of the kind ρxn = ⊗n
i=1ρxi

, then, the capacity formula reduces to a single
letter version

C(1)(N ) = max
ρ

χ (ρ,N ) (B3)

where

χ(ρ,N ) = S

(∑
x

pxN (ρx)

)
− S (N (ρ)) (B4)

and ρ =
∑

x pxρx.
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Eq.(B3) is known as product state capacity and it is always C(1)(N ) ≤ C(N ). When the equality holds, the channel
N is called additive. This is e.g. the case of entanglement-breaking channels [49], mentioned in Sec. III. In Sec. V we
see that the channel we consider throughout the paper is entanglement-breaking, so that we can write

C(N ) = C(1)(N ) = max
ρ

X (ρ,N ) . (B5)

To compute the classical capacity from Eq. (B5), one needs to maximize Eq. (B4) over all the bosonic states ρ.
However, it is conjectured that bosonic Gaussian states are the ones preserving better the encoded classical information
[70]. Henceforth, we exclusively consider Gaussian input states. Then, by considering a one-mode Gaussian state
mapping as in Eq. (39) the Holevo information results [47, 71]

X (σin, σenc,N ) = S
(
T(σin + σenc)TT + N

)
− S

(
TσinTT + N

)
, (B6)

where we suppose that the sender encodes the classical message into σin + σenc. The classical capacity of a one-mode
Gaussian channel thus reads

C(N ) = max
σin,σenc

X (σin, σenc,N ) . (B7)

By considering the generic form of a one-mode covariance matrix (24), we can write

σin ≡ diag

((
1

2
+Nin

)
elin ,

(
1

2
+Nin

)
e−lin

)
, (B8)

σin + σenc ≡ diag

((
1

2
+Nenc

)
elenc ,

(
1

2
+Nenc

)
e−lenc

)
. (B9)

Focusing on the Holevo information (B6), it is clear that X increases arbitrarily by increasing Nenc while keeping
Nin finite.

In this way, the classical capacity of a one-mode Gaussian channel is always infinite unless we impose an upper
bound for Nenc. This upper bound would be reasonable, since an unbounded Nenc means that the sender can encode
an arbitrarily high amount of information in her detector.

For the particle detectors, described in Sec. II C, an upper bound for Nenc is naturally provided by the energetic
condition (11), which becomes, together with Eq. (27),

Nenc ≤
EA

c

ωA cosh lenc
− 1

2
. (B10)

The Holevo information, Eq. (B6), requires now to be maximized over σin and σenc while respecting the bound
(B10).

This problem was faced in Ref. [36] where, by considering the parameters τ andW , corresponding to the determinant
of T and N, respectively, the Holevo information (B6) was optimized apart from a parameter J bounded from 0 to

2
EA

c

ωA
+

√
4
(

EA
c

ωA

)2
− 1. Hence,

X (J) = h

(
1

2

√(
τJ + 2

√
W + 2τX

)(
4τ

EA
c

ωA
+ 2

√
W − τJ − 2τX

))
− h

(
1

2

√(
τJ + 2

√
W
)( τ

J
+ 2

√
W
))

,

(B11)

where h(x) ≡
(
x+ 1

2

)
log
(
x+ 1

2

)
−
(
x− 1

2

)
log
(
x− 1

2

)
, and

X =

 0, if 2
EA

c

ωA
< J < 2

EA
c

ωA
+
√
4
(EA

c )2

ω2
A

− 1 ,

EA
c

ωA
− J

2 , if ωA

2EA
c

< J < 2
EA

c

ωA
.

(B12)

Thus, to find the classical capacity, one has essentially to maximize Eq. (B11) for J . It can be proved that, for each
τ and W , we have ∂JX (J = 1) = 0 and ∂2

JX (J = 1) < 0. Then, the maximum of X from Eq. (B11) is provided when
J = 1. The constrained classical capacity for our channel is therefore

C(τ,W ) = h

(
EA

c

ωA
τ +

√
W

)
− h

(τ
2
+

√
W
)
. (B13)
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Appendix C: Calculations of the transmissivity in a perturbative cosmological expansion

In this appendix, the transmissivity in Eq. (76) explicitly computed. The Lagrangian density of a massless scalar
field, coupled to the scalar curvature R in a FLRW background reads [16, 19]

L =
1

2
gµν∂µΦ∂νΦ+

1

2
ξRΦ2 , (C1)

where ξ is the curvature-field coupling, giving to the field a time dependent effective mass
√
ξR.

By choosing the Minkowski vacuum |0⟩ as reference vacuum, the field operator can be expanded as

Φ̂(x, t) =

∫
dk
(
akuk(x, t) + a†ku

∗
k(x, t)

)
, (C2)

where ak |0⟩ = 0. The modes uk(x, t) are the solutions of the Klein-Gordon equation - obtained from the Lagrangian
(C1)

(□+ ξR)uk = 0 , (C3)

where □ is the D’Alembert operator. Following the normalization condition

(uk, uk′) = −i

∫
Σt

(uk∂tu
∗
k′ + uk′∂tu

∗
k)

√
−gdx = δ3(k− k′) , (C4)

where Σt is the Cauchy surface t = const and, considering Eq. (1), the solutions of Eq. (C3) can be written in the
form [19]

uk(x, t) =
eik·x

a(η)
√

(2π)3
χk(η(t)) , (C5)

where k ≡ |k|, η is the conformal time, i.e., satisfying a(η)dη = dt, and χk leads to

χ′′
k(η) + (k2 + U(η))χk(η) = 0 , (C6)

where the prime ′ denotes a derivative with respect to η. The corresponding potential in a homogeneous and isotropic
universe acquires the form,

U(η) := (6ξ − 1)

(
a′(η)

a(η)

)2

= (6ξ − 1)a2(η)H2
c (η) , (C7)

where Hc ≡ a′(η)/a2(η), usually dubbed conformal Hubble parameter.
Since the spacetime curvature is considered negligible at t = tAI , in a neighborhood of tAI the modes (C5) read

uk(x, t ∼ tAI ) =
eik·x−ikt

√
2k(2π)3/2a(tAI )

. (C8)

Given that a(tAI ) has only the role of scaling the initial size of the detectors and their distance, we set a(tAI ) = 1 for
the sake of simplicity.

An analytical solution of χk(η) is achievable exclusively in some particular cases [17]. Hence, to reach a viable
solution, we may use a perturbation method [50], based on defining ηAI = η(tAI ) and rewriting Eq. (C6) in an integral
form:

χk(η) = χ
(0)
k (η)− 1

k

∫ η

ηA
I

sin(k(η − η1))U(η1)χk(η1)dη1 , (C9)

where χ
(0)
k corresponds to the expression of χk(η) acquired when U(η) = 0, i.e., from Eq. (C8)

χ
(0)
k (η) =

e−ikη

√
2k

. (C10)
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By defining the integral operator Û , acting on a test function f(t) as

Û [f(η)] = −1

k

∫ η

ηA
I

sin(k(η − η1))U(η1)f(η1) , (C11)

immediately Eq. (C9) can be rewritten as

χ
(0)
k (η) =

(
Id− Û

)
χk(η) . (C12)

Thus, Eq. (C12) can be then inverted to obtain

χk(η) = (Id− Û)−1χ
(0)
k (η) =

( ∞∑
l=0

Û l

)
χ
(0)
k (η) . (C13)

For example, by making explicit only the first three terms of the sum at the r.h.s. of Eq. (C13) we have

χk(η) = χ
(0)
k (η)−

1

k

∫ η

ηA
I

sin(k(η − η1))U(η1)χ
(0)
k (η1)dη1 +

1

k2

∫ η

ηA
I

∫ η1

ηA
I

sin(k(η − η1)) sin(k(η1 − η2))U(η1)U(η2)χ
(0)
k (η2)dη1dη2 +O(U(η)3) .

(C14)

Clearly our approximation lies on assuming that U(η) is small enough within the interval [ηAI ,η], since in this case
only the first terms of Eq. (C13) can be considered, neglecting higher order ones.

In other words, if U(η) is small enough, the solutions χk can be expressed as χ(0)(η) plus some perturbative terms.
We consider the first order perturbation theory, leading to the approximation

χk(η) ∼ (Id + Û)χ(0)
k (η) =

e−ikη

√
2k

+
i

(2k)3/2
(6ξ − 1)

∫ η

ηA
I

(
eik(η−2η1) − e−ikη

)
a2(η1)H

2
c (η1)dη1 . (C15)

The relative error we carry over by neglecting further perturbative terms can be estimated by the ratio
Û2χ

(0)
k (η)

χ
(0)
k (η)

,

becoming maximum in the limit k → 0, leading to the maximum relative error, EP ,

lim
k→0

Û2χ
(0)
k (η)

χ
(0)
k (η)

=

∫ η

ηA
I

∫ η1

ηA
I

(η − η1)(η1 − η2)U(η1)U(η2)dη1dη2 . (C16)

At this point, we can compute the integral I(tAI , t
B
I ) from Eq. (53). Using the Lorentzian smearing, Eq. (72), and the

mode decomposition, Eq. (C5), then the integrals over x and x′ give

I(ηAI , η
B
I ) =

2

(2π)2da(ηAI )a(η
B
I )

Re

∫ ∞

0

kχk(η
A
I )χ

∗
k(η

B
I )
(
eikd−2ϵk − e−ikd−2ϵk

)
dk . (C17)

The product between the functions χk in the above integral, up to first order, reads from Eq. (C15)

χk(η
A
I )χ

∗
k(η

B
I ) =

e−ik(ηA
I −ηB

I )

2k
− i

(2k)2
(6ξ − 1)

(
−e−ik(ηA

I −ηB
I )

∫ ηB
I

ηA
I

a2(η)H2
c (η)dη +

∫ ηB
I

ηA
I

e−ik(ηA
I +ηB

I −2η)a2(η)H2
c (η)dη

)
.

(C18)

Since d is the conformal distance between the detectors, from the Huygens principle we expect the higher trans-
missivity to occur when ηBI − ηAI = d. Accordingly, we exclusively focus on this situation. So, to compute I(ηAI , η

B
I )

from Eq. (C17), we can integrate over k, obtaining

I(ηAI , η
B
I ) =− 1

(2π)2a(ηAI )a(η
B
I )

[
d

ϵ

1

d2 + ϵ2
+

6ξ − 1

2

×

(
atan(d/ϵ)

∫ ηB
I

ηA
I

a2(η)H2
c (η)dη −

∫ ηB
I

ηA
I

a2(η)H2
c (η)

(
atan

(
ηBI − η

ϵ

)
− atan

(
ηAI − η

ϵ

))
dη

)]
.

(C19)
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A long distance communication implies d ≫ ϵ, so that we can approximate d2 + ϵ2 ∼ d2 and arctan(d/ϵ) ∼ π
2 in

the first term and second term of Eq. (C19), respectively. Analogously, in the third term of Eq. (C19), the function
arctan

(
(ηBI − η)/ϵ

)
−arctan

(
(ηAI − η)/ϵ

)
can be approximated to π whenever ηBI −η ≫ ϵ and η−ηAI ≫ ϵ. By running

η in the integration range (ηAI , η
B
I ), the conditions ηBI − η ≫ ϵ and η − ηAI ≫ ϵ are always satisfied except when η is

in a neighborhood of width ∼ ϵ of ηAI or of ηBI . However, since d ≫ ϵ, the contribution of these neighborhoods are
negligible in the entire integration range (ηAI , η

B
I ). Henceforth, since d ≫ ϵ, the third term of the integral in equation

(C19) can be approximated to π
∫ ηB

I

ηA
I

a2(η)H2
c (η) and the integral I(tAI , t

B
I ) in Eq. (C19) can be finally written as

I(ηA, ηB) ∼ − 1

(2π)2a(ηAI )a(η
B
I )

1

d
×

(
1

ϵ
− π (6ξ − 1)

4

∫ ηB
I

ηA
I

H2
c (η)dη

)
. (C20)

For the integrals Ji(t
i
I), by using the decomposition (C5), from Eq. (62), we have

Ji(η
i
I) =

1

(2π2)a2(ηiI)

∫ ∞

0

k2e−2kϵ|χk(η
i
I)|2dk . (C21)

Using the perturbative solution for χk, Eq. (C15), up to first order, we have

|χk(η)|2 ∼ 1

2k
− (6ξ − 1)

k2

∫ ηB
I

ηA
I

sin
(
2k(ηBI − η)

)
a2(η)H2

c (η)dη . (C22)

Putting Eq. (C22) into Eq. (C21) we end up with

Ji(η
i
I) =

1

(2π)2a2(ηiI)

(
1

4ϵ2
− (6ξ − 1)

∫ ηi
I

ηA
I

a2(η)H2
c (η)

ηiI − η

(ηiI − η)2 + ϵ2
dη

)
. (C23)

Interstingly, we can now evaluate the ratio
I2(tAI ,tBI )

JA(tAI )JB(tBI )
appearing in Eq. (70),

I2(tAI , t
B
I )

JA(tAI )JB(t
B
I )

∼ 16
ϵ2

d2
(1 + (1− 6ξ)F ) , (C24)

where

F :=

∫ ηB
I

ηA
I

(
πϵ

2
− 4ϵ2(ηBI − η)

(ηBI − η)2 + ϵ2

)
a2(η)H2

c (η)dη . (C25)

From Eq. (70), we have

τ =
16

α2
A

ϵ2

d2
(1 + (1− 6ξ)F ) . (C26)

To conclude, one can easily see that the relative error (C16) on χk(η) in Eq. (C15) propagates in the transmissivity
τ in Eq. (C26) to become

EP := 4

∫ η

ηA
I

∫ η1

ηA
I

(η − η1)(η1 − η2)U(η1)U(η2)dη1dη2 , (C27)

Appendix D: Scale factor of the Einstein-de Sitter universe in conformal time

To solve the Friedmann equation (91) for an EdS universe, it is more convenient to use the cosmic time t. In so
doing, having H := ȧ

a , Eq. (91) becomes

Ḣ +
3(1 + w)

2
H2 = 0 . (D1)
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By imposing a(tAI ) = 1 one can easily solve Eq. (D1) to obtain the scale factor

a(t) =

(
t

tAI

) 2
3w+3

. (D2)

We now want to use the conformal time η(t) satisfying dη = dt
a(t) . By defining ηAI := η(tAI ) = tAI we get

η − ηAI =

∫ t

tAI

(
tAI
t1

) 2
3(w+1)

dt1 = (tAI )
2

3(w+1)
t1−

2
3(w+1) − (tAI )

1− 2
3(w+1)

1− 2
3(w+1)

=
3(w + 1)

3w + 1

(
(ηAI )

2
3(w+1) t

3w+1
3(w+1) − ηAI

)
. (D3)

From Eq. (D3), we can obtain t in terms of η as

t =

(
3w + 1

3(w + 1)
(ηAI )

− 2
3(w+1) η +

2

3(w + 1)
(ηAI )

3w+1
3(w+1)

)− 3(w+1)
3w+1

. (D4)

In particular (
t

tAI

) 3w+1
3(w+1)

=
3w + 1

3(w + 1)

η

ηAI
+

2

3(w + 1)
. (D5)

Now, to obtain the scale factor (D2), it is sufficient to raise both sides of Eq. (D5) to the power of 2
3w+1 , getting

a(η) =

(
3w + 1

3w + 3

η

ηAI
+

2

3w + 3

) 2
3w+1

. (D6)

We can finally compute aHc(η) =
a′

a . First, we calculate the derivative of a as

a′(η) =
2

3(w + 1)

(
3w + 1

3(w + 1)

η

ηAI
+

2

3(w + 1)

) 1−3w
1+3w

. (D7)

Then

aHc =
a′

a
=

2

3(w + 1)ηAI

(
3w + 1

3(w + 1)

η

ηAI
+

2

3(w + 1)

)−1

=
1

3w+1
2 η + ηAI

, (D8)

obtaining the result reported in Eq. (92).
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