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We study the radiative process of three entangled quantum probes initially prepared in a tripartite
W state. As a basic set-up, we consider the probes to be inertial in flat spacetime and investigate how
the radiative process is affected by different probe configurations. We take the quantum probes as
either static or moving with uniform velocities and consider different switching scenarios. Our main
observation confirms that the radiative process depends distinctively on the initial configuration in
which the probes are arranged, as well as on the direction of the probe velocity. We also extend our
analysis to a thermal environment, thereby simulating a more realistic background. We thoroughly
discuss the effects due to different switchings, the thermal background, and probe motion on the
radiative process of these tripartite entangled probes. We also comment on how the observations
from this work can help prepare a set-up least affected by quantum decoherence.

I. INTRODUCTION

In the centenary of modern quantum mechanics, quantum entanglement has emerged as one of its most profound and
efficacious features. Quantum entanglement refers to the non-classical correlation between two or more particles that
can be causally disconnected, a feature unique to a quantum system. Experimentally validated [1–3], entanglement
has become imperative in the development of many technologies with enormous future prospects, such as quantum
computing [4–6], quantum cryptography [7–10], and quantum communication [11–13]. Furthermore, in recent times,
specifically over the last two decades, a notable new development has emerged, popularly known as the field of
Relativistic Quantum Information (RQI), which explores the interplay between quantum information and quantum
field theory.

RQI encompasses the necessary tools to analyze the phenomena involving quantum systems, non-inertial frames, and
gravity, offering a crucial framework for understanding how relativistic effects and gravity can influence entanglement
in quantum systems. There are several approaches and related set-ups in RQI that aim to quantify this influence.
For instance, there are approaches that explore the possibility of transferring entanglement from the quantum field to
suitable quantum probes [14–17] with the intention of further utilizing that entanglement as a resource in quantum
information experiments. The qualitative features in this induced entanglement vary significantly depending on
the influence of gravity and the motion of the set-up [18–24]. At the same time, understanding the resilience of
entanglement and mitigating its fragility - a phenomenon known as quantum decoherence - is vital to implement
the entanglement as a practical resource for quantum information protocols [25–27]. Recent investigations have shed
some light on decoherence due to gravity [28–31] and relativistic effects arising from the relative motion of entangled
systems [32–34]. There are also extensive studies investigating the radiative process of bipartite entangled systems
[35–40], which, resembling certain aspects of decoherence, are equally sensitive to the motion of the set-ups and the
background. This emphasizes the necessity of a deeper understanding of how relative motion and gravity can influence
quantum correlations.

While a significant part of the literature has focused on bipartite entangled systems due to their relative simplicity,
the future of quantum technology, relevant to RQI, lies in multipartite entanglement [41–47]. A key reason is that
the only configuration that can be produced from two entangled probes is a straight line, whereas with at least
three probes, triangular configurations of different characteristics can be considered. At the same time, tripartite
entanglement offers more possible initial states compared to bipartite states, thus presenting a broader scope for
implementing quantum information protocols and preparing experimental set-ups. In particular, the seminal work of
Greenberger, Horne, and Zeilinger (GHZ) [48], which provided a compelling experimental test of quantum non-locality,
utilized a tripartite entangled state (now known as the GHZ state). With the emergence of technologies in quantum
communications and distributed quantum computing, the need to study multipartite entanglement has increased even
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more. We believe they will offer new avenues for quantum protocols, presenting unique challenges for maintaining
coherence and providing insights into overcoming those challenges.

In this article, in a first of its kind, we investigate the radiative process of a tripartite entangled system initially
prepared in a W state. Our primary focus is to analyze how this process is affected by the spatial orientation and
relative motion of an entangled system of three parties. We model each party as a two-level atom (qubit) interacting
with a background quantum field. The fluctuations of this background field induce the spontaneous de-excitation of
the atoms to an uncorrelated ground state, leading to the degradation of entanglement. Moreover, we extend our
analysis to examine the effects as the surrounding environment transitions to a thermal state, thereby simulating a
more realistic and noisy environment. We study the collective transition probability rates for transitions from different
initial entangled states, which provide insights into the dynamics of tripartite entanglement in relativistic settings and
facilitate understanding the qualitative features of entanglement degradation.

This manuscript is organized in the following manner. In Sec. II, we introduce different tripartite entangled states
and identify the specific W states [49] relevant for our purpose. We also sketch the model set-up in terms of two-level
atoms as a particle probe, and elucidate the measure to quantify the degradation from the entangled state. In Sec.
III, we start our analysis with different configurations of static probes and investigate the effects of spatial orientation
in the decay of entanglement with and without a switching function that controls the interaction of the atoms with
the quantum field. Subsequently, in Sec. IV, the effect of relative motion in the radiative process is considered. To
model a noisy environment, in Sec. V, we consider the radiative process with a quantum field in a thermal bath.
Finally, we conclude with our observations and insights in the Sec. VI.

Notation: We work in natural units, c = ℏ = 1 with metric signature (−,+,+,+). The boldface for distance and
velocity d, v is used to denote 3-vector quantities. The symbol ⌊ ⌋ is used to indicate the floor function, and ‘mod 2’
is an abbreviation for modulo 2. The double arrow underset is used to indicate a symmetric sum, i.e, R jl←→

= Rjl+Rlj .

II. FORMULATION: MODEL SET-UP

In this section, we provide a brief introduction to different tripartite entangled states. We also present the model
set-up necessary for investigating the radiative process of quantum probes prepared in suitable tripartite entangled
states.

A. Tripartite entangled states

Most discussions on entanglement are around simple, but non-trivial cases of bipartite entanglement. Even though
the bipartite systems are a convenient model for understanding the foundations of Quantum Information (QI), mul-
tipartite entanglement provides new opportunities to develop new protocols in QI. They are relevant for quantum
communication or computing between multiple users. The first step towards multipartite entanglement is tripartite
entanglement. In the case of bipartite entanglement, usually, the entangled states (pure state) are represented in Bell
basis. ∣∣φ±〉 =

1√
2
(|gAgB⟩ ± |eAeB⟩) , (1a)∣∣ψ±〉 =

1√
2
(|gAeB⟩ ± |eAgB⟩) . (1b)

where |g⟩ and |e⟩ represents the ground state and excited state respectively. The above states can be transformed
to any other basis by applying local unitary transformations and classical communication (LOCC), hence only one
class of entanglement. Unlike the bipartite entangled states, the tripartite (or any multipartite) entanglement there
can be different classes of entanglement. The two inequivalent classes of entanglement between parties for tripartite
entanglement [50] (parties A, B and C) are signified by the Greenberger-Horne-Zeilinger (GHZ) states [48, 51] and
W states [49], given by,

|GHZ⟩ =
1√
2
(|gAgBgC⟩+ |eAeBeC⟩) (2a)

|W⟩ =
1√
3
(|gAgBeC⟩+ |gAeBgC⟩+ |eAgBgC⟩) . (2b)
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When the GHZ states are expressed with an arbitrary amount of entanglement, the states are defined using,

|GHZgAgBgC ⟩ = cosϑ |gAgBgC⟩+ sinϑ |eAeBeC⟩ , (3)

and with this, the GHZ basis can be constructed from local operations (LOCC) on |GHZggg⟩. Similarly, the W basis
can be constructed from local operations (LOCC) on |Wggg⟩. The family of W states [52] can be expressed as,

|W1⟩ = sinϑ cosχ |gge⟩+ sinϑ sinχ |geg⟩+ cosϑ |egg⟩ , (4a)
|W2⟩ = sinϑ sinχ |gge⟩ − sinϑ cosχ |geg⟩+ cosϑ |eee⟩ , (4b)
|W3⟩ = − sinϑ sinχ |egg⟩+ sinϑ cosχ |eee⟩+ cosϑ |geg⟩ , (4c)
|W4⟩ = sinϑ cosχ |egg⟩+ sinϑ sinχ |eee⟩+ cosϑ |gge⟩ , (4d)
|W5⟩ = sinϑ cosχ |eeg⟩+ sinϑ sinχ |ege⟩+ cosϑ |gee⟩ , (4e)
|W6⟩ = sinϑ sinχ |eeg⟩ − sinϑ cosχ |ege⟩+ cosϑ |ggg⟩ , (4f)
|W7⟩ = − sinϑ sinχ |gee⟩+ sinϑ cosχ |ggg⟩+ cosϑ |ege⟩ , (4g)
|W8⟩ = sinϑ cosχ |gee⟩+ sinϑ sinχ |ggg⟩+ cosϑ |eeg⟩ ; (4h)

where, 0 ≤ ϑ ≤ π/2, 0 ≤ χ ≤ π/2, and the subscripts A, B andC are avoided to reduce the clutter, but the leftmost
position in subscript in the state definition like |Xggg⟩ is for particle A, the central position is for B and the rightmost
position denote particle C, where ‘X’ is any of the state in Eq. 2b. In the next section, the three qubits modelled as
particle probes will be considered in the W state. The GHZ basis will not be considered since the states in this basis
are not eigenstates of the probe Hamiltonian to be considered in the following analysis.

B. Model set-up

In this section, we provide a model for investigating the radiative process of three Unruh-DeWitt probes that are
initially in specific tripartite entangled state. These are atomic two-level probes that interact with the background
quantum field and were initially conceptualized to understand the Unruh and the Hawking effects [53, 54]. Later
on, they became an important tool to realize different quantum entanglement phenomena mediated through the
background field [14, 15, 18–24, 35, 37–40, 55–57]. In particular, we consider three Unruh-deWitt probes to be
denoted by A, B, and C respectively. We also consider that these probes interact with the background massless,
minimally coupled quantum scalar field Φ(x) through linear monopole interactions, see [38] for a similar set-up. The
entire Hamiltonian for this probe field system is given by

H = HD +HF +HI . (5)

Here HD denotes the free probe Hamiltonian, HF denotes the field Hamiltonian, and HI represents the interaction
between the probe and the field. The expressions for these different components of the Hamiltonian are given by

HD =
ω0

2

C∑
j=A

(
|ej⟩⟨ej | − |gj⟩⟨gj |

)
, (6a)

HF =
1

2

∫
d3x

[
Φ̇2(x) + |∇Φ(x)|2

]
, (6b)

HI =

C∑
j=A

µj mj(τj)κj(τj) Φ[xj(τj)] . (6c)

In the above expression, |gj⟩ and |ej⟩ denote the ground and excited states of the jth probe. ω0 denotes the energy
gap between the ground and excited states of a certain probe. It is to be noted that we have considered identical
probes and thus this energy gap is the same for all probes. The overhead dot in Φ̇(x) denotes the time derivative.
Moreover, µj , mj , and κj respectively denote the interaction strength, the monopole moment operator, and the
switching function. Here, one can easily show that none of the GHZ states are eigenstates of the detector Hamiltonian
HD.

We consider that initially, the probe system is in a collective state |ω̄⟩ and the field is in the Minkowski ground
state |0M ⟩. After time evolution the entire system will be in a state U |ω̄, 0M ⟩, where U denotes the time evolution
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operator. For identical interaction between the probes and the field µ1 = µ2 = µ3, say the interaction strength is now
µ, this time evolution operator can be obtained as

U = T
{
Exp

[
− i µ

∫ ∞
−∞

C∑
j=A

mj(τj)κj(τj) Φ[xj(τj)] dτj

]}
.

(7)

To consider a transition of the probe system to reach a state |ω̃⟩ after the time evolution, we need to find the transition
probability. Let us consider that the probe and field is initially in |ω̄⟩ and vacuum |0M ⟩ respectively, and later probe
will be in state |ω̃⟩ and the field will be in some arbitrary state |Ψ⟩. Then the transition amplitude for this transition
from the state |ω̄, 0M ⟩ to |ω̃, Ψ⟩ will be

A|ω̄, 0M ⟩→|ω̃,Ψ⟩ = ⟨Ψ, ω̃| Û |ω̄, 0M ⟩ ,

≈ −i µ ⟨Ψ, ω̃|
∫ ∞
−∞

C∑
j=A

mj(τj)κj(τj) Φ[xj(τj)] dτj |ω̄, 0M ⟩ , (8)

considering the interaction strength µ to be perturbatively small and taking terms upto O(µ). The transition proba-
bility for the transition from the probe state |ω̄⟩ to |ω̃⟩ will be

Γ(ω) = Γ|ω̄⟩→|ω̃⟩ =
∑
{|Ψ⟩}

A|ω̄, 0M ⟩→|ω̃,Ψ⟩A∗|ω̄, 0M ⟩→|ω̃,Ψ⟩ ,

= µ2
C∑

j,l=A

mω̃ω̄∗

j mω̃ω̄∗

l Fjl(ω) , (9)

where, ω = ω̃ − ω̄, denotes the energy difference between the two states |ω̃⟩ and |ω̄⟩. Moreover, mω̃ω̄
j = ⟨ω̃| mj(0) |ω̄⟩

denotes the expectation value of the monopole moment operator in the probe initial and final energy states. In
particular, the expression of the monopole moment operator is mj(0) = |ej⟩⟨gj |+ |gj⟩⟨ej |. The quantities Fjl(ω) are
similar in form to the response functions. Their form is given by

Fjl(ω) =

∫ ∞
−∞

dτ ′l

∫ ∞
−∞

dτj κj(τj)κl(τ
′
l ) e
−i ω(τj−τ ′

l )G+
jl

[
xj(τj), xl(τ

′
l )
]
, (10)

with G+
jl[xj(τj), xl(τ

′
l )] denoting the positive frequency Wightman function between the field modes at xj(τj) and

xl(τ
′
l ). From the expression of Eq. (10), one can observe that Fjj denotes the single probe response functions, while

Fjl with j ̸= l is due to the correlation between different probes. We respectively call them auto and cross-transition
probabilities. Here, we would also like to mention that for certain switching functions, it is convenient to deal with
the rates of these transition probabilities. In particular, we define the generalized rate of these transition probabilities
as

Rjl(ω) =
Fjl(ω)

T̃
(11a)

and, R(ω) =
1

µ2

Γ(ω)

T̃
; (11b)

It should be noted that for eternal switching κ(τ) = 1, the above denominator T̃ = limT→∞(1/2)
∫ T

−T ds. At the same
time, for Gaussian switching the above quantity is T̃ = (1/2)

∫∞
−∞ ds e−s

2/(2T 2) = T
√
π/2, see [39]. We should also

mention that the rate defined in Eq. (11a) corresponds to the individual auto and cross transition probabilities. At
the same time, the rate defined in Eq. (11b) correspond to the collective transition probability.

In the scenario, when we have three probes, there can be four collective eigen-states of the probe Hamiltonian HD.
These states are respectively |g⟩, |Ω−n ⟩, |Ω+

n ⟩, and |e⟩ with energies (−3ω0/2), (−ω0/2), ω0/2, and 3ω0/2. In particular,
the states |g⟩ = |gA⟩ ⊗ |gB⟩ ⊗ |gC⟩ and |e⟩ = |eA⟩ ⊗ |eB⟩ ⊗ |eC⟩ are non-degenerate and denote the collective ground
and the excited states of the three probe system. One can also notice that these states, |g⟩ and |e⟩, are separable in
terms of individual probe states. At the same time, the states |Ω−n ⟩ and |Ω+

n ⟩ contain four degenerate eigen-states
each. We included the n in their subscript to denote four different values corresponding to these four degenerate
states. The states |Ω−n ⟩ and |Ω+

n ⟩ are given by the compact form,
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FIG. 1: In the above figure, we have depicted the energy levels of the collective quantum states for a system of three entangled
atomic probes through a schematic diagram. All the permissible transitions between different energy levels are also highlighted
in this figure. As previously mentioned, one can note that the separable states, i.e., the collective ground |g⟩ and excited |e⟩
states, have no degeneracies. At the same time, the entangled states |Ω−

n ⟩ are degenerate in their energy eigenvalues. Similarly,
the entangled states |Ω+

n ⟩ are also degenerate in their energy eigenvalues. From this figure, one can notice that the transitions
from the state |e⟩ to |Ω−

n ⟩ and |g⟩ are not possible and vice versa. Similarly, the transition from the state |Ω+
n ⟩ to |g⟩ and its

reverse are not possible.

|Ω−n ⟩ =
1√
3

[
|gA⟩ ⊗ |gB⟩ ⊗ |eC⟩+ (−1)b1 |gA⟩ ⊗ |eB⟩ ⊗ |gC⟩+ (−1)b2 |eA⟩ ⊗ |gB⟩ ⊗ |gC⟩

]
, (12a)

|Ω+
n ⟩ =

1√
3

[
|eA⟩ ⊗ |eB⟩ ⊗ |gC⟩+ (−1)b1 |eA⟩ ⊗ |gB⟩ ⊗ |eC⟩+ (−1)b2 |gA⟩ ⊗ |eB⟩ ⊗ |eC⟩

]
, (12b)

where

b1 = (n− 1) mod 2 , (13a)

b2 =

⌊
n− 1

2

⌋
; (13b)

with ⌊ ⌋ signifying the floor function.
One can obtain the expectation values of the monopole moment operators for the transition from |Ω−1 ⟩ to |g⟩ as

mj = (1/
√
3), (1/

√
3), (1/

√
3), where the three values respectively correspond to j being A, B, or C signifying different

probes. For the transition from |Ω−2 ⟩ to |g⟩ as mj = (1/
√
3), (−1/

√
3), (1/

√
3), and for the transition from |Ω−3 ⟩ to |g⟩

as mj = (1/
√
3), (1/

√
3), (−1/

√
3). Finally for the transition from |Ω−4 ⟩ to |g⟩ as mj = (1/

√
3), (−1/

√
3), (−1/

√
3).

The energy levels and the permissible transitions among them for three entangled probes are depicted in Fig. 1. With
the help of these monopole moment expectation values and Eq. (11b) one can get the general expressions for the
collective transition probability rates for transitions from |Ω−n ⟩ to |g⟩ as

R|Ω−
n ⟩→|g⟩(ω) =

1

3

[ C∑
j=A

Rjj + (−1)b1RAB←→
+ (−1)b2RAC←→

+ (−1)b1+b2RBC←→

]
, (14)

where R jl←→
= Rjl +Rlj and b1, b2 are same as defined before.

In our subsequent analysis, we shall use these generalized expressions to obtain the final forms of the collective
transitions corresponding to different scenarios.

III. RADIATIVE PROCESS OF STATIC QUANTUM PROBES

In this section, we consider probe configurations where all the probes are static and investigate the radiative process.
In particular, we consider a generalized static three-probe set-up, i.e., the positions of the probes can be from coaxial
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FIG. 2: We present a schematic diagram for three probes A, B, and C that are static. The distances between these probes are
respectively dAB , dBC , and dAC . The angle formed between dAB and dAC is θ. By varying these parameters of three distances
and the angle one gets all possible probe configurations.

to the vertices of a triangle with variable arm length. We would like to mention that we will consider both the eternal
and Gaussian switching scenarios for the understanding of the radiative process. In the subsequent analysis, we will
first evaluate the auto and cross-transition probabilities, i.e., Fjj and Fjl respectively. Then we will talk about the
collective transition probabilities.

First, we consider three static probes as depicted in Fig. 2. The distances between the probes are parametrized
by dAB , dAC , and d

BC
. In a similar fashion one can also parametrize these distances in terms of dAB , dAC , and the

angle θ, where the previous d
BC

is given by dBC = (d2AB + d2AC − 2dABdAC cos θ)−1/2. We also consider the probes to
be in the entangled state |Ω−n ⟩, and find the transition probabilities for the transition to the collective ground state
|g⟩. The probe trajectories are given by

tA = τA , xA = 0 ; (15a)

tB = τB , xB = dAB = dAB d̂B ; (15b)

tC = τC , xC = dAC = dAC d̂C . (15c)

where d̂ is the corresponding unit vector. For a single static probe, the Wightman function in Eq. (15) for j = l is
given by

G+
jj(τj , τ

′
j) = − 1

4π2

1

(τj − τ ′j − iϵ)2

= − 1

4π2

1

(uj − iϵ)2
, (16)

where, uj = τj − τ ′j whereas, when j ̸= l, the Wightman function for static probes will be

G+
jl(τj , τ

′
l ) = − 1

4π2

1

(τj − τ ′l − iϵ)2 − d2jl

= − 1

4π2

1

(ujl − iϵ)2 − d2jl
, (17)

where, ujl = τj − τ ′l , and djl is the separation between the jth and lth probe.
From the above expressions, we observed that both the Wightman functions are time translational invariant. Thus,

they were written in a form reflective of this invariance, considering a change of variables to either uj or ujl. In our
subsequent analysis, we will be using these expressions to obtain the auto and cross transition probabilities.

A. Eternal switching

In this part, we consider the eternal switching scenario with the window function given by κ(τj) = 1, i.e., the probes
interact with the background field for infinite time. Then with the help of Eqs. (10) and (11a), and for j = l the rate
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of auto-correlation Rjj(ω), which denote the rates of individual probe transition probabilities, will be

Rjj(ω) = − 1

4π2

∫ ∞
−∞

duj
e−iωuj

(uj − iϵ)2

= −Θ(−ω) ω
2π

. (18)

On the other hand, when j ̸= l, again we take the help of Eqs. (10) and (11a). Then the rate of Fjl(ω) that denotes
the cross correlation term will be

Rjl(ω) = − 1

4π2

∫ ∞
−∞

du
e−iωu

(u− iϵ)2 − d2jl

= −Θ(−ω)
2π djl

sin (ω djl) . (19)

We should note that in the limit of djl → 0 one shall get back the Rjj(ω) result from Eq. (18) using the limit
limx→0 sincx = 1 of the sinc (= sinx/x) function.

1. Collective transition probability rates and their characteristics

In this part of the section, we present the expressions for the collective transition probability rates for transitions
from the state |Ω−n ⟩ to |g⟩, i.e., for de-excitations to the ground state from the excited state |Ω−n ⟩. It is to be noted
that there are no transitions permissible from the collective excited state |e⟩ to the collective ground state |g⟩, or
from the states |Ω+

n ⟩ to |g⟩. With the help of Eqs. (11a) and (14), one can get the rate of these collective transition
probabilities. In particular, the total transition rates for transitions from different |Ω−n ⟩ states to the ground state |g⟩
will be in the compact form,

R|Ω−
n ⟩→|g⟩ = −Θ(−ω)

2π

[
ω +

2

3

{
(−1)b1

sin (ω dAB)

dAB
+ (−1)b2

sin (ω dAC)

dAC
+ (−1)b1+b2

sin (ω dBC)

dBC

}]
(20)

where, b1 and b2 is the same definition as given in Eq. (13).
In the above expressions of the transition probabilities, let us consider θ to be the angle between the vectors dAB and

dAC , representing the displacement vectors of the probes B and C from A. One can also visualize this configuration
from Fig. 2. In this scenario, one can express the distance dBC as dBC = (d2AB + d2AC − 2dABdAC cos θ)1/2. Then, it
is to be noted that one can move from one probe configuration to another by changing θ.

For probes sitting on the vertices of an equilateral triangle, we have dAB = dAC = dBC . We denote this separation
to be d, i.e., dAB = dAC = dBC = d. In this scenario, the above expressions get simplified. In particular, we will have
the collective transition probability rates to be

R|Ω−
1 ⟩→|g⟩(ω) = −Θ(−ω)

2π

[
ω +

2 sin (ω d)

d

]
, (21a)

R|Ω−
2,3,4⟩→|g⟩(ω) = −Θ(−ω)

2π

[
ω − 2

3

sin (ω d)

d

]
. (21b)

where, R|Ω−
2,3,4⟩→|g⟩(ω) =⇒ R|Ω−

2 ⟩→|g⟩(ω) = R|Ω−
3 ⟩→|g⟩(ω) = R|Ω−

4 ⟩→|g⟩(ω). One can observe that in this scenario,

the transition from the states |Ω−2 ⟩, |Ω−3 ⟩, and |Ω−4 ⟩ are equal. In Fig. 3, top-left, we have plotted the collective
transition probability rates when the probes are sitting on the vertices of an equilateral triangle. From this figure,
we observe that as the magnitude of the probe energy gap or the separation between the probes increases, all the
transition probabilities tend to reach a single fixed value.

In Fig. 3, top-right, we have also plotted the collective transition probability rates when the probes are kept
equidistant on a straight line. In this scenario, we have considered 2dAC = 2dBC = dAB = 2d and θ = 0, i.e., the
probe C is placed middle of the probes A and B on a straight line. We obtain the expressions for the transition
probability rates as

R|Ω−
1 ⟩→|g⟩(ω) = −Θ(−ω)

2π

[
ω +

4

3

sin (ω d)

d
+

1

3

sin (2ω d)

d

]
, (22a)
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FIG. 3: Top-left: We have plotted the collective transition probability rates R|Ω−
n ⟩→|g⟩(ω) as functions of the dimensionless

probe energy gap |ω|d for a scenario where the three probes are stationed at the three vertices of an equilateral triangle. In this
scenario, the transition rates from the states |Ω−

2 ⟩, |Ω
−
3 ⟩, and |Ω−

4 ⟩ are the same. Top-right: We have plotted the collective
transition probability rates R|Ω−

n ⟩→|g⟩(ω) as functions of the dimensionless probe energy gap |ω|d when the probes are stationed
equidistant on a straight line. In this scenario, we have considered dAB = 2 dAC , and here the transition probability rates from
the states |Ω−

2 ⟩ and |Ω−
4 ⟩ are the same. From these plots, one can observe that as the energy gap or the separation between the

probes increases, the different transition probability rates tend to reach a fixed value. Bottom-left: The collective transition
probabilities are plotted as functions of the angle θ between the vectors dAB and dAC for |ω| dAB = 1 = |ω| dAC . From this
plot, one can confirm that when θ = π/3 or θ = 5π/3, i.e., when the probes are at the vertices of an equilateral triangle,
the transition probability rates from the states |Ω−

2 ⟩, |Ω
−
3 ⟩, and |Ω−

4 ⟩ become equal. Bottom-right: The collective transition
probabilities are plotted as functions of the angle θ between the vectors dAB and dAC for |ω| dAB = 1 = 2 |ω| dAC . From this
plot, we confirm that when θ = 0 or θ = 2π, i.e., when the probes are on a straight line placed equidistant, the transition
probability rates from the states |Ω−

2 ⟩ and |Ω−
4 ⟩ become equal. We would like to mention that all of the above plots in this

figure are obtained for eternal switching κ(τj) = 1.

R|Ω−
2,4⟩→|g⟩(ω) = −Θ(−ω)

2π

[
ω − 1

3

sin (2ω d)

d

]
, (22b)

R|Ω−
3 ⟩→|g⟩(ω) = −Θ(−ω)

2π

[
ω − 4

3

sin (ω d)

d
+

1

3

sin (2ω d)

d

]
. (22c)

Here, the transitions from the states |Ω−2 ⟩ and |Ω−4 ⟩ are equal, which is also reflected in the plots from Fig. 3. From
this figure one can notice another feature that the transitions from the states |Ω−2 ⟩, |Ω−3 ⟩, and |Ω−4 ⟩ become equal
when d goes to zero, which can be corroborated by taking the limit d → 0 in the expressions of Eq. (22). In Fig.
3, bottom-left and bottom-right, we have plotted the collective transition probability rates as functions of the angle
θ. On left we have considered dAB = dAC to reproduce the observations of equilateral triangle configuration when
θ = π/3 or θ = 5π/3. On the right, we have considered dAB = 2dAC to reproduce the observations of equidistant on
a straight line configuration when θ = 0. Our observations suggest that as one moves from one probe configuration
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to another, the qualitative features in the collective transition probability rates corresponding to different entangled
states change, which is evident from our plots with respect to θ. An important point to note is that, even though the
|Ω−n ⟩ state is degenerate, this degeneracy is not reflected in the transition probabilities from |Ω−n ⟩ to the ground state
and it depends on the configuration of the probes. In other words, the probe configuration determines whether the
transition probability from each transition can be distinguished in the radiative process.

B. Finite Gaussian switching

In this part of the section, we investigate the radiative process of static probes that interact with the background
field through Gaussian switching function, i.e., κ(τ) = e−τ

2/T 2

. In this regard, we shall utilize the Wightman functions
as mentioned in Eqs. (16) and (17). The evaluation of the auto-transition probabilities Fjj(ω), and more specifically
the rate of them Rjj(ω), is straightforward, and is available in the literature, see [58]. Therefore, we will not provide
the derivation in the main text of the work, and we have provided it to the Appendix, see Appendix A. In particular,
for Gaussian switching the auto transition rate can be obtained to be

Rjj(ω) =
1

(2π)3/2T

[
e−ω

2 T 2/2 −
√
π

2
T ωErfc

(
ω T√
2

)]
,

(23)

where we have utilized the definition of transition rate from Eq. 11a and the expression of the auto-transition
probability from Eq. (A3).

On the other hand, in a similar manner, one can proceed to find the cross transition probabilities. In particular,
with the help of Eq. (10) one can get the Fjl(ω) for Gaussian switching as

Fjl(ω) = − 1

4π2

∫ ∞
−∞

dτj

∫ ∞
−∞

dτl
e−iω(τj−τl)e−

(τ2
j +τ2

l )

T2

(τj − τl − iϵ)2 − d2jl
,

(24)

We consider a change of variables ujl = τj − τl, and sjl = τj + τl, as well as the definition of the transition probability
rate from Eq. (11b). Then after integrating over sjl in Eq. (24), we shall get the expression of Rjl(ω) as

Rjl(ω) = − 1

4π2 T
√
2π

∫ ∞
−∞

dujl
e−i ω ujle−u

2
jl/(2T

2)

(ujl − iϵ)2 − d2jl
. (25)

In the previous expression, we have utilized the integral representation of Eq. (A2a). Whereas, the ujl integration
can be conducted by representing the Gaussian function as e−u

2
jl/(2T

2) = (T/
√
2π)

∫∞
−∞ dξ ei ξ ujl−ξ2 T 2/2. Then, the

final result looks like

Rjl(ω) = − i

8π djl
e−iω djl−d2

jl/(2T
2)

[
Erfc

(
ωT√
2
− i djl√

2T

)
−e2i ωdjl Erfc

(
ωT√
2
+
i djl√
2T

)]
. (26)

This expression of Rjl(ω) in the limit of djl → 0 results in the exact expression of Rjj(ω) from Eq. (23) of the previous
analysis. It is to be noted that the rate Rjl(ω) = Fjl(ω)/(T

√
π/2) is obtained from Fjl(ω) by dividing it by the sjl

integral part, which is (1/2)
∫∞
−∞ dsjl e

−s2jl/(2T 2) = (T
√
π/2).

1. Collective transition probability rates and their characteristics

In this part of the section, we provide the expressions for the collective transition probability rates and investigate
their characteristics for the Gaussian switching scenario. By putting the expressions of Rjj(ω) and Rjl(ω) from Eqs.
(23) and (26) in Eq. (14) one can get the expressions for the collective transition probability rates for transitions from
|Ω−n ⟩ to |g⟩. Like the eternal switching scenario, here also one can observe that for probes fixed on the vertices of an
equilateral triangle of arm length d, the transitions from the states |Ω−2 ⟩, |Ω−3 ⟩, and |Ω−4 ⟩ are equal. In particular, for
Gaussian switching their expressions will be
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FIG. 4: Top-left: We have plotted the collective transition probability rates R|Ω−
n ⟩→|g⟩(ω) as functions of the dimensionless

probe energy gap |ω|d for a scenario where the three probes are stationed at the three vertices of an equilateral triangle and
for Gaussian switching. Here also, like the eternal switching scenario, the transition rates from the states |Ω−

2 ⟩, |Ω−
3 ⟩, and

|Ω−
4 ⟩ are equal. We have provided two sets of plots corresponding to fixed |ω|T = 10 and |ω|T = 2. One can observe that

with decreasing T , the damping-like effect in the collective transition rate is larger. Top-right: We have plotted the collective
transition probability rates as functions of the dimensionless probe energy gap |ω|d when the probes are stationed equidistant
on a straight line. We have considered dAB = 2 dAC , and here the transition probability rates from the states |Ω−

2 ⟩ and |Ω−
4 ⟩

are the same. From these plots, one can also observe that as T increases, we encounter fewer ripples in the collective transition
probability rate, and all these rates reach a single fixed value for a smaller value of d as compared to the situation of larger T .
Bottom-left: The collective transition probability rates are plotted as functions of the dimensionless switching time |ω|T for
|ω|dAB = 1 = 2|ω|dAC and θ = π. Bottom-right: The collective transition probability rates are plotted as functions of the
dimensionless switching time |ω|T for |ω|dAB = 10 = 2|ω|dAC and θ = π. From the bottom-left and bottom-right plots, we
observe that for very low switching time (|ω|T < 1), all the transition probability rates increase with decreasing T . We also
observe that for |ω|T ≥ 2, this feature is not the same for all the probability rates. All of these above plots in this figure are
obtained for Gaussian switching of κ(τj) = e−τ2

j /T2

.

R|Ω−
1 ⟩→|g⟩(ω) =

1

(2π)T

[
1√
2π

{
e−ω

2 T 2/2 −
√
π

2
T ωErfc

(
ω T√
2

)}
− i

2 d
e−iω d−d2/(2T 2)

{
Erfc

(
ωT√
2
− i d√

2T

)
− e2i ωd Erfc

(
ωT√
2
+

i d√
2T

)}]
, (27a)

R|Ω−
2 ⟩→|g⟩(ω) =

1

(2π)T

[
1√
2π

{
e−ω

2 T 2/2 −
√
π

2
T ωErfc

(
ω T√
2

)}
+

i

6 d
e−iω d−d2/(2T 2)

{
Erfc

(
ωT√
2
− i d√

2T

)
− e2i ωd Erfc

(
ωT√
2
+

i d√
2T

)}]
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= R|Ω−
3 ⟩→|g⟩(ω) = R|Ω−

4 ⟩→|g⟩(ω) . (27b)

In Fig. 4, top-left, we have plotted this collective transition probability rates as functions of the dimensionless energy
gap |ω|d, for probes on the vertices of an equilateral triangle. Our observations suggest that with Gaussian switching
the ripples in these probability rates become lesser and lesser as one decreases the switching time T . This observation
is also verified in the top-right plot of Fig. 4, where we have plotted the transition probability rates for probes
equidistant on a straight line. It is to be noted that in the latter scenario, the transitions from the states |Ω−2 ⟩ and
|Ω−4 ⟩ are equal, much like the eternal switching scenario. In Fig. 4, bottom-left and bottom-right, we have also plotted
the transition probability rates as functions of the dimensionless switching time |ω|T . From these plots we observed
that for very low switching time (|ω|T < 1), all the transition probability rates increase with decreasing T . We also
observe that for |ω|T ≥ 2, this feature is not the same for all the probability rates.

IV. RADIATIVE PROCESS OF PROBES IN INERTIAL MOTION

In a situation for probes moving with uniform velocities, their relative motions will play a crucial role in providing
different results compared to the previous static case. In this regard, we consider probe A to be static and the other
two probes in relatively uniform velocities. If τj be the proper time corresponding to the jth probe then these probe
trajectories are described by

tA = τA , xA = 0 ; (28a)

tB =
τB√
1− v2

B

, xB = dAB +
vB τB√
1− v2

B

; (28b)

tC =
τC√
1− v2C

, xC = dAC +
vC τC√
1− v2C

. (28c)

Here we have considered that probe B and C respectively have velocities vB and vC . At τB = 0, probe B is stationed
at distance dAB on the x−axis. On the other hand, at τC = 0, the probe C is stationed at a distance dAC from A,
which is a constant vector.

The different Wightman functions relevant for the estimation of the radiative process can be obtained from the
generic form,

G+
jl = − 1

4π2

1

(tj − tl − i ϵ)2 − |xj − xl|2
. (29)

When j = l, the spatial separation between the probes will become |xj − x′j | = vj γj(τj − τ ′j). Naturally, for
probe A this quantity vanishes as the velocity is zero in this case. We have the spatial separation between the
probes A and B as |xB − xA|2 = x2B + x2A − 2xB .xA = d2AB + v2

B γ
2
B τ

2
B + 2 γB τB d1.vB . The spatial separation

between probe A and C is obtained in a similar manner and is the same as the previous expression with only the
difference of subscript B replaced by C. On the other hand, the spatial separation between probes B and C is
|xB − xC |2 = |dAB − dAC |2 + |γB τB vB − γC τC vC |2 + 2 (dAB − dAC).(γB τB vB − γC τC vC).

A. Eternal switching

We proceed to evaluate FAA(ω), more specifically RAA(ω) denoting the transition probability rate for eternal
switching, i.e., κ(τ) = 1. Here one can take help from Eq. (18) of static probes and obtain the same result as probe
A is at rest. Let us now evaluate FBB(ω) and FCC(ω), which should have similar expressions as the Wightman
functions have similar expressions in these scenarios. For instance, we consider a change of variables sB = τB + τ ′B
and uB = τB − τ ′B and proceed to evaluate FBB(ω),

FBB(ω) = − 1

8π2

∫ ∞
−∞

dsB

∫ ∞
−∞

duB
e−i ω uB

{γB(1 + vB)uB − i ϵ} {γB(1− vB)uB − i ϵ} . (30)

The above integrand has two pole both in the upper half complex plane. Therefore, the above integral is non-vanishing
only when ω < 0. The final result after taking the residues carefully, see Appendix B, will be

FBB(ω) = −ωΘ(−ω)
4π

∫ ∞
−∞

dsB , (31)
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which motivates one to define a transition probability rate as RBB(ω)(ω) = −ωΘ(−ω)/(4π). The expression for
RCC(ω) corresponding to probe C can be similarly obtained.

Now we evaluate FAB(ω), which utilizes the Green’s function GAB . One can notice that from the expression of
FAB(ω) the expression of FAC can be easily estimated by replacing B with C. We consider a change of variables
sAB = τA + τB and uAB = τA − τB . Then the expression of FAB becomes

FAB(ω) = − 1

8π2

∫ ∞
−∞

dsAB

∫ ∞
−∞

duAB
e−i uAB ω

∆AB(uAB , sAB)

(32a)

where,

∆AB(uAB , sAB) =
1

4

[
− 4d2AB + 4γB dAB vB(uAB − sAB) cosϕB +

{
(1 + γB)uAB + (1− γB)sAB − 2iϵ

}2

−γ2Bv2
B(uAB − sAB)

2
]
. (33)

In the above expression, ϕB is the angle between dAB and vB . Here, the integrand is not time translationally invariant,
which is evident from its dependence on sAB . Therefore, one cannot define a general rate of transition probability in
this scenario. Moreover, one can evaluate the above integral numerically and see that for arbitrary nonzero velocity
vB , the integral remains finite. If we proceed to evaluate the rate of this cross-transition RAB(ω) = FAB(ω)/T̃

following (11a), we will have to divide FAB(ω) with an infinite quantity as T̃ = limT→∞(1/2)
∫ T

−T ds. Naturally, the
cross-transition probability rate RAB(ω), and in a similar manner RAC(ω), will vanish when the probe B (or C) has
a nonzero velocity. Note that this situation will change if vB → 0 (or vC → 0), as one can see from Eq. (32a),
in this scenario, the integral becomes independent of sAB and a non-vanishing rate of transition probability can be
defined. However, vB → 0 or vC → 0 corresponds to the static probe case, which is already studied in our previous
section and is of no interest in the present context. Therefore, we take vB ̸= 0 and vC ̸= 0, and this means that the
cross-transition probability rates RAB(ω) and RAC(ω) vanish.

We now evaluate FBC(ω), and to evaluate it we consider the Wightman function connecting two spacetime events
between probes B and C. In particular, the expression of this integral is

FBC(ω) = − 1

4π2

∫ ∞
−∞

dτB

∫ ∞
−∞

dτC
e−i ω (τB−τC)

∆BC(τB , τC)
(34)

where,

∆BC(τB , τC) = (γBτB − γCτC − i ϵ)2 − |dAB − dAC |2 − |γB τB vB − γC τC vC |2
−2 (dAB − dAC).(γB τB vB − γC τC vC) , (35a)

which becomes time translational invariant only when vB = vC . In this particular situation γB = γC and unlike the
previous case we do not have to choose a zero-velocity situation, and we can define the transition probability rate.
When vB = vC , we have this cross-correlation term, with a change of variables sBC = τB + τC and uBC = τB − τC ,
given by

FBC(ω) = − 1

8π2

∫ ∞
−∞

dsBC

∫ ∞
−∞

duBC
e−i ω uBC

∆BC(uBC , sBC)
,

(36)

where,

∆BC(uBC , sBC) = (γ uBC − iϵ)2 −
(
d2BC + γ2 v2 u2BC+

2γ v dBC uBC cosϕBC) ; (37)

where |dAB − dAC | = dBC , vB = vC = v, γB = γC = γ, and ϕBC is the angle between (dAB − dAC) = dBC and v.
The above integrand has two poles in the upper half complex plane. Therefore, one must have ω < 0 to obtain any
nonzero residue. After carefully finding the residues one obtains the final expression as

FBC(ω) = −Θ(−ω)
4π

ei ω
√

d2
γ−d2

BC sin (ωdγBC)

dγ

∫ ∞
−∞

dsBC .
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FIG. 5: On the left, we have plotted the collective transition probability rates R|Ω−
n ⟩→|g⟩(ω) as functions of the dimensionless

probe energy gap ω dBC for v = 0.5 and ϕBC = π/2. At the same time, on the right, the collective transition probability
rates are plotted as functions of the dimensionless probe energy gap ω dBC for v = 0.5 and ϕBC = 0. It is to be noted
that ϕBC denotes the angle between the direction of velocity v of the probes (B and C) and dBC . In the above plots, the
red curves correspond to the transition probability rates R|Ω−

1 ⟩→|g⟩(ω) and R|Ω−
4 ⟩→|g⟩(ω), which happens to be equal in this

scenario. While the blue curves correspond to the transition probability rates R|Ω−
2 ⟩→|g⟩(ω) and R|Ω−

3 ⟩→|g⟩(ω), which are the
same. From both the above plots, one can notice that the different maxima or minima corresponding to the red curves appear
when the blue curves have minima or maxima, respectively. However, there is a distinguishing difference between the two.
For instance, for ϕBC = π/2, the red and blue curves do not overlap each other at their maxima or minima. In contrast, for
ϕBC = 0, the red and blue curves overlap at some of their maxima or minima.

(38)

where, dγ = γ dBC

√
1− v2 sin2 ϕBC . From the above expression, one can define the rate of cross transi-

tion as RBC(ω) = FBC(ω)/
{ ∫∞
−∞ ds

}
. When ϕBC = π/2, the expression of RBC(ω) reduces to RBC(ω) =

−Θ(−ω) sin (ω dBC) /(4π dBC). Therefore, the cross transition becomes independent of the v, when the probes
are in uniform velocity (v) along a direction perpendicular to the separation between B and C. At the same time, for
ϕBC = 0, the expression of the cross transition rate becomes RBC(ω) = −Θ(−ω) sin (ω γ dBC) e

i γ v dBCω/(4π γ dBC) .
Contrary to the previous expression, this expression depends on the velocity v of the B and C probes.

It is to be noted that one can obtain the expression of RCB(ω) is a similar manner, which is the cross transition
probability rate corresponding to probes C and B. In that case the only change in RCB(ω), as compared to RBC(ω),
arrives due to the angle ϕCB between (dAC − dAB) = dCB and v. One can notice that this angle is related to ϕBC

through the relation ϕCB = π − ϕBC . Then with the help of Eq. (38) we will have the expression of RCB(ω) as

RBC(ω) = −Θ(−ω)
4π

e−i ω
√

d2
γ−d2

BC sin (ωdγ)

dγBC
,

= R∗BC(ω) . (39)

The previous expression implies that RCB(ω) and RBC(ω) are complex conjugate to each other. Therefore, the total
transition probability rate, which is obtained from a sum over all possible Rjl(ω) (with j and l being either A, B, or
C), remains a real quantity. Here, we would like to mention that by putting these expressions of Rjl(ω) in Eq. (14)
one can get the collective transitions probability rates R|Ω−

n ⟩→|g⟩(ω) in this scenario, corresponding to the transitions
from |Ω−n ⟩ to |g⟩.

1. Collective transition probability rates and their characteristics

We have observed that for eternal switching and when the probes B and C are in uniform velocity, the only
cross-correlation rates that influence the collective transition rates are the RBC and RCB . With this information
and with the help of Eq. (14) one can get the collective transitions probability rates R|Ω−

n ⟩→|g⟩(ω) in this scenario,
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FIG. 6: On the left, we have plotted the collective transition probability rates R|Ω−
n ⟩→|g⟩(ω) as functions of the velocity v of the

probes B and C for fixed dimensionless probe energy gap ω dBC = 2.5 and ϕBC = 0. It is to be noted that we only considered
the ϕBC = 0 case as the ϕBC = π/2 scenario is v independent. On the right, we have plotted R|Ω−

n ⟩→|g⟩(ω) as functions
of ϕBC for fixed dimensionless energy gap ω dBC = 2.5 and v = 0.5. Here also the red curves correspond to the collective
transition probability rates R|Ω−

1 ⟩→|g⟩(ω) and R|Ω−
4 ⟩→|g⟩(ω). At the same time, the blue curves correspond to R|Ω−

2 ⟩→|g⟩(ω)

and R|Ω−
3 ⟩→|g⟩(ω). From the above plots, one can observe that as the velocity increases and reaches ultra-relativistic, the

distinct transition rates tend to converge to a specific value. At the same time, as ϕBC varies, we periodically get back the
same features for the red and the blue curves. Specifically, we get back the same features for a π change in the value of ϕBC .

corresponding to the transitions from |Ω−n ⟩ to |g⟩ in a simplified form as

R|Ω−
1 ⟩→|g⟩(ω) = R|Ω−

4 ⟩→|g⟩(ω) =
1

3

[ C∑
j=A

Rjj +RBC←→

]
,

(40a)

R|Ω−
2 ⟩→|g⟩(ω) = R|Ω−

3 ⟩→|g⟩(ω) =
1

3

[ C∑
j=A

Rjj −RBC←→

]
.

(40b)

From the above expressions, it is evident that in this scenario R|Ω−
1 ⟩→|g⟩(ω) and R|Ω−

4 ⟩→|g⟩(ω) are equal and similarly,
R|Ω−

2 ⟩→|g⟩(ω) and R|Ω−
3 ⟩→|g⟩(ω) are equal. This is depicted in the plots for the collective transition probability rates

in Figs. 5 and 6.
In particular, in Fig. 5 the collective transition probability rates R|Ω−

n ⟩→|g⟩(ω) are plotted as functions of the
dimensionless energy gap |ω| dBC for different values of ϕBC on left and right. From these plots, we observed that
as the frequency ω or the separation dBC between the probes B and C increases, the red and blue curves tend to
reach the same fixed value. We also observed that in both scenarios, the different maxima or minima corresponding
to the red curves appear when the blue curves have minima or maxima. However, the left and right scenarios have a
certain distinction in their features. Specifically, on the left for ϕBC = π/2, the red and blue curves do not overlap
each other at their maxima or minima. In contrast, on the right for ϕBC = 0, the red and blue curves overlap each
other at some of their maxima or minima.

In Fig. 6, we plotted the collective transition probability rates a functions of the velocity v and angle ϕBC . From
the plot for velocity, it is clear that as the velocity becomes ultra-relativistic, the transition rates converge to a specific
value. At the same time, we observed periodic features in the collective transition probability rates as ϕBC varies. In
particular, with a change of π in the value of ϕBC , one can get periodic features in the transition probability rates.

B. Finite Gaussian switching

Next, we consider a finite Gaussian switching function κ(τj) = e−τ
2
j /T

2

to estimate the transition rate of the
entangled system with probes B and C in uniform velocities. The evaluation of the auto transition probability rate
for the probe A should be the same as provided in Eq. (23) as this probe remains static. On the other hand, let
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us explicitly evaluate the quantities FBB(ω), FAB(ω), and FBC(ω), which in turn will also provide the quantities
FCC(ω), FAC(ω), and FCB(ω).

First, we consider the evaluation of FBB(ω). For the explicit evaluation of FBB(ω) see Appendix C, and after
evaluation its expression is

FBB(ω) =
1

4π

[
e−ω

2T 2/2 − T ω

√
π

2
Erfc

(
T ω√
2

)]
, (41)

which is the same as the one obtained without velocity. Therefore, whether static or with uniform velocity, single
probe response, i.e., auto-correlation, remains to be the same. In contrast, the cross-correlation can distinguish the
effects due to uniform velocity as compared to a static probe.

Second, let us focus on the evaluation of FAB(ω). This cross-correlation term can be expressed using a change
of variables sAB = τA + τB and uAB = τA − τB . Moreover, we utilize the expression of the Fourier transform
e−u

2
AB/(2T 2) = (T/

√
2π)

∫∞
−∞ dξ ei ξuAB−ξ2T 2/2, and express FAB as

FAB(ω) = − T

8π2
√
2π

∫ ∞
−∞

dsAB

∫ ∞
−∞

dξ

∫ ∞
−∞

duAB
ei(ξ−ω)uAB−(ξ2T 4+s2AB)/(2T 2)

∆AB(uAB , sAB)
. (42)

The expression of ∆AB(uAB , sAB) can be obtained from Eq. (33). In Eq. (42), the uAB and then the ξ integrations
can be analytically carried out. After that, one can perform the sAB integration numerically to obtain the final result,
which is finite. We would like to mention that though we have the expression of FAB(ω) from Eq. (42) after the uAB

and ξ integrations, we will not express it explicitly in our manuscript as it is too cumbersome. Here, we would also
like to mention that we have checked its expression in the limit of vB → 0, which results in the expression given by
Eq. (26) corresponding to the static probe scenario.

Next, to evaluate the cross-correlation FBC(ω) we consider the specific scenario of vB = vC , which simplifies the
calculations to some extent and also helps us compare the results with the eternal switching scenario. Using a change
of variables sBC = τB + τC and uBC = τB − τC and the Fourier transform of the Gaussian factor, we express

FBC(ω) = − T

8π2
√
2π

∫ ∞
−∞

dsBC

∫ ∞
−∞

dξ

∫ ∞
−∞

duBC
ei (ξ−ω)uBC e−(ξ

2T 4+s2BC)/(2T 2)

∆BC(uBC , sBC)
, (43)

where the expression of ∆BC(uBC , sBC) can be obtained from Eq. (37). Here also the procedure to obtain the final
expression is to integrate over uBC first. Then one will have to carefully carry out the integrations over ξ and sBC

respectively. Unlike the evaluation of FAB , in this scenario, we could obtain an exact analytical expression for FBC .
Although this expression is a bit cumbersome to look at, and we have relegated it to the Appendix, see Eq. (D1) in
Appendix D.

1. Collective transition probability rates and their characteristics

In this part of the section, we discuss characteristics of the collective transition probability rates R|Ω−
n ⟩→|g⟩(ω)

corresponding to probes B and C in uniform velocity and for Gaussian switching function. One can obtain these
collective transition probability rates by putting the values of Fjl(ω) as obtained numerically from Eqs (41), (42),
(43) and using Eqs. (11) and (14). To understand the effects of finite window function as compared to the eternal
switching, we will consider parameter values that facilitate the comparison with Fig. 5. In this regard, we have
considered dAB = dAC = d and θ = π/3, i.e., the positions of the probes at τ = 0 are at the vertices of an equilateral
triangle. We have also considered ϕB = π/2, ϕC = π/2, and vB = vC = v. With the help of the transition coefficients
from Eqs. (41), (42), and (43), and the general expression for the collective transition probability rates (14), one can
obtain the transition probability rates for transitions from |Ω−n ⟩ to |g⟩.

In Fig. 7, top-panel, we plotted these collective transition probability rates as functions of the dimensionless energy
gap |ω|d for ϕBC = π/2 and ϕBC = 0, respectively. These plots resemble the ones with eternal switching, such as
the transitions from |Ω−2 ⟩ and |Ω−3 ⟩ are equal. However, contrary to eternal switching the transitions from |Ω−1 ⟩ and
|Ω−4 ⟩ are not the same, though they tend to reach similar values if the switching time is made large. In Fig. 7, in
bottom-panel, we have plotted the collective transition probability rates as functions of the dimensionless switching
time |ω|T and velocity v respectively. From the bottom-left plot also one can observe that for large switching time
(|ω|T ∼ 20), the transitions from the states become quantitatively and qualitatively similar.
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FIG. 7: Top-left: We have plotted the collective transition probability rates R|Ω−
n ⟩→|g⟩(ω) as functions of the dimensionless

probe energy gap |ω|d for a scenario where the three probes initial positions are at the three vertices of an equilateral triangle
and for Gaussian switching. We have considered a scenario where dAB = d = dAC , θ = π/3, v = 0.5, ϕBC = π/2, and
|ω|T = 10. Top-right: We have plotted the collective transition probability rates as functions of the dimensionless probe
energy gap |ω|d for a scenario where the three probes’ initial positions are at the three vertices of an equilateral triangle and
for Gaussian switching. We have considered a scenario where dAB = d = dAC , θ = π/3, v = 0.5, ϕBC = 0, and |ω|T = 100.
From the top two plots, one can observe that smaller switching times lead to fewer ripples in the transition probability rates.
We also observe that the transitions from the states |Ω−

2 ⟩ and |Ω−
3 ⟩ are equal in all scenarios, which is similar to the eternal

switching scenario, see Fig. 5. At the same time, contrary to the eternal switching scenario, the transitions from the states
|Ω−

1 ⟩ and |Ω−
4 ⟩ are different here. However, when the switching time increases, see the top-right plot, the transitions from the

states |Ω−
1 ⟩ and |Ω−

4 ⟩ tend to approach similar values. Bottom-left: The collective transition probability rates are plotted as
functions of the dimensionless switching time |ω|T for |ω|d = 2.5, θ = π/3, v = 0.5, and ϕBC = π/2. From this plot also one
can observe that as T increase (|ω|T ∼ 20), the transition probability rates from the states |Ω−

1 ⟩ and |Ω−
4 ⟩ reach similar values.

Bottom-right: The collective transition probability rates are plotted as functions of the velocity v for |ω|d = 2.5, |ω|T = 10,
θ = π/3, and ϕBC = π/2. From the bottom-left plot, we observe that for very low switching time (|ω|T < 1) all the transition
probability rates increase with decreasing T , and for |ω|T ≥ 2 this feature is not the same for all the probability rates. These
features are similar to the static probe scenario. All of these above plots in this figure are obtained for Gaussian switching of
κ(τj) = e−τ2

j /T2

.

V. EFFECT OF THERMAL BATH IN TRIPARTITE RADIATIVE PROCESS

In this section, we analyze the effect of a thermal bath on the transition rates of quantum probes prepared in a
tripartite-entangled state. As discussed earlier, determining both the single and collective transition rates involves
evaluating the pullback of the Wightman function of the quantum field. So far, we have used the vacuum expectation
value of the field correlators to compute the Wightman two-point function. However, in the presence of a thermal
bath, the field is in a thermal state, and the appropriate thermal Wightman function must be used to account for the
radiative processes contributing to the transition rates. In (n+ 1)-dimensional flat spacetime, the Green function in
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a thermal state at temperature T = 1/β is given by [59, 60],

G+
β (x, x

′) =
1

(2π)n

∫
dnk

[
e−iωk(t−t′)+ik(x−x′)

2ωk(1− e−βωk)

+
e−iωk(t−t′)+ik(x−x′)

2ωk(eβωk − 1)

]
. (44)

For our convenience, we use the spacetime form of the Wightman function,

G+
β (x(τ), x′(τ)) = − 1

4π2

∞∑
n=−∞

1

{∆t(τ, τ ′)− inβ − iϵ}2 − {∆x(τ, τ ′)}2
. (45)

where ∆t(τ, τ ′) = t(τ) − t′(τ ′) and ∆x(τ, τ ′) = |x(τ) − x′(τ ′)| = (x(τ)− x(τ ′))2 + (y(τ)− y(τ ′))2 +
(
z(τ)− z(τ ′)2

)
and τ is the proper time along the considered trajectory. This Wightman function is periodic in Euclidean time
(τ → iτ̃ + 2nπβ), which is one of the conditions that needs to be satisfied by the Wightman function to be thermal.
It should be noted that this condition alone may not sufficient for a state to be thermal state. One such example was
demonstrated in [61].

Since the field is not in the vacuum state, but rather in the thermal state, the probes can de-excite as well as excite.
When we consider the probes initially prepared in the entangled state, |Ω−n ⟩, due to the thermal bath, the collective
state of the tripartite system can de-excite from |Ω−n ⟩ to ground state and also can excite from |Ω−n ⟩ to |Ω+

n ⟩. We will
analyze both cases in this section.

Note that from the discussions on radiative process with the switching function, it is clear that the only effect of
the smooth switching is that it dampens the collective response of the probes and diminishes the distinguishability of
each transition, keeping the overall features of the response function intact. Hence in the upcoming discussion for the
thermal bath we will focus on the eternal switching and the features here should propagate to case when switching
functions are considered.

A. Static probes

Here we consider the scenario with static quantum probes. We start by evaluating the individual transition proba-
bility rates of the probes. Then we will evaluate the cross-transition probability rates and finally obtain the collective
transition probability rates.

1. Individual transition probability rates

When the probes are at rest inside a thermal bath, their respective trajectories are same as in Eq. (15). A schematic
diagram depicting these static probes is also provided in Fig. 2. Substituting the trajectory to find the pullback of
the thermal Wightman function gives,

G+
(β)jj = − 1

4π2

∞∑
n=−∞

1

(uj − inβ − iϵ)2
, (46)

where uj = τj − τ ′j . Even though this series has an infinite term sum, this series can be exactly summed in terms of
hyperbolic functions[62]. Now, the individual response rate can be found from the definition used in Eq. 18 as,

Rjj(ω) = − 1

4π2

∫ ∞
−∞

duj e
−iωuj

∞∑
n=−∞

1

(uj − inβ − iϵ)2
. (47)

This integration can be done in a straightforward manner using contour integration. By analytically continuing u, we
can see that the poles are at u = iπϵ+ inβ. For the de-excitation, ω < 0, the contour is closed in the upper half-plane,
which gives the transition rate as,

Rem
jj (ω) = − ω

2π

[
Θ(−ω)
1− eβω

]
. (48)
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For the excitation from the first excited state, |Ω−n ⟩ to second excited state |Ω+
n ⟩, with the same energy gap, ω > 0,

the rate of excitation can be obtained by closing the contour in the lower half-plane as,

Rabs
jj (ω) =

ω

2π

(
1

eβω − 1

)
. (49)

The response rates for spontaneous emission and absorption obey the detailed balance condition, Rem
jj /Rabs

jj = eβω.

2. Collective transition probability rates and their characteristics

To evaluate the collective probability rates, first, the cross transition probabilities are calculated, which requires
the spacetime interval between each pair of probes to be used in the Wightman function. The trajectories are the
same as the one taken for the case without a thermal bath (Eq. (15)). The correct thermal Wightman function for
evaluating the cross probe transition rate in the case of static probes is,

G+
(β)jl =

1

4π2

∞∑
−∞

1

−(ujl − inβ − iϵ)2 + d2
. (50)

Then the transition rates will be,

Rjl(ω) =
1

4π2

∫ ∞
−∞

dujl e
−iωujl

∞∑
−∞

1

−(ujl − inβ − iϵ)2 + d2
. (51)

Unlike individual probe transition rates, the poles are at πd+ iπϵ+ iπmβ and −πd+ iπϵ+ iπmβ, which are not purely
imaginary. The contour can be closed in the upper half-plane for de-excitation, |Ω−n ⟩ → |g⟩, and closed in the lower
half-plane for excitations, |Ω−n ⟩ → |Ω+

n ⟩.
Let us look at emission as well as absorption separately. The transition rate for emission is obtained by evaluating

the contour integral by closing it in the upper half-plane (ω < 0) and the final expression is,

Rem
jl (ω) = − 1

2π d

[
Θ(−ω) sin (djl ω)

1− eβω

]
, (52)

Rabs
jl (ω) = − 1

2π d

[
Θ(ω) sin (djl ω)

eβω − 1

]
. (53)

Note that individual response rates pairs (Rjl) for emission and absorption will obey detailed balance condition, but
the probability rates (Rjl) for both absorption for the transition |Ω−n ⟩ → |Ω+

n ⟩ and emission for |Ω−n ⟩ → |g⟩ will not
obey the detailed balance conditions, since the value for monopole moment operator for each of these transitions are
different and they have to be accounted while calculating probability rates (see Eqs. (9),(10)).

Using the expectation values of the monopole moment operator for the transition |Ω−n ⟩ → |g⟩, as before, the
collective transition probability rates are the same as those obtained in Eq. (20) of Sec. IIIA but with an overall
multiplicative factor of (eβω − 1)−1. Now, the expectation values of the monopole moment operator for the transition
|Ω−n ⟩ → |Ω+

n ⟩, can be evaluated using mω′ω′′

j = ⟨ω′| mj(0) |ω′′⟩, see Table I.

List of monopole moment expectation values∣∣Ω−
1

〉 ∣∣Ω−
2

〉 ∣∣Ω−
3

〉 ∣∣Ω−
4

〉〈
Ω+

1

∣∣ 2
3
(1, 1, 1) 2

3
(0, 1, 0) 2

3
(1, 0, 0) 2

3
(0, 0,−1)〈

Ω+
2

∣∣ 2
3
(0, 1, 0) 2

3
(−1, 1,−1) 2

3
(0, 0,−1) 2

3
(−1, 0, 0)〈

Ω+
3

∣∣ 2
3
(1, 0, 0) 2

3
(0, 0, 1) 2

3
(1,−1,−1) 2

3
(0,−1, 0)〈

Ω+
4

∣∣ 2
3
(0, 0,−1) 2

3
(−1, 0, 0) 2

3
(0,−1, 0) 2

3
(−1,−1, 1)

TABLE I: In the above table, we provide the expectation values of the monopole moment operators corresponding to different
probes between the states

∣∣Ω+
n

〉
and

∣∣Ω−
n

〉
. In particular, the three numbers for the expectation values inside the parentheses

correspond to the monopole moment operators of different probes, namely probe A, B, and C.
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FIG. 8: The thermal bath leads to an increase in the collective transition probability rate for de-excitation. As the temperature
increases, β → 0, the transition rates further increase due to the overall Planckian factor in the transition probability rate. All
other qualitative features are similar to those of the zero temperature case. Left: Equilateral triangle configuration for the
probes and right: Isosceles triangle configuration.
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FIG. 9: The thermal bath leads to excitation of probes, which was not present when the field was in the vacuum state. The
magnitude of the collective transition probability rate for excitation is less than that for de-excitation. The qualitative features
are similar to those of the de-excitations. Left: Equilateral triangle configuration for the probes and Right: Isosceles triangle
configuration.

Using the values of the monopole moment and assuming that the three probes are exactly identical, the collective
probability rates for transition between different degenerate states of |Ω−⟩ and |Ω+⟩ are:

R|Ω−
n ⟩→|Ω+

n ⟩(ω) =
4

9

[ C∑
j=A

Rjj + (−1)b1RAB←→
+ (−1)b2RAC←→

+ (−1)b1+b2RBC←→

]
, (54a)

R|Ω−
n ⟩→|Ω+

m⟩(ω) =
4

9
Rabs

jj (ω) , for n ̸= m . (54b)

where, R jl←→
= Rjl + Rlj and b1, b2 are the same definitions as given in Eq. (13). Since the collective probability

transition rate for the case n ̸= m is equal to the individual response rate, it does not depend on the distance between
each probe. Also, the magnitude of the transition probability rate for each individual transition is small compared
to the collective transition probability rate. Hence, out of 16 transitions that are possible between |Ω−n ⟩ and |Ω+

m⟩,
the dominant ones are for n = m and for n ̸= m they are subdominant. Therefore, we define an effective transition
rate which encapsulates the transition, |Ω−n ⟩ →

∑4
m=1 |Ω+

m⟩ for each n. The overall behavior of this quantity will be
predominantly determined by the collective transition probability rate with n = m.
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In Fig. 8, we have plotted the collective transition probability rates of the probes for de-excitation from |Ω−n ⟩ to |g⟩.
For demonstration, we have only plotted for the equilateral and isosceles triangle configurations, but the enhancement
of transition probability rates will be the same for other configurations as well. In the case of excitation due to the
presence of a thermal bath, which was not previously possible, the collective transition probability rate is lower than
that of excitation (see Fig. 9).

We also define the quantity ER as the ratio of transition probability rate of de-excitation to excitation, i.e, ERn =
R|Ω−

n ⟩→|g⟩/R|Ω−
n ⟩→∑

m|Ω+
n ⟩. For equilateral triangle configuration, this ratio do not distinguish between transitions,∣∣Ω−2,3,4〉 → |g⟩, which shows that it has similar properties as the transition probability rates. But interestingly, for

the isosceles triangle, since the transition from
∣∣Ω−2,3〉 → |g⟩ are same and for transition from

∣∣Ω−2,4〉 → ∑
m |Ω+

n ⟩ are
same, this causes, a complete distinguishable curves for all ERn

. Figure 10 depicts this difference between the trend
in each collective transition probability rate and ratio of transitions.
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FIG. 10: The ratio of de-excitation and excitation transition rates with respect to the scaled distance, |ω|d, between the
probes by keeping β/|ω| constant. Left: Equilateral triangle configuration for the probes where the curves for n = 2, 3, 4 are
indistinguishable like the collective transition probability rates. Right: Isosceles triangle configuration where the curves are
distinguishable for all the transitions, unlike the collective transition probability rates.

B. Probes in inertial motion

To study the effects of a thermal bath on the radiative process of tripartite entangled two-level quantum probes
with relative motion, the trajectory in Eq. 28 is considered. Since the individual probe transition rate is invariant
under all inertial motions, it will be the same as given in Eqs. 48 & 49 for de-excitation and excitation respectively.
At the same time, to obtain the cross transition probability rates, one needs the Wightman function connecting two
events corresponding to two different probes

G+
jl = −

∞∑
n=−∞

1

4π

1

(tj − tl − inβ − iϵ)2 − |xj − xl|2
. (55)

We consider a probe configuration same as the one considered in Sec. IVA, i.e., probe A is static and probes B and
C are in uniform velocity with vB = vC . Part of the reason behind this particular choice is that it facilitates the
comparison between the thermal and non-thermal scenarios. Then, proceeding in the same route as in Sec. IVA,
the cross probe transition probability rate RAB , RAC will vanish, since we have finite transition probabilities FAB

and FAC . While estimating the cross transition probability rate RBC , the equation similar to Eq. 36 will give us the
corresponding cross transition probability FBC(ω) as,

FBC(ω) = − 1

8π2

∞∑
n=−∞

∫ ∞
−∞

dsBC

∫ ∞
−∞

duBC
e−i ω uBC

∆BC(uBC , sBC)
, (56)

where, ∆BC(uBC , sBC) = (γ uBC − inβ − iϵ)2 −
(
d2BC + γ2 v2 u2BC + 2γ v dBC uBC cosϕBC

)
. The integral over uBC

in the above expression can be performed utilizing the residue theorem of complex analysis, in a manner similar to the
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FIG. 11: On the left, we have plotted the collective transition probability rates R|Ω−
n ⟩→|g⟩(ω) as functions of the dimensionless

probe energy gap ω dBC for v = 0.5, |ω|β = 1, and ϕBC = π/2. At the same time, on the right, the collective transition
probability rates are plotted as functions of the dimensionless probe energy gap ω dBC for v = 0.5, |ω|β = 1, and ϕBC = 0.
ϕBC denotes the angle between the direction of velocity v of the probes (B and C) and dBC . Similar to the non-thermal
scenario, for both the above plots, the different maxima or minima corresponding to the red curves appear when the blue
curves have minima or maxima, respectively. However, compared to the non-thermal scenario, all the transition probability
rates have larger quantitative values inside a thermal bath. Moreover, here, for ϕBC = 0, the red curve does not touch the blue
curve at its different maxima and minima, though this situation may change for low enough temperature, such as for |ω|β = 10.

zero temperature scenario. At the same time, the integrand is independent of sBC , and by dividing the integral by
T̃ = limT→∞(1/2)

∫ T

−T dsBC we obtain the cross probe transition probability rate RBC . One can check Eqs. (E1) and
(E2) of Appendix E for the expressions of RBC , where the integration over uBC is carried out. However, to the best
of our understanding, the sum over n cannot be performed analytically, and we used numerical methods to obtain
this sum. Here, we would like to mention that the cross-transition probability rate RCB can be obtained from RBC

with the understanding that dCB = −dBC .

1. Collective transition probability rates and their characteristics

In this part, we investigate the collective transition probability rates. Similar to the zero temperature scenario,
here also, only the cross-transition probability rates RBC and RCB remain non-vanishing, resulting from the initial
consideration of vB = vC . The representation of the collective transition probability rates in terms of the auto and
cross-transition probabilities is the same as provided in Eq. (40). In Fig. 11 we have plotted these collective transition
probability rates as functions of the dimensionless parameter ω dBC for two different values of ϕBC . In particular, on
the left, we have plotted the collective transition probability rates for ϕBC = π/2. At the same time, on the right,
we have plotted the probability rates for ϕBC = 0. The qualitative features of the transition probability rates from
these plots should be compared to the ones from Fig. 5, corresponding to the non-thermal scenario. One can notice
that compared to the non-thermal scenario, all the transition probability rates have larger quantitative values inside
a thermal bath. Therefore, the presence of a thermal bath has an enhancing effect on the transition probability rates.
Moreover, for ϕBC = 0, the red curve does not overlap with the blue curve at its different maxima and minima, unlike
the non-thermal scenario. Inside a thermal bath, we found all other features of the transition probability rates to be
similar to the non-thermal scenario, and decided not to discuss them.

The broad feature that thermal bath enhances the transition probability rates is also expected to hold with Gaussian
switchings. Therefore, for the sake of brevity, we do not investigate the Gaussian switching scenario inside a thermal
bath explicitly in the present work.

VI. DISCUSSION

In this work, we investigated the radiative process of three quantum probes prepared in a tripartite entangled state.
The probes are described by two-level atoms that interact weakly with the background field. We considered the
probes to be either static or moving with uniform velocities. We also considered eternal switching and finite Gaussian



22

switching scenarios, as well as the presence of a thermal field bath. In this section, we discuss our key observations,
their physical interpretations, and implications. In particular, our main observations are as follows.

• In all scenarios corresponding to the eternal switching, our observations suggest that with changing energy
gap (ω) and separation between the probes (djl), the collective transition probability rates do not change
monotonically. Rather, they keep oscillating as these parameters change. For a very low energy gap and
separation, the transition probability rate from the symmetric entangled state |Ω−1 ⟩ is much larger than the
transitions from other states. At the same time, for very large energy gaps and separations, transition probability
rates from different entangled states tend to approach similar quantitative values.

• For static quantum probes and eternal switching, we observed that, corresponding to different probe configu-
rations, the qualitative features of collective transition probability rates from different states can be different.
For instance, from Fig. 3 we observed that when the probes are configured such that they are on the vertices of
an equilateral triangle, the collective transitions from states |Ω−2 ⟩, |Ω−3 ⟩, and |Ω−4 ⟩ are equal. At the same time,
when they are placed equidistant on a straight line, the transitions from the states |Ω−2 ⟩ and |Ω−4 ⟩ are equal.
In Fig. 3, we have also plotted the different transition probability rates as functions of the angle θ between the
distance vectors dAB and dAC . These plots indicate that as θ changes, i.e., as the probe configurations change,
so do the features of the transition probability rates from different entangled states. In this regard, one can
notice that for dAB = dAC , even if θ changes the transition from |Ω−2 ⟩ and |Ω−3 ⟩ always remain the same and
they become equal with |Ω−2 ⟩ only when θ = π/3 or θ = 5π/3, i.e., when the probe configuration corresponds
to an equilateral triangle. At the same time, when dAB = 2dAC and θ changes the transition from all the
states in general are different, but the transitions from |Ω−2 ⟩ and |Ω−4 ⟩ become the same for θ = 0, i.e., for the
configuration of probes that are equidistant on a straight line. We also observed that in the latter scenario,
the transitions from |Ω−3 ⟩ and |Ω−4 ⟩ states can become equal for certain values of θ. All of these observations
indicate that the radiative process of tripartite entangled probes can distinguish between certain
disparate probe configurations.

• For static probes with Gaussian switching, we observed that the transition probability rates have lesser oscilla-
tions as compared to the eternal switching scenario, as |ω|djl varies, see Fig. 4. Overall, for finite switching time
T , the transition probabilities from all the states tend to reach similar quantitative values for lesser separation
as compared to the eternal switching. Moreover, we observed that for very low switching times, the transition
probability rates from all the entangled states increase with further decrease in T . At the same time, for higher
T , this feature is not universal among different states. Therefore, it suggests that by adjusting the switching
time, one can get an enhancement in the transition probability rates corresponding to certain states as compared
to others. Whether these features have any practical use in an experimental scenario will be interesting to look
forward to.

• For probes with inertial motion and eternal switching, our observations suggest that, for the considered param-
eter values, the transitions from the states |Ω−1 ⟩ and |Ω−4 ⟩ are the same. At the same time, the transitions from
the states |Ω−2 ⟩ and |Ω−3 ⟩ are also the same. We also observed that when the transition rate from one set of
states is at its maxima or minima, the transition from the other set is at minima or maxima, respectively, as
the energy gap and the separation between the probes vary. We also observed that depending on the direction
of velocity ϕBC of the probes, there can be subtle features in these transition probability rates, distinguishing
different scenarios. For instance, when ϕBC = π/2, i.e., when the probes B and C have velocities perpendicular
to their separation, the maxima and minima in transition probability rates corresponding to the different sets
of states do not overlap each other, see Fig. 5. In contrast, when ϕBC = 0, the maxima and minima in tran-
sition probability rates corresponding to different states can overlap. Moreover, from Fig. 6, we observed that
indeed as ϕBC varies, the behaviour of different transition probability rates is opposite to each other. These
observations suggest that with tripartite entangled probes, one can discern the direction of the probe
velocity in addition to different probe arrangements. It is also noted that as the velocity increases, all
the different transition probability rates tend to reach the same quantitative value.

• For Gaussian switching and probes in inertial motion, we observed that though the transitions from |Ω−2 ⟩ and
|Ω−3 ⟩ are the same, the transitions from |Ω−1 ⟩ and |Ω−4 ⟩ are not. The results were obtained here with numerical
help, and we observed that as the switching time T grew larger and larger, one can get back results similar
to the eternal switching scenario, i.e., the transition rates from |Ω−1 ⟩ and |Ω−4 ⟩ tend to become equal, see Fig.
7. Here also, similar to the static probe scenario, the finite switching time lowers the number of oscillations
in the transition probability rates as compared to the eternal switching. We also observed that for very low
switching time, the transition probability rates from all the entangled states increase with further decrease in
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T . Therefore, one can conclude that even with a non-zero probe velocity, the general features in the transition
probability rates due to finite switching remain the same.

• Thermal bath: Inside a thermal bath, the transition probability rates are enhanced due to the presence of
the thermal bath. This enhancement is in the loss of entanglement or decoherence, which is expected from a
noisy environment. The enhancement increases with an increase in temperature, and this also leads to both
excitation and de-excitation in the system. When the tripartite entangled system is prepared in the W state
|Ω−n ⟩, it can de-excite to the ground state as well as get excited to the second excited state of the collective
system state |Ω+

n ⟩. The transition rate is higher for de-excitations to the ground state, and as in the case of
a quantum field in a vacuum state, the collective transition rates depend on the orientation of the quantum
probes. Unlike the vacuum case, in the presence of the thermal state, the transition rate does not follow all
the trends of de-excitation and depends on what the initial and final degenerate states are. For example, in an
isosceles triangle configuration, the degeneracy for transition rates is different for de-excitation and excitation.

We believe our observations are significant in the context of understanding the structure and relative motion between
the constituents of a distributed quantum set-up. The transition probability rates for the spontaneous de-excitation
of the quantum probes quantify the loss of quantum coherence (decoherence) and entanglement degradation. We have
shown that certain entangled states in tripartite entanglement with specific spatial orientation of qubits can inhibit
the decoherence effects in a quantum system. Thus, our results can be useful in prescribing a set-up least affected by
the effects of quantum decoherence even in a noisy environment. Our set-up will also be helpful in deciphering the
contributions due to individual curvature terms of the background spacetime in decoherence - quantum gravitational
compass, a line of thought similar to [23]. Moreover, the experimental realization of the W states [47] makes our work
all the more interesting to be implemented in a practical scenario. The prospects of a similar set-up to be prepared
in the future space-based gravitational wave detector, Laser Interferometer Space Antenna or LISA, do not seem
impossibly far-fetched.
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Appendix A: Evaluation of Fjj(ω) for static probes with Gaussian switching

In this section of the Appendix, we evaluate the expression of Fjj(ω) for static probes interacting with the back-
ground field with Gaussian switching. In this regard, we consider the definition of Fjj(ω) from Eq. (10) and the
Wightman function for static probes from Eq. (16). Then with Gaussian switching κ(τj) = e−τ

2
j /T

2

, we have

Fjj(ω) = − 1

8π2

∫ ∞
−∞

dsj

∫ ∞
−∞

duj
e−i ωuj

(uj − iϵ)2
e−(u

2
j+s2j )/(2T

2) (A1)

In the previous expression we have utilized a change of variables sj = τj + τ ′j and uj = τj − τ ′j . In the subsequent
analysis we will be using certain integral representations which are as follows.∫ ∞

−∞
ds e−s

2/(2T 2) = T
√
2π , (A2a)

and e−u
2/(2T 2) =

T√
2π

∫ ∞
−∞

dξ ei ξ u−ξ
2 T 2/2 . (A2b)

Then with the help of Eq. (A2a) and the Fourier representation of (A2b), the auto-correlation function Fjj can be
expressed as

Fjj(ω) = − T 2

8π2

∫ ∞
−∞

dξ e−ξ
2 T 2/2

∫ ∞
−∞

duj
ei (ξ−ω)uj

(uj − iϵ)2

=
T 2

4π

∫ ∞
ω

dξ (ξ − ω) e−ξ
2 T 2/2
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=
1

4π

[
e−ω

2 T 2/2 −
√
π

2
T ωErfc

(
ω T√
2

)]
. (A3)

In the above the first integral over uj is carried out using the residue theorem, where the integrand has a pole of order
two at uj = iϵ. The second integral over ξ is also straightforward to evaluate. One should note that the quantity Fjj(ω)
corresponds to the individual probe transition probability, and this result corresponding to the Gaussian switching is
known for quiet some time, see [22, 23, 40, 58, 63].

Appendix B: Evaluation of FBB(ω) for probes in uniform velocity and with eternal switching

Here, we consider the situation where the atomic probe B is in uniform velocity, and it interacts with the background
field through an eternal switching, i.e., κ(τ) = 1. The transition coefficient FBB(ω) can obtained as

FBB(ω) = − 1

4π2

∫ ∞
−∞

dτ ′B

∫ ∞
−∞

dτB
e−i ω(τB−τ ′

B)

{γB(τB − τ ′B)− i ϵ}2 − γ2Bv2
B(τB − τ ′B)

2

= − 1

8π2

∫ ∞
−∞

dsB

∫ ∞
−∞

duB
e−i ω uB

{γB(1 + vB)uB − i ϵ} {γB(1− vB)uB − i ϵ} . (B1)

In the above expression, we considered change of variables sB = τB+τ ′B and uB = τB−τ ′B , for ease of calculation. One
can notice that the integrand, after this change of variables, depends only on the variable uB . The above integration
becomes

FBB(ω) =
1

8π2

1

2i ϵvB

∫ ∞
−∞

dsB

∫ ∞
−∞

duB

[
(1 + vB) e

−i ω uB

γB(1 + vB)uB − i ϵ
− (1− vB) e

−i ω uB

γB(1− vB)uB − i ϵ

]
= lim

ϵ→0

1

8π2

1

2i ϵvB

∫ ∞
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dsB
Θ(−ω)2π i

γB

[
eϵ ω/{γB(1+vB)} − eϵ ω/{γB(1−vB)}

]
= −ωΘ(−ω)

4π

∫ ∞
−∞

dsB . (B2)

We would like to mention that one can obtain the quantity FCC(ω) in a similar fashion.

Appendix C: Evaluation of FBB(ω) for probes in uniform velocity and with Gaussian switching

In this part of the Appendix, we consider that the probe B is in uniform velocity, and it interacts with the
background field through a finite Gaussian switching, i.e., the window function is given by κ(τ) = e−τ

2/T 2

. We take
the expression of Fjj(ω) from Eq. (10), and for probe B this expression results in

FBB(ω) = − 1

8π2

∫ ∞
−∞

dsB

∫ ∞
−∞

duB
e−i ω uB e−(u

2
B+s2B)/(2T 2)
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T 2
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1
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− 1

uB − i ϵ
γB(1−vB)

]
. (C1)

In Eq. (C1), we have considered a change of variables sB = τB + τ ′B and uB = τB − τ ′B . Moreover, to obtain the last
expression we have utilized the integral representations from Eq. (A2). We employ the residue theorem to evaluate
the integral of Eq. (C1). In particular, after a few simple algebras we obtain

FBB(ω) = lim
ϵ→0

T 2

8π

1

ϵvB γB

∫ ∞
−∞

dξ e−ξ
2T 2/2 Θ(ξ − ω)

[
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}]
=
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1

4π

[
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2T 2/2 − T ω

√
π

2
Erfc

(
T ω√
2

)]
. (C2)

Here also, we would like to mention that the quantity FCC can be obtained in a similar manner.
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Appendix D: Evaluation of FBC for probes in uniform velocity and with Gaussian switching

To obtain the final expression of FBC , where both the probes B and C are in uniform velocity, we consider its
initial expression from Eq. (43). We also note that we have considered a specific scenario where vB = vC = v, and
thus γB = γC = γ. By integration over uBC , ξ, and sBC chronologically we obtain the final result as

FBC(ω) =
T

8dBC

√
2π

√
1− v2 sin2(ϕBC)

Exp
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√
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{
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}
−(2T 2/γ2)

]
[
i

 1

γ
− 1
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2 i T


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√
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T 2
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2− 2v2ω
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− i
1

γ

]
=
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T

√
π

2

)
RBC(ω) .

(D1)

In this expression of RBC(ω) if one takes the velocity of the probes to be vanishing, i.e., if one considers v → 0,
one should get the expression of RBC(ω) corresponding to the static probe scenario from Eq. (26). Let us verify
this limit. In particular, we will be using the Error function identities Erfc(x) = 1 − Erf(x), Erfi(x) = −iErf(i x),
Erf(−x) = −Erf(x). Then considering the expression of Eq. (D1) we get

lim
v→0

RBC(ω) =
e
− 1

2dBC

(
dBC
T2 +2iω

)
8πdBC

{
ie2idBCωErfc

(
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}

= − i e
− 1

2dBC

(
dBC
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8πdBC

{
Erfc

(
T 2ω − idBC√

2T

)
− e2iωdBCErfc

(
T 2ω + idBC√

2T

)}
, (D2)

which is the same as the expression of RBC(ω) as obtained in Eq. (26) corresponding to the static probe scenario.

Appendix E: RBC for probes in uniform velocity with eternal switching inside a thermal bath

We consider the Wightman function of Eq. (55) corresponding to three probes inside a thermal bath. In this set-up
the probe A is static. At the same time, probe B and C are in uniform velocity and vB = vC = v. With this probe
configuration, we obtain the transition probability rate with the help of Eq. (56) for ω < 0 as

RBC(ω) = −
∞∑

n=0

Exp
[
ω
{
βn− idBCv cos(ϕBC)

}
/{γ(1− v2)}

]
8π

√
γ2

[
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{
dBCv cos(ϕBC) + 2iβn

}
− β2n2v2

]
× sin
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ω
√
γ2

[
− d2BC (v2 − 2) + dBCv

{
dBCv cos(2ϕBC) + 4iβn cos(ϕBC)

}
− 2β2n2v2

]
/
{√

2γ2(1− v2)
})

.

(E1)

In the zero temperature scenario, one can take the limit β → 0, which is the same as taking only the n = 0 term of the
above sum, to obtain the transition probability rate RBC(ω). The zero temperature RBC(ω) obtained from Eq. (E1)
in this manner is the same as the one from Eq. (39). At the same time, for ω > 0, the entire transition probability
rate is obtained from the sum

RBC(ω) =

−1∑
n=−∞

Exp
[
− ω

{
βn− idBCv cos(ϕBC)

}
/{γ(1− v2)}

]
8π

√
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[
− d2BC (v2 − 1) + dBCv cos(ϕBC)

{
dBCv cos(ϕBC) + 2iβn

}
− β2n2v2

]
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× sin

(
−ω

√
γ2

[
− d2BC (v2 − 2) + dBCv

{
dBCv cos(2ϕBC) + 4iβn cos(ϕBC)

}
− 2β2n2v2

]
/
{√

2γ2(1− v2)
})

.

(E2)

In the sum of expression (E2), as all n are negative, the transition probability rate will vanish as one takes the limit
β → ∞. This observation signifies that without the presence of a thermal bath, there will be no excitations in the
atomic system, which is consistent with the results from our analysis of the non-thermal scenario. We would also
like to mention that the sums in Eqs. (E1) and (E2) cannot be evaluated, up to our understanding, analytically and
should be estimated numerically.
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