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Contextuality, a key resource for quantum advantage, describes systems in which the outcome
of a measurement is not independent of other compatible measurements, in contrast to classical
hidden-variable descriptions. We investigate the harvesting of contextuality from the vacuum of a
quantum field using Unruh-DeWitt detectors. We show that localized interactions with the field
can endow initially non-contextual detectors with contextuality with respect to Heisenberg-Weyl
measurements, as quantified by contextual fraction. The harvested contextuality correlates with
the emergence of Wigner function negativity, in agreement with known equivalences between these
notions. Our results show that contextuality is a resource that can be extracted directly from the
quantum vacuum and establish contextuality harvesting as a fundamental phenomenon in relativistic

quantum information.

I. Introduction

Quantum theory rules out hidden-variable models
that assign preexisting, context-independent values to
all observables, where a context denotes a set of com-
patible measurements [1]. In particular, any model in
which the outcome depends only on the observable being
measured, and not on the other observables measured
alongside it, cannot reproduce the statistics of quantum
measurements. This failure of context-independence is
known as contextuality, which has been the subject of
extensive study in the foundations of quantum mechan-
ics [2].

Contextuality has also emerged as a quantum re-
source for enabling tasks such as random number gen-
eration, self-testing, and measurement-based quantum
computation [3-7]. A growing body of work has
demonstrated that contextuality is closely connected
to other nonclassical resources. Notably, measures
such as Wigner function negativity and magic (or non-
stabilizerness) have been shown to provide operational
advantages, with contextuality serving as a unifying
principle underlying these phenomena [4, 5, 8-10]. This
resource perspective positions contextuality as both a
fundamental conceptual marker of nonclassicality and a
practical enabler of quantum computational power.

In parallel, a well established protocol of relativis-
tic quantum information (RQI) — a field which ad-
dresses questions at the intersection of information the-
ory, quantum mechanics, and relativity — is entan-
glement harvesting [11-13]. In this protocol, two Un-
ruh-DeWitt (UDW) detectors [14, 15] can become en-
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tangled with one another, even if they are initially
uncorrelated, by interacting locally with the vacuum
state of a quantum field. In this vein, one could ask
what other resources a detector can extract through
interactions with a quantum field. Mutual informa-
tion [13], discord [16-18], non-local coherence [19], and
steering [20] have all been studied in this operational
approach. More recently, using mana, Nystrom et al.
showed that a qutrit UDW detector initially in a non-
magical state can become magical after interacting with
a quantum field [21], and Cepollaro et al. studied non-
stabilizerness by calculating the stabilizer Rényi entropy
of two UDW accelerated detectors [22].

In this work, we build upon the RQI operational ap-
proach and focus on contextuality. Specifically, we con-
sider a two-qutrit system that is initially noncontextual
with respect to Heisenberg—Weyl measurements [23, 24],
and investigate how its interaction with a quantum field
can give rise to a non-zero contextual fraction. This ex-
ploration is significant in three regards: first, it consti-
tutes a new protocol within RQI, expanding the scope of
questions the field can answer; second, it proves that de-
tectors interacting with a quantum field can acquire this
quantum resource, which underlies Wigner negativity
and magic; finally, given the foundational significance
of contextuality, this perspective offers new insight into
the foundational aspects of the quantum field itself.

Our paper is organized as follows. In section II we
introduce the physical setup of two qutrit detectors in-
teracting with a quantum field. In section III we outline
the framework of contextuality and contextual fraction,
which we use to quantify contextuality in the joint de-
tector state. In section IV we evaluate inequality viola-
tions for the reduced single-qutrit states, corresponding

2 During the final stages of this work, the authors became aware
of similar, independent work by P. LeMaitre, which appeared
on arXiv the day before our submission [25].
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to negativity of the Gross discrete Wigner function [24]
(which we will refer to simply as “Wigner negativity”),
and relate these results to known connections between
contextuality and magic [4]. In section V we present our
results for contextual fraction and Wigner function neg-
ativity. Finally, in section VI we summarize and discuss
the implications of our findings. Appendix A provides
a discussion about how the internal dynamics of the de-
tector influences the harvested contextual fraction; Ap-
pendix B gives the explicit integrals that were numer-
ically solved and used in our plots; and Appendix C
shows results for other set of fixed parameters and de-
tails how our results compare to the ones in Ref. [21].
We adopt the mostly plus signature, and denote space-
time events by x = (¢t,x). We use ¢ = h = 1.

II. Setup

The essence of the proposed contextuality harvesting
protocol is the same as the usual entanglement harvest-
ing one, which relies on the Unruh-DeWitt particle de-
tector model [14, 15]. However, instead of the commonly
used qubit UDW detector, we model the detectors in-
teracting with the field as two qutrits. We provide a
reasoning for this choice at the end of the section III,
once the relevant background has been introduced.

We start with a massless real scalar quantum field

n (143)-dimensional flat spacetime®, which admits a
plane-wave mode expansion

n d3 k ik
o(x) = NESED age IR L he (1)

where the ladder operators &L and dyg satisfy the canon-

ical commutation relations, [dg, ak,] =03 (k- k)4

We then take two qutrits (hereafter called detectors a
and b), such that the free Hamiltonian for each of them
is

Hp i = Qi0|0)0[; + Qi1 [IXL]; + Q2 [2)2];,  (2)

where i € {a,b} and {|0),,]1),,]2),} is an orthonormal
basis. For simplicity, we set the detectors to be comov-
ing with respect to the quantization frame, x = (¢, ).
In the Dirac picture, the Hamiltonian density capturing

the interaction of the two detectors with the quantum
field is

Z Ak ® ¢(x), (3a)

Oi(t) = elHD’ltOieﬂHD’l : (3b)

3 The generalization to (1 4+ n)-dimensional globally hyperbolic
curved spacetimes is straightforward.

4 Hereafter, we drop the hats as it is clear from the context that
we are referring to quantized observables.

where ); is the coupling constant between detector ¢ and
the field, A;(x) is a smearing function that controls the
region of spacetime where detector ¢ interacts locally
with the field, and O; is an observable of detector 1.
A;(x) is defined with respect to x; = (t;, x;), which is the
trajectory followed by the i-th detector. Throughout,
we consider the detectors to be identical, with A\, =
/\b =\

Initializing the detectors in an uncorrelated state and
the field in its vacuum state |0) at ¢ — —oo, the final
state is evaluated at ¢ — oo. The time evolution opera-
tor is thus

— Tiexp [—i/dxhl(x)} : (4)

where 7y is the time ordering operator with respect to
t. For a small coupling constant A, the time evolution
operator can be expanded into the Dyson series

U=1+UY+U® + 0\, (5a)
UM = fi/dx hr(x), (5b)

U® = _ / dx / dx' O(t — t)hi(x)hs(x'),  (5¢)

where U is the correction of order A to the time evo-
lution operator. For a given initial detectors-field state
p0) = (0) ® pfb ), the final state of the detectors (after
tracing out the field) is

po = trg (Up<°>UT) = oD 1 )P o0, (6)

where we have made use of the fact that the field is in
the Minkowski vacuum, which is a Gaussian state, so all
odd-point correlation functions vanish. Moreover, with
Q > 0, we assume the detectors start in a product state

of their respective ground states, p =10)0], ®|0)0],-

Unlike qubits, whose internal dynamics are fixed,
qutrits admit richer internal dynamics (for instance,
with or without superselection rules). In this work, we
consider two internal dynamics for the qutrit detectors:
SU(2) and Heisenberg-Weyl (HW), as prescribed in [26].
The results presented in the main text focus on SU(2)
dynamics, and the comparison with the HW case is in-
cluded in Appendix A.

For the case of SU(2) detectors, the energy levels in
Eq. (2) and the detectors’ observable coupling to the
field amplitude in Eq. (3) are

{Qi,O = 0, Qi,l = Q, Qi’g =20 (7)

O; = [0)1[; + [1}2]; + h.c.

In order to write the final state of the detectors, let us



define

Lij= /\Z/dx AX A () A (x)e W (x, X),  (8a)

0, = — %2 / dx dx' A (x) Ay (x ) 2D G (x, X',
(8b)
My = — )\Z/dx dx' A (X)Ap (X)) G p(x, x'),
(8¢)
where W(x,x’) is the Wightman function,
W (x,x') = (0] p(x)¢(x) 0)

B d3k

- | s
and Gp(x,x") = Ot — t")W(x,x') + O — t)W(x',x)
is the Feynman propagator of the field. Furthermore,
given that we consider identical detectors, we write £ =
Eaa = Ebb and Q = Qa = Qb~

Up to order A2 and in the ordered basis

{10),,11),,12),3®{]0),,[1),,12),}, the final state of the
detectors is

,i|k|(t—t’)+ik»(m7m’)’ (9)

1-2 0 Q@ 0 M: 0 Q" 00
0 £ 0 Ly 0 00 00
Q 0 0 0 0 0000
0 Lu 0 £ 0 00 00
pm=| My 0 0 0 0 00 00],
0O 0 0 0 0 00 00
Q 0 0 0 0 0000
0O 0 0 0 0 00 00
0 0 0 0 0 00 00

(10)
where we have used the fact that £, is real.

We consider the center of mass of detector a to coin-
cide with the origin, (¢,x,) = (0,0), and the distance d
between the two detectors to be fixed, so that the center
of mass of detector b is (¢, ;) = (0,d). Under these as-
sumptions, the spacetime smearing can be written as a
product of a switching function and a spatial smearing
function, A;(x) = x;(t)Fi(x). Specifically, we use

2
Xi(t) = exp (—;) ) (11a)
Fi@) = om0 (R—le—al),  (11b)

where © is the Heaviside step function; 7' controls the
effective duration of the switching, and R is the radius
of the spherical spatial smearing.

Although this switching function is not compactly
supported, so that the two detectors are never strictly in
the spacelike regime, we can define an intuitive criterion
for an effective spacelike separation. The criterion relies
on the observation that, for a Gaussian switching func-
tion centered at ¢ = 0, most of its weight is concentrated

in the interval [—%, %], where T'/4/2 is the standard

deviation of the Gaussian switching and N > 2.

While we still integrate over R, this observation allows
us to treat the interaction of each detector as having
an effective finite duration of N T'/+/2, resulting in the
following criterion:

d>2R+N (12)

T
7
Notice that for near-pointlike detectors, this criterion
reduces to the one more frequently seen in the litera-
ture, d > N T/ V2. However, since we also explore
large detector regimes, where the radius is comparable
to the interaction time, R must be taken into account.
In our analysis, we will consider different values of N
for increasingly greater spacelike separations. In partic-
ular, the least stringent case used corresponds to N = 5,
for which over 98% of the switching’s weight lies within
+5T/ (2\/5) from its peak. In the plots, we will also set
N =7, as frequently used in the literature [13], as well
as N =10 and N = 14.

The expressions for the terms in the final density ma-
trix, with the spatial profile and switching chosen in
Eq. (11), can be found in Appendix B.

ITI. Contextuality

Contextuality captures the failure of a hidden-
variable model to assign predetermined outcomes to
all measurements in a system such that the outcomes
are independent of the measurement context. Here,
a measurement context is a set of measurements that
are jointly implementable (or operationally compatible),
such as a set of commuting projective measurements.
Consider the scenario where one attempts to give to the
measurement of each observable a pre-written “answer”
that does not depend on what else is measured along-
side it. Whenever a set of observables can be jointly
measured, those answers must fit together and respect
the same algebraic relations and coarse-grainings that
the measurements obey. Noncontextuality would require
the value attributed to each observable to be the same
no matter which compatible measurements accompany
it. However, quantum predictions show that this inde-
pendence generally cannot hold. We refer the reader
to Ref. [27] for a pedagogical review on how noncon-
textual hidden-variables models fail to describe certain
quantum systems.

One may try to emulate the probabilistic outcomes of
quantum measurements by considering a probabilistic
combination of pre-written answers. While this strat-
egy may work for a subset of contexts, one can find
systems with measurement sets where no such strategy
can consistently reproduce the quantum measurements
statistics on all the contexts. These notions of context
dependence are formalized in Ref. [28] in terms of sets
of measurements and probability distributions, with ap-
propriate marginalizations over them.

Formally, a measurement scenario is specified by a set
of observables A, a family of contexts C, and the set of



possible measurement outcomes O. C is a subset of the
power set of A, C C 24, and consists of subsets of mu-
tually compatible observables. For a context C' in C, p¢
is a vector that describes the statistics of outcomes for
the joint measurement of all observables in C'. Then, an
empirical model £ on a measurement scenario is a collec-
tion of probability distributions {pc}cec. An empirical
model is valid only when it satisfies the compatibility
criteria, that is, the probability distributions over dif-
ferent contexts must be consistent when marginalized
to the overlaps between the contexts [28]. A model is
said to be noncontextual if the statistics for each jointly
measurable context arise as marginals of a single joint
distribution [28-30]. If no such global distribution is
possible, the empirical model is said to be contextual.
Now, we introduce contextual fraction, which quan-
tifies the extent of contextuality in a given empirical
model [28, 31]. Any empirical model £ = {pc}cec can
be expressed as a convex sum of two empirical models

E=pénc+(1-p)&, (13)

where Exc is a noncontextual model and £ an arbi-
trary (possibly contextual) model. Note that any em-
pirical model admits such a convex decomposition, and
the decomposition need not be unique. For a convex
decomposition of this form, when the weight p of the
noncontextual part is maximal, the weight (1 — p) of
the remaining model is the contextual fraction CF(&)
of the empirical model. This provides a robust measure
of contextuality as it quantifies the fraction of the mea-
surement statistics that cannot be explained in terms of
noncontextual models [28].

Operationally, computing the contextual fraction re-
duces to a linear optimization problem [31]. For an
empirical model &, let vg be the vectorized empirical
model obtained by stacking the probability vectors of
all the contexts. If £ is noncontextual, then ve can be
expressed as a convex combination of {v4}4ep, where D
is the set of all deterministic global assignments, and vq
are the vectorized empirical models generated by these
assignments. Here, a deterministic global assignment
is a map that picks a single outcome in O for every
measurement, of an observable in 4. The condition for
noncontextual £ can be stated as a linear constraint:
ve = M.b, where the columns of the matrix M are the
empirical models vy, and b is a vector of probabilities
specifying the convex decomposition. However, for a
general empirical model, we can rewrite the decomposi-
tion in Eq. (13) as

ve = MY + (1= b)) ver, (14)

where O is a subprobability distribution into which we
have absorbed the weight of the noncontextual contri-
bution, b} are the entries of o', and vg/ is the vectorized
empirical model for £’. Using Eq. (14), the contextual
fraction of the empirical model

CF(E)=1-) (15)

4

can be computed by finding the vector b’ such that the
sum of its entries is maximized.

We evaluate the contextual fraction for the measure-
ment statistics of the final detector state pp, with re-
spect to the two-qutrit Heisenberg-Weyl measurement
scenario. The single-qutrit Heisenberg-Weyl group is
generated by the clock and shift operators, Z and X [23],
which are defined as

2 2
Z=> Wi, X=>_li+1mod3)j, (16)
j=0

Jj=0

27i

where w = e3 . The elements of the single-qutrit
Heisenberg-Weyl group can be written as

W(v) = W([p,q]) = w? PIXPZ9, (17)

where v = [p, g] € Z3 denotes a phase point vector and
271 is the multiplicative inverse of 2 in Zs. For two
qutrits, the group elements are identified by elements in
Z3, and take the tensor-product form

Wp1,q1,p2,q2] = Wlp1, 1] ® Wp2, ga]. (18)

Note that the Heisenberg-Weyl operators are non-
Hermitian. However, here, “observables” for the
Heisenberg—Weyl group are understood in the stan-
dard spectral sense: each unitary W(v) is measured
via its projection-valued measure, i.e., the eigenprojec-
tors {H&k)}kezg for eigenvalues w”*. Outcomes are there-
fore labels k € Zs, and all probabilities are computed
with these projectors. The compatibility of the observ-
ables is captured by their commutation relations: two
Heisenberg-Weyl operators are co-measurable if they
commute. To characterize when these operators com-
mute, it is convenient to equip the space of phase point
vectors Z3 with a symplectic form that encodes their
commutation relations [32]. For phase point vectors

v = [p1,q1,p2, 2] and v' = [p}, ¢}, 5, g5], the symplec-
tic form is defined as

[v,v'] = p1g} — @ip} + P2ds — @eph € Zs, (19)

and the commutation relations between these observ-
ables can be stated in the compact form

W ()W (v') = 2 TW (0" YW (v). (20)

Hence, two Heisenberg-Weyl operators on two qutrits,
W (v) and W (v’), commute if their phase point vectors
are orthogonal with respect to the symplectic form in
Eq. (19), that is, [v,v’] = 0. Therefore, the contexts of
the Heisenberg-Weyl measurement scenario correspond
to the subspaces of Z3 where the symplectic form van-
ishes, namely, the maximal isotropic subspaces. Each
isotropic subspace has nine elements. Equivalently, each
context has nine operators: eight non-trivial and the
identity. In total, there exist 40 contexts.

With the contexts identified this way, we compute
the empirical probabilities by defining projectors onto



the common eigenbases of the contexts. Specifically, for
every set of mutually commuting Heisenberg—Weyl op-
erators, we construct projectors corresponding to joint
measurements of the context as

1
Mg =5 > ww. (21)
wec

Here, the vector r € Z3 labels the outcome of the joint
measurement where the operator W € C outputs w™ (W),
with (W) being the component of r labelled by W.
Using these projectors, we can calculate all the outcome
probabilities as

po(r) = Tr{llgpn}, (22)

which yield the joint outcome distributions of our em-
pirical model.

The constraint matrix M is generated by enumer-
ating all the possible deterministic global assignments
A : Z3 — Z3 for the two-qutrit Heisenberg-Weyl group,
where w?(®) is the measurement outcome assigned to the
operators W (v). Noncontextuality requires that these
assignments must respect all algebraic relations among

jointly measurable observables. Hence, for [v,v'] = 0,
the value assignments must follow
A(w)+ A(v') = Alv + ). (23)

In Ref. [5], the authors show that for the Heisenberg-
Weyl group of two qutrits, the above constraint forces
the deterministic value assignments to be linear in v €
74, i.e., any such global assignment A must be of the
form A(v) = A - v for some A\ € Z3. This fact keeps the
optimization tractable: our constraint matrix M has di-
mensions 360 x 81, corresponding to 9 outcomes for each
of 40 contexts, and 81 global assignments. The optimum
subprobability distribution that captures the noncon-
textual contribution to this empirical data is numeri-
cally obtained using the 1linprog optimizer in Python’s
scipy.optimize module [33]. The contextual fraction
of the state, C'F(py), can then be computed as 1—), b},
where b’ is the optimal solution of the linear optimiza-
tion®.

Finally equipped with the necessary definitions, we
comment on why the protocol uses qutrits rather
than the more commonplace qubit UDW detectors, as
promised at the beginning of section II. The choice of
qutrit is motivated by the fact that for two-qubit sys-
tems, the Heisenberg-Weyl measurement scenario yields
state-independent contextuality: all two-qubit states
are contextual with respect to Heisenberg-Weyl mea-
surements [27, 34]. As a result, a measure of contextu-
ality cannot distinguish between two-qubit states, nor
can it capture the emergence of contextuality under in-
teraction with the field. By contrast, three-level systems

5 A repository of the Python code used for the numerical simu-
lations is available here.

exhibit state-dependent contextuality in the two-qutrit
Heisenberg-Weyl measurement scenario, making qutrit
detectors the minimal choice for our analysis. We note
that this measurement scenario also rules out an anal-
ysis with only one qutrit detector interacting with the
field, as a single qutrit state is always noncontextual
with respect to the single qutrit Heisenberg-Weyl group
[4].

IV. Wigner negativity

For a system of multiple qudits, stabilizer states are
the pure states uniquely defined (up to phase) as the +1
simultaneous eigenstate of a maximal Abelian subgroup
of the generalized Pauli group [23]. The operations that
map the set of stabilizer states to itself form the Clifford
group. By the Gottesman-Knill theorem, any circuit
composed of Clifford operations acting on a stabilizer
input state is efficiently classically simulable [35]. To
achieve universal quantum computation, this classically
tractable framework must be supplemented with a non-
Clifford resource, most commonly a non-stabilizer in-
put state. Such states, which are essential for quantum
speedup, are known as magic states [36].

Magic is therefore manifested in quantum states that
lie outside the convex hull of stabilizer states (i.e., the
stabilizer polytope). For systems of odd prime dimension
(such as the qutrits, d = 3, considered here), the dis-
crete Wigner function provides a natural framework to
quantify this resource. States with non-negative Wigner
functions form a convex set W, that includes the sta-
bilizer polytope. Crucially, Wigner negativity (i.e., the
presence of negative values in this quasi-probability dis-
tribution) is a necessary condition for a state to be
magic. It quantifies the deviation from this set of clas-
sically simulable states and serves as a verifiable magic
monotone [37].

In multiple studies [4, 5, 8], contextuality and nega-
tivity of the Wigner function are shown to be equiva-
lent notions of non-classicality. Therefore, in addition
to evaluating the contextual fraction of the two-qutrit
detector final state, pp, we compute the discrete-Wigner
negativity of the reduced state of one detector, p4, as
a consistency check. While the ordinary Wigner func-
tion lives on a continuous phase space, here the phase
space is discrete and forms a 3 x 3 grid for a single
qutrit. We index the nine phase-space points by vectors
r = (x,y,x+y, x+2y) with x,y € Z3. Each point has
an associated phase-point operator A™ defined by [24]

4
AT =13+ Z I, (24)
i=1
where  II}" projects  onto  the  eigenvector

with eigenvalue w"™ of the ¢-th operator in
{w]o, 1], W[1,0], W[1,1], W[1,2]}. For any den-
sity operator p, the discrete Wigner value at r is

Walp) = L Tr(p A7). (25)
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The set
Wi ={p: Wr(p) >0 Vr}

is a convex polytope in state space (finitely many lin-
ear facet inequalities Tr(pA"™) > 0). For odd d, W4
strictly contains the stabilizer polytope (the convex hull
of stabilizer states); this region is the Wigner polytope.
The Discrete Hudson’s theorem implies that pure states
with non-negative Wigner function are exactly the sta-
bilizers; however, Gross showed that there exist non-
negative mized states that are not stabilizer states [24].

Following Veitch et al. [37], we quantify magic by the
sum-negativity

Np)= >

r: Wi (p)<0

W (p)], (26)

a magic monotone for odd d; non-negativity (N (p) = 0)
is a known obstruction to magic-state distillation and
enables efficient classical simulation of stabilizer circuits
supplied with arbitrary copies of p.

For the final detector state pp, the reduced state of
the first detector is

*

1-£0Q
£ol. (27)
0 0

pa = 0
Q

Evaluating the nine Wigner values W,.(p4) shows (by
elementary positivity constraints on p4) that only three
can be negative; up to the common factor % they are

L+ 2RelQ], (28a)
L — Re[Q] + v3Im[Q)], (28b)
L — Re[Q] — V3Im[Q). (28¢)

In our parameter regime, only (28a) and (28c¢) become
negative, yielding N(p4) > 0. We observe that these in-
stances coincide with a nonzero contextual fraction for
the corresponding two-qutrit state pp. This is consis-
tent with the equivalence (for odd local dimension) be-
tween state-dependent contextuality for Pauli/stabilizer
measurements and Wigner-function negativity [5].

V. Results

Previous work [21] has shown that a single Un-
ruh—DeWitt detector interacting with the vacuum of a
quantum field can acquire magic, quantified by mana.
Since the results of Refs. [4] and [5] establish that
nonzero magic necessarily implies nonzero contextuality,
one can expect that contextuality harvesting is already
guaranteed in such scenarios. However, these equiva-
lence results are qualitative: they certify the presence
of contextuality but do not determine its magnitude
or how it depends on the physical parameters of the
interaction. The results presented in this section in-
clude both the magnitude and parameter dependence

of the contextuality harvested by two qutrits; further-
more, they help address a natural question: what ad-
vantage does our protocol have over harvesting magic
with a single qutrit?

To answer this question, we compare the total con-
textual fraction harvested in two settings. Suppose Al-
ice and Bob each begin with a qutrit in the ground
state, and consider two possible scenarios: (i) both
detectors couple to the quantum field and carry out
our contextuality-harvesting protocol; (ii) only Alice
couples her detector to the field, following the magic-
harvesting protocol, while Bob’s detector remains un-
coupled. For scenario (i), we run our two-detector pro-
tocol for various values of separation d (measured in
units of T'), restricting to the cases which satisfy our
criterion for spacelike separation in Eq. (12). Since
the final state obtained in the magic-harvesting proto-
col is indeed the reduced state of a single detector in
our setup, we denote the final detector state in scenario
(ii) as pp = pa ® [0X0|. For comparison, we also include
the limiting case which corresponds to the asymptotic
regime at large separations, where the joint detector
state approaches the product of its single-detector re-
ductions. We label this state as p, = p, ® pg.

In Figs. la and 1b, we show the plots of contex-
tual fraction C'F(pp) normalized by A\? as a function of
the adimensional parameter Q7. Two detector sizes are
considered: (a) a large detector with radius R = 1 (in
units of T'), and (b) a smaller detector, closer to the
pointlike regime. In both cases, the contextual fraction
displays an optimal energy gap at which it is maximum,
and this optimal value shifts depending on the detector
size. Notably, for R = 0.17 the optimal gap is smaller
than that for R = T. In fact, given that gapless de-
tectors can not harvest entanglement [38], a surprising
conclusion in our study is that for the R = 0.17T setup
the optimal gap can be very close to zero, as seen in
Fig. 1b. Another observation is that the maximum
harvested contextual fraction increases as the detector
size is decreased relative to the interaction time, i.e.,
as we approach the pointlike limit. This trend mirrors
observations in entanglement harvesting [13].

Across all configurations, we restrict to setups within
the spacelike separation regime, according to the cri-
terion in Eq. (12). As the detectors’ separation in-
creases, the contextual fraction decreases and asymp-
totically approaches the value for the tensor product of
the single-detector states. While the difference between
the curves and this asymptote is more pronounced in the
large-detector case (a), the same phenomenon persists
for the small detector case (b), though less apparent
in the shown plots. Finally, we note that the contex-
tual fraction harvested in scenario (i) with two detectors
is consistently larger than that obtained in the single-
detector magic-harvesting protocol in scenario (ii), even
in the limit of asymptotically large separations between
Alice and Bob.

In Figs. 1c and 1d we plot the Wigner negativity of the
reduced detector state normalized by A2, corresponding
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Figure 1. Contextual fraction (in (a)-(b)) and Wigner negativity (in (c¢)—(d)) normalized by the coupling constant squared
as a function of the product of the detectors’ gap and their interaction duration. As compared to the interaction time scale,
the detector is “large” in (a) and (c¢) and “small” in (b) and (d).

to the contextual fraction plots for the same detector
size in Figs. la and 1b respectively. As expected from
the theory, the shapes of the curves for the harvested
contextual fraction and Wigner negativity are similar.
Some comments regarding the behaviour of the C'F and
N in Fig. 1 are in order. First, as noted before, QT = 0
corresponds to gapless detectors (2 = 0) and not to a
vanishing interaction time (7' = 0) because R/T is a
fixed finite number. Consequently, the contextual frac-
tion and Wigner negativity do not have to vanish when
QT = 0; and indeed they do not in Figs. 1la, b and
c. In Appendix C, we provide complementary results
obtained by fixing R (instead of R/T'), in which case
QT = 0 corresponds to a vanishing interaction time.
As a consequence, both C'F and N vanish, as expected
for T = 0, in agreement with the results reported in
Ref. [21].

Second, we observe that the CF and N drop to zero

for large QT in Fig. 1; equivalently, we see in Egs. (B1)-
(B5) that all the O(A?) contributions to pp are expo-
nentially suppressed in Q7. This suppression for large
QT boils down to the uncertainty principle as follows.
The expressions in Eq. (8), after some manipulations, in-
volve products of (ordinary or one-sided) Fourier trans-
forms of the Gaussian switching functions with respect
to (t —t') or (t+t). As per the uncertainty prin-
ciple, if the Gaussian functions in time-space have a
variance proportional to T, then their Fourier trans-
forms in frequency-space have a variance proportional
to 1/T. Therefore, a longer interaction duration results
in a smaller contributing frequency window, suppressing
the O(A\?) terms. For instance, it is well known that an
inertial detector, initially in its ground state, and with a
Gaussian switching function, has a non-zero transition
probability £ that vanishes in the T — oo limit [39-41].

Third, the non-zero CF and N for small QT



can also be traced back to the uncertainty principle:
short interaction durations result in broad contribut-
ing frequency windows, making the O(A\?) terms non-
vanishing. Therefore, competitions between the O(\?)
terms, like those given in Eq. (28), along with the in-
terplay of the details of the Wightman, the switching,
and smearing functions, determine the non-monotonic
behaviour of the CF and N for small Q7.

An important check on our results concerns their de-
pendence on the coupling strength A\. From perturba-
tive considerations, one expects the harvested contextu-
ality to scale as A%, provided we remain in the regime
where O()\*) corrections are negligible compared to lead-
ing O()\?) terms. It is not immediately clear, however,
whether this scaling should persist through the linear
optimization used to compute the contextual fraction.
Our simulations show that for 107* < A < 1072, the
ratio CF(pp)/A? is indeed constant with varying A. For
larger couplings A > 1072, we interpret the deviations
we see in our simulations as signatures of higher-order
corrections becoming relevant. On the other hand, for
very small couplings A < 1074, deviations from the con-
stant behaviour can be attributed to instability of the
numerical simulations due to floating point errors. We
posit that with an exact solver and sufficiently high-
precision integrations, the expected constant behaviour
would extend to this regime. Owur plots are reported
with A = 1073, which lies safely within the range where
the A2 scaling is reliable.

VI. Discussion

In this article, we propose an extension of the canon-
ical entanglement harvesting protocol to study the har-
vesting of another resource: contextuality. Concretely,
we show that an initially noncontextual two-qutrit state
acquires contextuality after locally interacting with the
vacuum of a quantum field. The set of measurements
with respect to which we show contextuality is the
Heisenberg-Weyl group of two qutrits, and the measure
of contextuality used is the contextual fraction.

A greater contextual fraction signifies a more pro-
nounced departure from classical hidden variable mod-
els, which is directly linked to the state’s resilience
and potential for enhanced performance in tasks like
quantum communication, randomness certification, etc
[3, 7, 42-45]. This suggests that tailoring the interac-
tions with the field could be a viable method for engi-
neering states not just to be magical, but to be optimally
equipped for specific quantum information processing
applications where a greater degree of non-classicality
is a resource.

Possible extensions of our work are, for instance, in-
vestigations in flat spacetime dimensions different than
143, curved spacetimes, coupling the qutrits to other
quantum fields, or considering higher-dimensional odd
prime qudits. Moreover, we have not surveyed our pa-
rameter space for optimization, so an interesting pro-

posal would be to understand what ranges for each de-
tector parameter would increase the contextual fraction
harvested, in the same vein as done in Ref. [13] for en-
tanglement harvesting. A comparison between the op-
timal detector parameters for harvesting entanglement
and those for harvesting contextuality would be partic-
ularly interesting, since some of our findings mirror the
behavior observed in harvested entanglement, while oth-
ers deviate from it. For instance, we find that, keeping
R/T fixed (i.e., for finite size detectors), gapless detec-
tors can harvest contextuality and magic, which is not
the case when the resource is entanglement [38]. On the
other hand, larger detectors harvest less contextuality,
which agrees with the case of entanglement [13].

Another possible analysis would be a comparison be-
tween entanglement negativity and contextual fraction
harvested in our protocol. Note, however, that although
the two detectors generally become correlated—since
the vacuum of a quantum field theory is a highly en-
tangled state—and that we expect the two qutrits to
have harvested entanglement, negativity fails to capture
bound entanglement in two-qutrit systems, in contrast
with the qubit—qubit and qubit—qutrit cases (where no
bound entanglement is found). For (an upcoming) dis-
cussion of bound entanglement in two-qutrit UDW de-
tectors, see Ref. [46]. Despite this drawback related to
negativity, our choice of qutrits rather than qubits is
motivated by the fact that connections between con-
textuality in bipartite qudit systems and magic in their
single-qudit reductions are only available when the local
dimension is an odd prime.

The interaction Hamiltonian in the harvesting proto-
col is a separable operator; hence, any entanglement in
the detectors must be field-mediated. This mediation
can occur through two mechanisms: genuine extraction
of pre-existing correlations from the field or communica-
tion through the field. The first one depends on the state
of the field, while the second one is independent of it.
A mixture of both mechanisms can occur for detectors
in causal contact, but entanglement is guaranteed to be
completely genuine (i.e., extracted from the field alone)
for spacelike separated detectors [47]. Using the latter
scenario, we can conclude that the field itself must be
entangled at different points of spacetime. In the case of
contextuality, we are unaware of an analogous argument
that would imply that it is genuinely harvested from the
field. Thus, our results do not show that the field itself
must be contextual either. Answering the questions of
whether the contextual fraction depends on the state
of the field and whether any local operations (indepen-
dent of the field) increase contextuality in the detectors
would help us establish the authenticity of contextuality
harvesting, but we leave these as topics for future work.

Our results support an operational viewpoint in which
the vacuum of a quantum field can be regarded as a
“free” source of not only entanglement but also addi-
tional nonclassical resources.
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rule—no transitions occur between states |0), and |2),— which is absent in the HW qutrit. On the other hand,
HW has two degenerate excited states when €2 > 0. For the final state of the detector in the HW case, we need one
more definition, apart from the ones in Egs. (8) of the main text:
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Figure 2. Contextual fraction (a) and Wigner negativity (b) (normalized by the squared coupling constant) as a function of
QT, both for the SU(2) and for the Heisenberg-Weyl qutrits. The plot is for small detectors in the spacelike regime; note,
however, that the Wigner negativity is independent of the distance between the two detectors.

The final state of the two detectors for the HW case can be written as

1—4L V* YV Vr ME, ME, VM, MY,

V L L Lu O 0 Lw 0 0
V L L Ly 0 0 Lu 0 0
V L L £ 0 0 £ 0 0
pPW=| My, O 0 O O O 0 0 0 |, (A3)
Mgp 0O O 0 0 0 0 0 0
V La Ly £ 0 0 £ 0 0
Mgp O O 0 0O 0 0 0 0
Myp, O O O O 0O 0O 0 0

where we defined V =V, = V), since our detectors are identical. Finally, the reduced state of a single detector is
given by

1-2C V- V*
AV v £ r]. (A4)
vV L L

Replacing Q with V in Eq. (28), we obtain all the inequalities that can potentially be violated for the HW case.
Similarly to what was observed for SU(2), our results show that for the reduced single-detector state, the only
inequalities that can be violated for any range of parameters are Eqgs. (28a) and (28c).

To illustrate the effect of the qutrit’s internal dynamics in harvesting contextuality and magic, we show in
Figure 2 the normalized contextual fraction (for the two-qutrit final state) and the normalized Wigner negativity
(for the reduced single-qutrit state) as a function of Q, keeping 7' = 1 constant. As discussed in the main text,
the Wigner negativity and the contextual fraction follow the same trend for either internal dynamics. However,
there are quantitative differences between the two prescribed internal dynamics. In fact, for most setups, the HW
qutrit seems to be able to harvest more contextual fraction and Wigner negativity than the SU(2) particle detector
model. This is likely related to two facts: first, the HW qutrit model has no superselection rule, allowing for
direct transitions between |0) and |2); second, the HW model has a degenerate excited state. Combined, those two
conditions imply that the states |1) and |2) have the same probability of becoming populated, which does not occur
for SU(2).
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Figure 3. Contextual fraction (a) and Wigner negativity (b) normalized by the squared coupling constant as a function of
the product of the detectors’ gap and their interaction duration. Here, instead of fixing R/T and d/T, we fix R and dS).

B. Integrals relevant to the final state of the detectors

Herein, we report the expressions for the integrals in Egs. (8) and (A2), using the switching and smearing functions
in Eq. (11),

L= a/ de j2(kR) e~ 30+w)? (B1)
0
N g
Lo = 3 ji(kR) e™2 Jo(kd), (B2)
0
Q1.2 Oodk .2 ~ k
0 gt [T F o) w1, (B3)
. [2dk

_1
Mo = —ae™ 2%

RER) w (-5 ) (i (B)

0

V= ‘;‘eéﬁ/om%f 2(kR) w Ui (5- k:)] : (B5)

where a = 9)\2/(47R?), R = R/T, w = QT, d = d/T, jo(z), j1(z) are spherical Bessel functions, and w(z) is the
Faddeeva function.

C. Contextual fraction for other fixed parameters

In this appendix, we present the contextual fraction and Wigner negativity as functions of the dimensionless
parameter QT, with RS2 fixed, in contrast to Figure 1, where R/T is fixed. We also provide more details on how
our results agree with those from Ref. [21].

With RS} fixed (as in Figure 3), contextual fraction and Wigner negativity vanish at QT = 0. However, with
R/T fixed (as in Figure 1), these quantities can be nonzero at QT = 0 and depend on the choice of R/T in that
limit. The difference becomes clear by examining the limits of £ and Q as QT — 0. On the one hand, with R/T

fixed, the limits of £ and Q depend on R/T. We discuss this fact in more detail for small R= R/T. For small R,

; _ 125 4 : _ 1 . /2
lim £ =g - R +O(R), limRel[Q]=—7 lim[, uljl%lm[g]fﬁ

O(1). (C1)

Consequently, the inequality in Eq. (28¢) becomes, to leading order,

3/1 2~ /2
(-57) =W )
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which is violated for sufficiently small R>0. Hence, the Wigner negativity at 27 — 0 can be non-zero and depends

on R = R/T.
On the other hand, we can rewrite Egs. (B1) and (B3) using R’ = RQ) (while retaining w = QT):
IN? w? [ dk w? 2 IN? w2 [ dk 49
L=—— — 2 (kR') e~ T (k+1) = ———/ — i3 (kR -——. C3
e | FRER)e T o n S [T aR)w (~ (3)

We see that, with R’ = RQ) fixed, £ and Q vanish as w = QT goes to 0. This limit is therefore independent of
RS}, and the Wigner inequalities are trivially satisfied at QT = 0, rendering null contextual fraction and Wigner
negativity at this point.

Having clarified why CF and N exhibit different qualitative behaviours depending on which parameters are kept
fixed, we now use the fixed- RS} version of our results to compare with Ref. [21]. This choice is natural because, near
QT = 0, CF and Wigner negativity are independent of RS2; therefore, it facilitates a comparison with the pointlike
detectors (R — 0) considered in Ref. [21]. Note that while Ref. [21] reports mana, we calculate Wigner negativity.
However, the former is obtained as the logarithm of the latter so a qualitative comparison is still straightforward.
Using Figure 3, we indeed find qualitative agreement with Ref. [21].

(
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