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According to the general theory of relativity, time can flow at different rates depending on the
configuration of massive objects, affecting the temporal order of events. Recent research has shown
that, combined with quantum theory, this gravitational effect can result in events with an indefinite
temporal order, which can be tested through the violation of Bell-type inequalities. According to
Einstein, we shall assume physical equivalence of a uniform gravitational field and a corresponding
acceleration of a reference system. Here we construct a non-gravitational scenario where accelerating
particles interacting with optical cavities result in a violation of the temporal Bell inequalities
analogous to the gravitational case. However, we find that the inequalities can also be violated
by time-like events, exposing an ambiguity in their use as a theory-independent test of indefinite
temporal order.

INTRODUCTION

Quantum theory and general relativity rest on very
different foundations. In quantum theory, systems do
not posses definite physical properties independent of
their measurement; however, processes take place on a
fixed background spacetime, where the causal relations
between events—space-like or time-like—are defined in-
dependently of any operation or physical process. On the
other hand, in general relativity, causal relations are not
fixed a priori, as the geometry depends on the configura-
tion of mass-energy. Therefore, it is expected that a uni-
fication of the two theories should result in non-classical,
or indefinite, causal structure [1, 2].

However, the physical meaning of such an indefinite
causal structure is not clear. Most approaches to quan-
tum gravity attempt to establish a complete theoretical
framework [3, 4], but do not offer a direct physical inter-
pretation of non-classical causal relations.

Recent work has proposed a Gedankenexperiment
to directly pinpoint the physical meaning of the non-
classicality of temporal order, independently of the de-
tails of a full quantum theory of gravity [5]. The idea is
that a superposition of mass configurations will produce a
corresponding non-classical time dilation on any system
one might use as “clock” to identify spacetime events,
for example, producing effectively a superposition of or-
derings of time-like events. By choosing an appropriate
protocol, one can perform a task—the violation of a Bell
inequality—that would be impossible if the events were
ordered according to a classical causal structure. This
would provide a theory independent certification of the
non-classicality of causal structure emerging from the in-
corporation of the superposition principle into general
relativity.

As the proposal in Ref. [5] relies on time dilation, it
is legitimate to ask whether a similar experiment would

be possible in a purely special-relativistic setting, where
the back-action on spacetime of the involved matter is
negligible but where a superposition of the clock states
of motion causes the corresponding non-classical time di-
lation. Furthermore, a flat spacetime version of the ar-
gument would allow in principle a complete/fundamental
description of a potential practical implementation and
thus provide insights into the requirements entering the
original, gravitational, argument. Special relativistic im-
plementation of the experiment might also be less de-
manding and provide a possible outlook for feasible lab-
oratory implementations.

Here we present such an in principle complete scheme
where accelerating particles interact with quantum fields
according to their own internal clock degrees of free-
dom (DoFs). By letting the particles evolve in superpo-
sition along appropriately accelerating trajectories, the
particle-field interaction events reproduce the “entangle-
ment of temporal order” found in the gravitational case.
Further measurements on the particles and fields can
thus violate the “Bell inequalities for temporal order” pre-
sented in Ref. [5].

Surprisingly, we find that a violation of the Bell in-
equalities persists when the entangled events are space-
like, challenging the interpretation that the protocol
demonstrates a non-classical temporal order of time-like
events. We find that this is due to the failure of one of the
assumptions behind the original protocol—namely that
the superposed alternatives only differ in the event or-
der, while all local evolutions are trivial. We argue that
the failure of this assumption is ubiquitous and would be
present in a generic dynamical context, including a gravi-
tational implementation of the protocol. We also propose
an interpretation of the Bell inequality violation in sce-
narios where non-classicality of temporal order cannot
possibly explain the results (e.g. for spacelike separated
events, as mentioned above).
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Our results raise a fundamental question, whether it
is possible to formulate an operational scenario that can
unambiguously discriminate the non-classicality of the
causal structure of spacetime from dynamical effects, nec-
essarily present in its physical implementations, or other
laboratory implementations of quantum causal structures
[6–12]. We present a discussion on what extensions to the
original protocol might be required in order to achieve
that.

Throughout this work we use natural units, for which
we have ~ = c = 1.

Gravitational implementation of an indefinite causal
order

For later reference. we will briefly review the salient
aspects of the protocol introduced in Ref. [5]. The goal
of the protocol is to realise four events, A1, B1, A2,
B2, whose pair-wise order is ‘entangled’: A1 is in the
causal past/past lightcone of B1, denoted A1 ≺ B1, when
A2 ≺ B2, and A1 is in the causal future/future lightcone
of B1, denoted A1 � B1 when A2 � B2; the full scenario
is arranged such that this entanglement leads to correla-
tions that do not admit a classical explanation, which is
formalised in analogy to Bell-like scenarios for local clas-
sical properties. Crucially, an “event” is here understood
operationally as “something that happens at a particular
time and place” and thus is defined by some physical ref-
erence system. In the protocol, the reference systems are
four clocks, a1, b1, a2, b2, while the events are associated
with quantum operations performed on some additional
system when the corresponding clock reaches a specified
proper time: A1 takes place (an operation is performed)
when a1 reaches time τ∗, B1 takes place when b1 reaches
time τ∗, and so on.

In flat spacetime, if the clocks are initially synchro-
nised (in an arbitrary chosen reference frame), all events
are space-like separated. However, introducing a massive
body closer to some clocks than others causes a differen-
tial time dilation, which can ‘push’ some events into the
future light-cone of other events. Thereby, the position
of the mass provides a control of the time order of events,
see Fig. 1. If the control mass is prepared in a semiclassi-
cal configuration denoted KA, event Aj , j = 1, 2 is in the
past of Bj , while for a different configuration, KB , event
Bj is in the past of Aj . Thus, Aj is time-like from Bj , for
each mass configuration, but their order is interchanged.
Moreover, for both mass configurations the pair A1, B1

is space-like from A2, B2.
The full protocol features also two of the above men-

tioned additional systems on which the operations are
performed, S1 and S2, referred to as ’targets’. The op-
erations at events A1 and B1 are applied only on the
target system S1, while those at A2 and B2 are applied
only on S2. The two target systems are initially in a

FIG. 1. Position of a mass as a control of time order.
Two identical clocks, a, b are synchronised (with any source-
mass sufficiently far away). Events A,B are defined as the
location and fixed proper time τ∗ of the corresponding clock.
In the absence of any source mass, events A,B are space-like.
However, if a massive object is initially (just after synchroni-
sation) placed closer to clock a than to b, event A can be in
the future light cone of B (for sufficiently large τ∗), denoted
B ≺ A. Analogously, for the mass closer to b, event A can be
up in the past light cone of B, A ≺ B.

product state, |ψ〉S1 |ψ〉S2 , and the considered operations
are unitaries: ÛA1 is applied on S1 at event A1, etc.
By preparing the control mass in a superposition state,
|K〉 = 1√

2
(|KA〉+ |KB〉), one obtains the final state

∣∣Ψfin〉 =
1√
2

(
|KA〉 ÛB1ÛA1 |ψ〉S1 ÛB2ÛA2 |ψ〉S2

+ |KB〉 ÛA1ÛB1 |ψ〉S1 ÛA2ÛB2 |ψ〉S2

)
. (1)

Next, the control mass is measured in the basis |±〉 =
1√
2

(|KA〉 ± |KB〉), leaving the target system in

∣∣Ψpost〉 =
1√
2

(
|ψA〉S1 |ψA〉S2 ± |ψB〉S1 |ψB〉S2

)
, (2)

where |ψA〉 = ÛBÛA |ψ〉, |ψB〉 = ÛAÛB |ψ〉, and we
are using the same unitaries in the two ‘wings’: ÛA1 =
ÛA2 ≡ ÛA, ÛB1 = ÛB2 ≡ ÛB .

In general, |Ψpost〉 is an entangled state, unless |ψA〉 =
|ψB〉 (and it is elementary to find examples of unitaries
ÛA, ÛB such that this is not the case). In the final step
of the protocol, the entangled state is measured in appro-
priate bases, that lead to a violation of a Bell inequality.

The argument presented in Ref. [5] is that, given the
initial product state of the target systems, local opera-
tions that are performed in a definite order would not
be able to produce entanglement, even after conditioning
on the control system. Therefore, if a set of conditions is
satisfied, a violation of Bell inequalities implies that the
operations were not performed in a definite order.

Another assumption of the protocol, which ends up a
focal point of the present work, is that any additional
evolution of the target systems (including their free evo-
lution) between the events of interest can be neglected.
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In the “Methods” and the “Results” sections, we focus
on reproducing the gravitational protocol using special
relativistic time dilation. We present an operational set-
ting where the dynamics of all the relevant DoFs is incor-
porated, in particular the DoFs whose interactions realize
the four uniatries ÛA, ÛB . In the “Ambiguity in the sig-
nature of indefinite temporal order” section we discuss
our main result – that entanglement can be generated
and Bell inequality for temporal order can be violated
even if temporal order is classically defined – and argue
that it is due to the failure of the additional assumption
mentioned above, that target systems have trivial evolu-
tion apart from the unitaries marking the four spacetime
events of interest. In the “Conclusion” section we discuss
the implications of our result, including the fundamental
question of how to isolate quantum features of a causal
structure from other non-classical effects.

METHODS

FIG. 2. General scheme of our protocol for a violation
of Bell inequalities for temporal order. In each wing
of the experiment we have a quantum field in a cavity, and
two composite ’molecules’. After following entangled pairs of
trajectories the molecules interact with the fields at a fixed
proper time of their internal clocks. Due to time dilation,
entangled state of motion gets transferred to the order of the
interaction events (as well as to other degrees of freedom of
the molecules and the cavities).

Instead of using a massive object to control the space-
time geometry—and thus causal order via gravitational
time dilation—here we want to control the trajectories
of particles so to induce special-relativistic time dilation.
The protocol involves several degrees of freedom, which
can be best thought of as multiple particles ‘glued’ to-
gether (up to the moment when we need to break them

apart, as detailed later). We will refer to a bunch of
joined particles as a ‘molecule’, although the details of
what binds the particles together are irrelevant to the
discussion.

Our protocol involves four molecules going through
two optical cavities (two molecules per cavity). Each
molecule is composed of three particles: a ‘clock’, a
‘detector’, and a ‘control’. Figure 2 presents a general
scheme of our protocol.

The clock is simply a particle with some time-evolving
internal state; if the molecule evolves along a classical
trajectory, the internal state evolves at a rate propor-
tional to the trajectory’s proper time. The role of the
clock is to trigger an interaction between the detector
and the cavity at the desired proper time. Thanks to
the universality of time dilation, the protocol does not
depend on the particular mechanism by which the clocks
evolve—all we need is that the clock reaches two differ-
ent orthogonal states depending on the two proper times
involved in the protocol (see, e.g., Refs. [13, 14]).

The detector is a particle with two internal energy lev-
els that (at the proper time specified by the clock), in-
teracts with a quantum field confined in a cavity. We
use the Unruh-DeWitt detector model for the interac-
tion; see the “Unruh-DeWitt coupling” section below for
the details of the coupling.

Finally, the control is a spin- 1
2 particle, whose two or-

thogonal spin states serve to define the molecules’ tra-
jectories (see, e.g., Ref. [15] for a realisation of coherent
spin-dependent trajectories which could be used here).
Although each detector interacts with the cavity at the
same proper time of its local clock, special-relativistic
time dilation implies that the interactions take place at
different coordinate times depending on the molecule’s
trajectory (which, in turn, depends on the spin).

In the protocol, the detectors in each molecule are
prepared in their ground state and the clocks are syn-
chronised at a reference starting time, while the spins of
different molecules are prepared in an appropriate entan-
gled state (defined below). Each molecule is sent to a
cavity along a trajectory that depends on the spin. The
clock triggers an interaction between the detector in the
molecule and the field, creating entanglement between
the two. (The proper time at which the interaction hap-
pens is chosen such that the molecule is in the cavity for
either trajectory). At this point, the molecule is ‘bro-
ken apart’: the detector and the clock stay next to the
corresponding cavity, while all the controls are brought
together in a middle location. A joint measurement on
the controls prepares an entangled state of the remain-
ing systems, which can then be used to violate a Bell
inequality.

In our setup, the ‘target’ system on each side, say S1,
comprises the field in the cavity as well as the two de-
tectors that go through that cavity. Crucially, the field-
detector interaction leaves the clock and control unaf-
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FIG. 3. Trajectories of the molecules in one cavity giv-
ing rise to the required time dilation. x1, x2 are initial
positions of the molecules. The trajectory of each molecule
depends on the spin of its particle called the ‘control’. For
spin |↑〉, the trajectory is described by the proper acceleration
A↑, and analogously for spin |↓〉. Dots along the trajectories
divide each curve into four geometrically identical hyperbolic
segments. The trajectories of the molecules in the second
cavity are fully analogous.

fected. This is important to ensure that each of the op-
erations UA, UB acts only on the target system. Without
this assumption, one could simply entangle each target
system with an additional DoF, e.g. an extra particle,
bring the two extra particles together and, by measur-
ing them, induce entanglement on the two target sys-
tems. This would be a form of entanglement swapping
[16] that does not require any control of time ordering
(nor any control system for that matter).

Furthermore, note that since the control DoF goes
through the cavity together with the rest of the molecule,
we effectively need to trust the involved devices when we
assume that the local operations leave the control un-
touched. This is the reason such a test for indefinite tem-
poral order cannot be formulated in a device-independent
way (just as in the gravitational protocol of Ref. [5], see
also discussion therein).

Trajectories

Each molecule has two possible trajectories, depending
on the spin state. The specific trajectories we propose are
shown in Fig. 3. The involved trajectories are analogous
between the two wings of the experiment: They start
and end at a common event but the proper time elapsing
along each trajectory is different. Both trajectories can
be constructed by joining four identical hyperbolic seg-
ments, characterised by proper accelerations A↑, A↓ for
spin up, |↑〉, or spin down, |↓〉, respectively. These seg-
ments have to be rotated or flipped according to Fig. 3,
so that the acceleration for each trajectory switches sign

three times. Let us assume that the acceleration for the
spin |↑〉 is bigger than an acceleration for the spin |↓〉.
Knowing the value of proper time along the generic hy-
perbolic trajectory (see e.g. Ref. [17]), we can find the
difference between proper times measured at the com-
mon end of one such pair of trajectories:

∆τ =
4

A↓
asinh(

A↓TA
4

)︸ ︷︷ ︸
τ↓

− 4

A↑
asinh(

A↑TA
4

)︸ ︷︷ ︸
τ↑

, (3)

where τ↑/↓ is the proper time measured along trajectory
of a ↑ / ↓ spin and TA is the total travel time in a common
inertial frame of reference, e.g. the frame used to initially
synchronize the clocks.

Note that it is possible to achieve a large value of ∆τ
using a small value of proper acceleration. For a large
value of TA we have:

∆τ = 2

 log
(
A2
↓

4

)
A↓

−
log
(
A2
↑

4

)
A↑

 (4)

+4

(
1

A↓
− 1

A↑

)
log(TA) +O

(
1

T 2
A

)
. (5)

It means that we can achieve the required ∆τ (to make
the events defined by such time dilated pair of clocks
timelike) by accelerating for long enough time, even for
arbitrarily small accelerations. Finally, taking the initial
state of the spin of the two molecules to be entangled,
one of the two clocks in each cavity will “be older” than
another in a correspondingly correlated manner. Thus,
the order of operations, controlled by the clocks, will like-
wise be “entagled”, as a direct consequence of the initial
spin entanglement and of time dilation. In this scenario,
the joint spin state of the two molecules plays the role of
the control, which is played by the position of a massive
object in the gravitational case [5]. Table I summarises
the differences between the gravitational and our cavity-
based implementation of the protocol, in terms of control
systems, target(s), and local operations.

Unruh-DeWitt coupling

Interaction between a detector and a cavity

In this section we define the interaction between a two-
level system, the ‘detector’, and the scalar field inside the
cavity via the pointlike Unruh-DeWitt Hamiltonian [18,
19]. We first discuss key properties of the field operators.

We consider a scalar field of a mass m governed by the
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Gravity Cavity
Control system massive body spin- 1

2
particles (one per molecule, two on each side)

Target system a single 2-level system (e.g., a spin- 1
2
particle) Optical cavity mode and two detectors

Local operations unitaries on each system Interaction between cavity and detectors

TABLE I. Comparison between the degrees of freedom involved in the gravitational scheme and ours. Here we
only consider the main scheme from Ref. [5] (variations of the scheme involve multiple control systems or different target DoFs.)

Klein-Gordon equation1,(
� +m2

)
φ = 0, (6)

in a cavity of length L fulfilling Dirichlet boundary con-
ditions, φ(x = 0) = φ(x = L) = 0. The field has the
following mode solutions:

un(x, t) =
1√
ωnL

sin (knx)e−iωnt ≡ un(x)e−iωnt, (7)

where ωn =
√
k2
n +m2, kn = nπ

L , n ∈ N. Using these
modes, the field operator φ̂ can be decomposed as:

φ̂(x) =
∑
n

[
â†nun(x) + ânun(x)

]
, (8)

where ân and â†n are annihilation and creation bosonic
operators satisfying the canonical commutation relations,[
ân, â

†
k

]
= δnk and [ân, âk] =

[
â†n, â

†
k

]
= 0.

For the detector we consider a two-level system, the
simplest model of an atom, with an energy gap Ω, and
position parameter denoted xd, (where the subscript d
hereafter stands for the ’detector’). The full Hamiltonian
consists of the free Hamiltonians of the scalar field and
the detector, and an interaction Hamiltonian. One of the
simplest choices of the interaction between a scalar field
and a two-level system is the pointlike Unruh-DeWitt
(UDW) Hamiltonian which in the Schrödinger picture
has the following form:

ĤUDW = λ χd(t) µ̂S φ̂(xd), (9)

where λ is a dimensionless coupling constant; the real
function χd(t) is equal to 0 when the detector does not
interact and 1 for any other time and is commonly re-
ferred to as the switching function; µ̂S is the monopole
operator µ̂S = σ̂+ + σ̂− = |g〉 〈e|+ |e〉 〈g|, where |g〉 is the
ground state of the two-level system and |e〉 is its excited
state. The Hilbert space spanned by |g〉 and |e〉 will be
called the internal Hilbert space of the detector. Finally,
φ̂(xd) is the field operator evaluated at the position of
the detector.

As mentioned above, the full Hamiltonian includes also
the time-independent free Hamiltonian of the field and of

1 For generality, we write everything for arbitrary m, although in
the numerical calculations below we set m = 0.

the two-level system, which reads Ĥ0 =
∑
n ωnâ

†
nân⊗1+

1 ⊗ Ωσ̂+σ̂−. Thus, the evolution of the state of the full
system in the Dirac picture (also called the interaction
picture) is here given by the unitary of the form:

Û = T exp

{
−i
∫ ∞
−∞

dtĤ
(D)
UDW(t)

}
, (10)

where (D) stands for the Dirac picture and T is the time-
ordering operator. It can be shown that [20]:

Ĥ
(D)
UDW(t) = χ(t) λ µ̂(D) φ̂(D), (11)

where:

µ̂(D) =
(
eiΩtσ̂+ + e−iΩtσ̂−

)
, (12)

φ̂(D)(xd) =
∑
n

(
â†nun(xd)e

iωnt +H.c.
)
. (13)

The evolution operator (10) can be expanded into the
Dyson series. For small value of the coupling constant
λ we limit this series only to the first order, the second
order expansion does not change our results as shown in
Supplementary Note 1. Thus, in the above approxima-
tion:

Û = 1− iλ
∫ ∞
−∞

dt χd(t)
(
eiΩtσ̂+ + e−iΩtσ̂−

)
×
∑
n

(
â†nun(xd)e

iωnt + ânun(xd)e
−iωnt

)
. (14)

Two molecules in the cavity

Before moving to the full protocol, let us consider the
interaction between one cavity and two molecules. Each
molecule contains a two-level detector, which interacts
with the cavity via the UDW Hamiltonian (9), plus a
clock and a control spin. At the beginning of the proto-
col, the cavity field is in the vacuum, denoted |0〉, and
the two detectors are in their respective ground states.
We synchronize the clocks, namely we prepare them in
the same state |τ0〉, and we prepare the two control spins
in the entangled state 1√

2
(|↑↓〉 + |↓↑〉). After the spin-

dependent accelerations described in the “Trajectories”
section, the joint state of cavity and molecules is

1√
2

(|τ↑τ↓〉 |↑↓〉+ |τ↓τ↑〉 |↓↑〉) |gg〉 |0〉 , (15)
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where
∣∣τ↑/↓〉 is the state of the clock after it evolved

for time τ↑/↓. Note that for later convenience we have
grouped the degrees of freedom by type (clock, spin, de-
tector), rather than by molecule. For example, instead
of

|τ↑〉 |↑〉 |g〉︸ ︷︷ ︸
1st molecule

⊗ |τ↓〉 |↓〉 |g〉︸ ︷︷ ︸
2nd molecule

, (16)

we write |τ↑τ↓〉 |↑↓〉 |gg〉, where inside each ‘ket’ symbol
we write first the state relative to molecule 1 and then
the state relative to molecule 2.

We see from Eq. (15) that, after the spin-dependent
accelerations, the clocks become entangled with the re-
maining systems. This can be problematic because, in
the final protocol, we aim to observe entanglement in the
target systems (detectors+cavities) after projecting the
control in an appropriate state. Anything that corre-
lates to the target, including the clocks, would effectively
degrade entanglement. We can circumvent this by re-
synchronising the clocks after they had passed through
the cavity. This can be achieved, for example, by flipping
the molecules’ spins and imparting the accelerations iden-
tical to those in the first phase, whereby at the end, all
the trajectories accrue equal proper times (this is anal-
ogous to the decorrelation of clocks in the gravitational
scenario, discussed in Ref. [5]). This procedure allows us
to ignore the clocks in the final state. Therefore, we sim-
plify the notation and map

∣∣τ↑/↓〉 |↑ / ↓〉 7→ |↑ / ↓〉 which
allows us to replace state (15) with

∣∣Ψ1
0

〉
=

1√
2

(|↑↓〉+ |↓↑〉) |gg〉 |0〉 , (17)

where the subscript 0 informs that this is the initial state
of the system (before detectors and cavity interact) and

the index 1 in the superscript informs us that this is the
state of the field and two molecules in cavity number 1
(see Fig. 2).

Note that according to the scheme shown in the “Inter-
action between a detector and a cavity” section, the state
|↑↓〉 corresponds to the case when the detector at position
x2 is the first to interact with the cavity (the spin of the
molecule that interacts earlier is ↓). Similarly, for state
|↓↑〉, the detector at x1 interacts earlier than detector at
x2. In further calculations, we assume that the duration
T of each detector’s interaction with the cavity is smaller
than the time dilation between the two trajectories, i.e.,
T ≤ ∆τ , to ensure that the two detectors do not inter-
act simultaneously from the perspective of the cavity’s
reference frame.

As the interaction between each detector and the cav-
ity is described by Eq. (10) and knowing that the order of
interactions is given by the molecule’s spin, we can write
the final state in the form:∣∣Ψ1

〉
=

1√
2

(
|↑↓〉 Û1Û2 |g〉 |g〉 |0〉+ |↓↑〉 Û2Û1 |g〉 |g〉 |0〉

)
.

(18)
Here, operators Û1 and Û2 act on the internal states
of the first (left) and the second (right) detector re-
spectively. For ease of notation we define the state
|ψR〉 := Û1Û2 |g〉 |g〉 |0〉, where the subscript R denotes
that the right detector interacts before the left one, and
analogously define |ψL〉 := Û2Û1 |g〉 |g〉 |0〉. We thus have:∣∣Ψ1

〉
=

1√
2
|↑↓〉 |ψR〉+

1√
2
|↓↑〉 |ψL〉 . (19)

Using the evolution operator (10) we find an explicit form
of |ψR〉, |ψL〉, up to leading order in the interaction pa-
rameter λ using Eq. (14) (see Supplementary Note 2 for
details). The results of this calculation are

|ψR〉 = |gg〉 |0〉+ |ge〉
∣∣φRge〉+ |eg〉

∣∣φReg〉+O(λ2), (20)

|ψL〉 = |gg〉 |0〉+ |ge〉
∣∣φLge〉+ |eg〉

∣∣φLeg〉+O(λ2), (21)

where
∣∣∣φL/Rge

〉
and

∣∣∣φL/Reg

〉
are first order in λ, describing

field states containing a single excitation, see Supplemen-
tary Note 2 for their explicit expression.

RESULTS

Protocol – two cavities, four molecules

We now move to the full protocol, whose aim is to
demonstrate indefinite causal order in a fully operational
setting. We consider two ‘wings’ of the experiment,
where in each wing two operations take place. The goal
is to correlate the order of each pair of operations with a
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control system and, after measuring the control, produce
an entangled state between the two wings, which would
not have been possible had the operations been realised
in a definite order.

Recall that we want to entangle the ‘target’ systems
which comprise the fields in both cavities as well as the
detectors (which are two per cavity), while the four spin-
1
2 particles play the role of the control. The full protocol
involves four molecules (two in each wing), where each
molecule contains a clock, a detector, and a spin- 1

2 par-
ticle. Initially, the state of these molecules reads:

|τ0τ0τ0τ0〉
1√
2

(|↑↓↑↓〉+ |↓↑↓↑〉) |gggg〉 , (22)

where |τ0〉 is the initial state of one clock (and thus all
four clocks are initially decorrelated and synchronised)
and each detector is in its ground state, while the spins
are entangled.

Note that this state is constructed in such a way that
the four molecules can be divided into two identical pairs.
These pairs are then accelerated as explained in the “Tra-
jectories” section. After the process of acceleration, the
state of all four molecules is:

1√
2

(|τ↑τ↓τ↑τ↓〉 |↑↓↑↓〉+ |τ↓τ↑τ↓τ↑〉 |↓↑↓↑〉) |gggg〉 . (23)

Due to time dilation, after the acceleration takes place,
one clock from each pair of molecules will be older than
the other from the same pair. We cannot determine
which one because the initial state of spins is a super-
position of two different possibilities. Next, each pair of
molecules enters a cavity. The first pair is placed in cav-
ity 1 at the respective positions x1 and x2 (determined
relative to the boundary of this cavity at x = 0). The
second pair of molecules is placed in cavity 2 at the same
positions relative to that cavity. Recall that the field
in each cavity is initially in the vacuum state. As dis-
cussed in the “Two molecules in the cavity” section, we
can decorrelate the clock DoF by re-synchronising the
clocks. This is done after the molecules interact with
the cavities. To keep track of the effect of the clocks on
the detector-field interactions, it is enough to note that
a detector belonging to a molecule with spin ↓ interacts
first (and with spin ↑ interacts second). To sum up the
protocol, the initial state of the total system including

the two cavities is:∣∣Ψtot
0

〉
=

1√
2

(|↑↓↑↓〉+ |↓↑↓↑〉) |gg〉 |0〉︸ ︷︷ ︸
∈S1

⊗ |gg〉 |0〉︸ ︷︷ ︸
∈S2

, (24)

where we used ⊗ to separate states from the two cavi-
ties and showed which degrees of freedom comprise the
targets S1 and S2 introduced in the “Methods” Section.

After the interactions between the detectors and the
cavity fields, the state of the system reads:∣∣Ψtot

〉
=

1√
2

(|↑↓↑↓〉 |ψR〉 ⊗ |ψR〉+ |↓↑↓↑〉 |ψL〉 ⊗ |ψL〉) ,

(25)

where the detectors and cavity states,
∣∣ψL/R〉, are those

in Eqs (20), (21).
Next the molecules are ‘broken apart’. All spins are

send to a common location where, at an event labelled
D, they are jointly measured in the basis 1√

2
(|↑↓↑↓〉 ±

|↓↑↓↑〉). This prepares the remaining systems— cavities
and detectors (which stay next to their cavities)—in the
state ∣∣Ψ±〉 =

1√
2

(|ψR〉 ⊗ |ψR〉 ± |ψL〉 ⊗ |ψL〉) , (26)

where the sign ± depends on the measurement outcome.
This state is entangled as long as |ψL〉 6= |ψR〉. This is
typically shown by finding the scalar product between
|ψL〉 and |ψR〉 which requires the Dyson series up to sec-
ond order in λ.

However, there is an equivalent but technically much
simpler method to show that the final state is in gen-
eral entangled, which is to consider another measurement
performed on each detector pair in a basis containing
the vector 1/

√
2 (|ge〉+ |eg〉). The resulting conditional

states of the fields (arising from Eqs (20) and (21)) read

1√
2

(〈ge|+ 〈eg|) |ψR〉 =
1√
2

(∣∣φRge〉+
∣∣φReg〉)+O(λ2),

(27)
1√
2

(〈ge|+ 〈eg|) |ψL〉 =
1√
2

(∣∣φLge〉+
∣∣φLeg〉)+O(λ2).

(28)

Upon measuring the control in the above defined entan-
gled basis, 1√

2
(|↑↓↑↓〉±|↓↑↓↑〉), the joint state of two cav-

ities fields up to the leading order is:

∣∣∣Ψ̃±〉 ∝ (∣∣φRge〉+
∣∣φReg〉)︸ ︷︷ ︸

|ΦR〉

⊗
(∣∣φRge〉+

∣∣φReg〉)︸ ︷︷ ︸
|ΦR〉

±
(∣∣φLge〉+

∣∣φLeg〉)︸ ︷︷ ︸
|ΦL〉

⊗
(∣∣φLge〉+

∣∣φLeg〉)︸ ︷︷ ︸
|ΦL〉

. (29)

Note that the states |ΦL〉 and |ΦR〉 describe only the fields in the cavities. The conditional state
∣∣∣Ψ̃±〉 is en-
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tangled as long as |ΦR〉 6= |ΦL〉 which is easier to verify
than the condition |ψR〉 6= |ψL〉. We further note that
the measurement on the detectors has different possible
outcomes, not all of which result in entangled field states.
Crucially however, for a product state across S1 and S2,
all local detector measurement would result in product
states of the fields. Therefore, obtaining entangled state
for one of the outcomes is sufficient to prove that the
original state was entangled.

To sum up, we have shown that using two cavities,
four molecules, and the basic effects of special relativity,
we can obtain the state given in Eq. (29). If this state is

entangled, in the next steps of the protocol this entangle-
ment can be used to violate Bell’s inequalities with the
goal to prove that the detector–field interaction events
were not classically ordered.

Entanglement of the final state

We now proceed to prove that the state in Eq. (29) can
indeed be entangled by showing that there exist parame-
ters for which |ΦR〉 6= |ΦL〉. The scalar product between
these states reads:

〈ΦR|ΦL〉 =

∑
k
e−i∆τ(ωk+Ω)

(ωk+Ω)2 [1− cos (T (ωk + Ω))]
(
uk(x1) + ei∆τ(ωk+Ω)uk(x2)

)2
2
∑
n

sin2 T (ωn+Ω)
2

(ωn+Ω)2 [un(x2)2 + 2un(x2)un(x1) cos (∆τ(ωn + Ω)) + un(x1)2]
. (30)

Explicit derivation is presented in Supplementary Note
3. Therein we further show how to choose parameters
for which the states are not just different but orthogonal.
To summarise this procedure, the parameters that have
to be chosen are:

1. The length L of each cavity and the positions x1, x2

of the molecules relative to their respective cavity.

2. The energy gap Ω of the detectors.

3. The duration T of the interaction between each de-
tector and the cavity field.

4. The time dilation ∆τ between clocks within each
pair of molecules (within each cavity), arising from
the different accelerations A↑/↓.

Remarkably, it is also possible to find parameters such
that |ΦR〉 6= |ΦL〉 even when the two field-detector inter-
actions within each cavity are space-like separated, see
Fig. 4. This means that it is possible to obtain an en-
tangled state also in the case when, in some reference
frame, the relevant operations are performed in the same
temporal order. Although from the perspective of such
a reference frame the operations would take place over
four different coordinate regions, their order would be
the same in each of the amplitudes. Obviously then, en-
tanglement generated in this scheme cannot be simply
attributed to non-classical temporal order. We discuss
implications and argue for generality of this result in the
next sections.

Ambiguity in the signature of indefinite temporal
order

We have explicitly modelled a special-relativistic ver-
sion of a protocol where gravitational time dilation and
quantum superposition lead to an indefinite temporal or-
der of events from Ref. [5]. This protocol was formulated
in terms of a ‘Bell inequality for temporal order’. The
idea was to formulate a protocol where operations in a
definite order cannot produce an entangled state, if an
appropriate set of assumptions is satisfied. (The final
step of the protocol requires measurements on the state
in order to violate a Bell inequality and verify the en-
tanglement.) The motivation was to find a test of tem-
poral order that is theory independent, which was based
on the observation that a violation of a Bell inequality
would prove indefinite temporal order without assuming
that the final state is described by quantum mechanics.
In this section, we reexamine the assumptions made in
Ref. [5], showing that the theory-independent nature of
the argument is problematic.

We first remark that the issue we have identified does
not arise if we believe that quantum mechanics is valid,
i.e., if we wish to provide experimental evidence for non-
classical temporal order assuming that the involved states
and transformations are faithfully described by quantum
theory. In such a case, already the one-cavity part of
our protocol, the “Methods” section, or the gravitational
equivalent, is sufficient. The reason is that at an abstract
level, these protocols implement a “quantum switch” [21]
– a scenario where two local operations, represented by
unitary operators ÛA ÛB , act on a target system in an
order determined by a control system which is prepared
in a superposition, thus producing a final state of the
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FIG. 4. Spacetime diagrams of interacting detectors.
Spacetime diagram showing the regions where the detector-
field interactions lead to an entangled state, Eq. (29). The
diagrams are for one cavity – the interaction regions are ide-
natically defined for the second cavity. The first row shows
spacelike separated regions which nevertheless yield entangle-
ment. The second row shows timelike separation which yields
maximal entanglement. The columns correspond to the two
amplitudes of the process that are superposed using the con-
trol (spin) state. See Supplementary Note 3 for the supporting
calculations.

form

|ψfin〉 =

1√
2

(
|0〉 ÛAV̂0Û

B + |1〉 ÛBV̂1Û
A
)
|ψ〉 . (31)

Here, |0〉, |1〉 are two basis states of the control, and |ψ〉
is the initial state of the target system. V̂0 and V̂1 are two
arbitrary unitary operators, representing the evolution of
the target between the two operations. Most presenta-
tions of the switch do not include the intermediate evo-
lution, but we will see shortly that this is important in
our context2. Given an implementation of the switch, by
making appropriate final measurements for a set of suit-
ably chosen operations ÛA, ÛB it is possible to prove
that the operations are not performed in a definite order.
This procedure is known as measuring a causal witness
[22, 23] and it could in principle be incorporated within a
single-cavity variant of our protocol to demonstrate that,
if the quantum description of the experiment is correct,

2 For generality, one can also include a control-dependent initial
state, but this is not necessary for our analysis.

the cavity-detector interactions do not take place in a
definite order.

Returning to the Bell inequality approach, it essen-
tially is an ‘entangled’ version of the switch, with the
final state of the form

|ψfin〉 =

1√
2

(
|0〉 ÛA1 V̂0Û

B1 |ψ〉 ⊗ ÛA2 V̂0Û
B2 |ψ〉

+ |1〉 ÛB1 V̂1Û
A1 |ψ〉 ⊗ ÛB2 V̂1Û

A2 |ψ〉
)
. (32)

In order to use such a state to disprove classical tem-
poral order among ÛA, ÛB , the state has to arise in a
scenario satisfying all assumptions used to derive the Bell
inequality for temporal order, apart from the assumption
of classical order itself. All assumptions used in Ref [5]
for the derivation of the inequality are: the initial state
of the target systems S1, S2 is separable; transformations
performed on the targets are local (i.e. the operations on
target Sj act as identity on other degrees of freedom of
the system); events/spacetime regions at which transfor-
mations and measurements take place are suitably sep-
arated: both interaction events in one wing are space-
like separated from both interaction events in the other
wing, and event D is spacelike from the events at which
the Bell measurements are performed (which as, usual in
Bell inequalities, are assumed to be spacelike from each
other); the choices of bases for Bell measurements are
independent of all other aspects of the experiment (of-
ten referred to as ‘free choice’ assumption); and, finally,
of course the assumption that events at which transfor-
mations and measurements are performed are classically
ordered.

The surprising result identified in the “Entanglement
of the final state” section is that entanglement is pro-
duced while all the above assumptions are met, includ-
ing the assumption of classical order. Clearly, some other
assumption was made to derive the inequality and is vi-
olated in our implementation. Indeed, as already men-
tioned, the additional assumption made in Ref. [5] is that
the target systems do not have non-trivial evolution apart
from the transformations ÛA and ÛB . Below we explain
why this assumption is violated in the present implemen-
tation and in the “Ambiguity in the signature of indefinite
temporal order” section we argue that this will remain
true in a generic dynamical implementation.

In order to see where the assumption of no free evo-
lution enters and why it is the culprit it is again suf-
ficient to look at one wing of our setup. Comparing a
single-cavity scenario, Eq. (18), and a generic quantum
switch, Eq. (31), one finds that the evolution operators
Û1, Û2 in Eq. (18) are not directly representing the lo-
cal operations ÛA, ÛB . The reason is that Û1, Û2 are
written in the Dirac (interaction) picture, which neces-
sarily includes time evolution with respect to the free
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Hamiltonian (starting from some initial time established
in a common reference frame). By unravelling this time
evolution, one finds precisely a state of the form (31),
where V̂0 and V̂1 represent the free evolution of the tar-
gets (i.e. cavity and detectors) between the interactions.
Note that the time intervals between the events, and thus
intervals of free evolution, are equal in the reference frame
of the cavity, which means that in that frame V̂0 = V̂1.
On the other hand, ÛA, ÛB describe only the field-cavity
interactions in the Schrödinger picture3.

The reason this is relevant here is that if the free Hamil-
tonian does not commute with the interaction, the free
evolution does not commute with ÛA, ÛB , and this is
how the presence of entanglement can be explained in
the state in Eq. (32) in a frame where V̂0 = V̂1 and the
events are spacelike separated. Note that in that case
there is a reference frame where Aj ≺ Bj for both states
of the control, however, as we mentioned above, in that
frame necessarily V̂0 6= V̂1, since the time intervals of free
evolution along the worldlines of the molecule 1 and 2
are in such a frame necessarily different. In such a frame
the final state in the two wing scenario becomes

|ψfin〉 =

1√
2

(
|0〉 ÛB1 V̂0Û

A1 |ψ〉 ⊗ ÛB2 V̂0Û
A2 |ψ〉

+ |1〉 ÛB1 V̂1Û
A1 |ψ〉 ⊗ ÛB2 V̂1Û

A2 |ψ〉
)
, (33)

and the presence of entanglement is thus interpreted as
due to overall different dynamics depending on the con-
trol, ÛBi V̂0Û

Ai 6= ÛBi V̂1Û
Ai i.e., in that frame while

the order of operations is common, when they take place
relative to periods of free dynamics, and thus the overll
evolution, depends on the control. Crucially, in this case
temporal order among events cannot be even defined as
changes depending on the reference frame. A further dis-
cussion of the role played by free evolution in this proto-
col is presented in Supplementary Note 4.

In fact, if free evolution and the applied operations do
not commute, even simpler scenarios can illustrate the
issue. Consider that one of the operations is trivial, say
ÛB = Î, and so in fact only one operation is applied. The
non-commutativity between ÛA and V̂ = V̂0 = V̂1 (we are
in the reference frame of the cavity) would again result
in different final states depending on when ÛA is applied
relative to V̂ . This would again lead to an entangled
final state in a two-wing scenario, even though in this
case there is even no time order of events to speak of.

3 Strictly speaking, we should add free-evolution operators also
before and after the two local unitaries—not only in between.
However, free evolution acts trivially on the vacuum state (our
initial state), while the final evolution can be reabsorbed in the
definition of the measurement basis.

Finally, we note that in all quantum switch scenarios,
including the entangled switch, there is an assumption
that each local operation is performed ‘only once’. This
condition is, however, naturally satisfied in the relativis-
tic implementations such as ours, as each operation is
performed at a specific time of a local clock.

CONCLUSION

In this paper, we constructed a non-gravitational sce-
nario where accelerating particles, interacting with quan-
tum fields, according to their own internal clock degrees
of freedom, can lead to a violation of the temporal Bell
inequalities analogous to the gravitational case. In the
“Methods” section we introduced the formalism required
to reproduce the gravitational protocol using special rel-
ativistic time dilation. We defined the kinematics of all
particles involved in the protocol and the appropriate
coupling between them and the quantum field. In the
“Results” section, we proposed the full protocol, that
demonstrated indefinite causal order in a fully opera-
tional setting. We described the procedure than would
lead us to the violation of Bell’s inequalities for the pro-
posed system. We found that a violation of Bell inequal-
ities occurs also when the entangled events are space-like
what we interpreted as an ambiguity in the signature of
indefinite temporal order. We finally found that this sur-
prising conclusion is the result of failure of the additional
assumption, requiring that target systems have no other
evolution except, the one governed by unitaries applied
in a specific time order. A detailed discussion of this
problem we presented in the “Ambiguity in the signature
of indefinite temporal order” section of our work.

We have focused so far on a particular realisation of the
entangled switch protocol – with two-level ‘detectors’ and
cavity-confined quantum field modes as targets, and the
position DoFs of the detectors as the control. However,
our main result and its explanation applies to any phys-
ical realisation of the protocol. Indeed, we have shown
that entanglement can be generated for spacelike sepa-
rated operations and identified that this is due to free
evolution of the targets. For any physical implementa-
tion of the protocol, if the applied operations do not com-
mute with the free evolution, the final state will in general
be entangled regardless of the commutation relations be-
tween the operations themselves, and thus also regardless
of their temporal order. Entanglement can arise even if
only one operation is applied, as discussed in the previous
section.

It is of course possible to identify implementations
where the assumption of no free evolution of the targets
does hold (e.g. with polarisation or angular momentum
DoFs of photons) or where the operations are performed
within a degenerate subspace of the Hamiltonian of the
targets (and thus commute with free evolution), so that
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only non-commutativity between the two local operations
is relevant. Such strategies would indeed lead to an en-
tangled final state only if the local operations are timelike
and applied in a non-classical order. However, identifying
such implementations does require a theoretical descrip-
tion of the states and dynamics of the involved systems.
In other words, one needs theory-dependent assumptions
to interpret a violation of the final Bell inequalities as a
signature of indefinite temporal order.

The observations above do not depend on the special-
relativistic setting studied in this work and hold equally
for gravitational protocols. Indeed, nothing in the argu-
ment depends on how the time dilation of the clocks is
achieved. For example, the position of a massive body
can determine – through gravitational time dilation – the
time at which a single operation takes place (relative to
some mass-independent coordinates). This can lead to
the same situation as described earlier: creation of en-
tanglement (in a two-wing scenario) even with a single
operation per wing. Again, theory-dependent assump-
tions would be required to ensure that entanglement can
only arise as a result of an indefinite order of events.

Being able to describe and experimentally test entan-
gled temporal order (i.e. even working fully within quan-
tum mechanics) is of interest in its own right. Our result,
however, opens the question whether it is possible to for-
mulate a stronger, theory independent, test of temporal
order. The insight from the present study is that it is
problematic to separate out the effect of the free dynam-
ics of the system from that of the local operations. A pos-
sible avenue to circumvent this is to consider more gen-
eral operations than the fixed unitaries discussed thus far:
they can involve a measurement of the system, producing
a classical variable as outcome. Furthermore, a setting
variable for each party can model a choice among differ-
ent operations. In this fashion, one can consider directly
the causal relations between parties – understood opera-
tionally as correlations between settings and outcomes –
without relying on a theory-dependent description of the
transformations. We leave further investigation of this
possibility to future work.
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SUPPLEMENTARY NOTE 1: SECOND ORDER OF THE DYSON SERIES

In this section, We will show that second-order Dyson expansion does not affect on |ΦR〉 and |ΦL〉.

One can ask the question why (47) depends on λ2. Previously we limited our calculation only to the first-order
expansion of the Dyson series. We have to verify that second-order expansion does not produce lambda square terms
too. Otherwise, there is a possibility that results from (47) will cancel out with these additional terms. Let us write
the general evolution operator in the following form:

Û = 1− iλ
∫ ∞
−∞

dt χd(t)
(
eiΩtσ̂+ + e−iΩtσ̂−

)∑
n

(
â†nun(xd)e

iωnt + ânun(xd)e
−iωnt

)
(34)

−λ2

∫ ∞
−∞

dt2

∫ t2

−∞
dt1 χd(t2)χd(t1)

(
eiΩt2 σ̂+ + e−iΩt2 σ̂−

) (
eiΩt1 σ̂+ + e−iΩt1 σ̂−

)
×
∑
n

(
â†nun(xd)e

iωnt2 + ânun(xd)e
−iωnt2

)∑
m

(
â†mum(xd)e

iωmt1 + âmum(xd)e
−iωmt1

)
,

where xd is a position of a detector and σ̂± acts on the internal state of this detector. In our case we have two
detectors and two Hilbert spaces of internal degrees of freedom. We can simplify the notation to write operators of
the evolution as:

Û1 = 1− iλ
∑
n

(
Û+

1nσ̂
+
1 + Û−1nσ̂

−
1

)
− λ2

∑
n,m

(
Û++

1nmσ̂
+
1 σ̂

+
1 + Û+−

1nmσ̂
+
1 σ̂
−
1 + Û−+

1nmσ̂
−
1 σ̂

+
1 + Û−−1nmσ̂

−
1 σ̂
−
1

)
, (35)

Û2 = 1− iλ
∑
n

(
Û+

2nσ̂
+
2 + Û−2nσ̂

−
2

)
− λ2

∑
n,m

(
Û++

2nmσ̂
+
2 σ̂

+
2 + Û+−

2nmσ̂
+
2 σ̂
−
2 + Û−+

2nmσ̂
−
2 σ̂

+
2 + Û−−2nmσ̂

−
2 σ̂
−
2

)
, (36)

where U±1n, U
±
2n are operators from the first-order order expansion and U±±1nm and U±±2nm are operators from the second-

order expansion of the Dyson series. σ̂±1 and σ̂±2 are operators σ̂± acting on the internal space of the first or the
second detector respectivly. To find contributions proportional to the λ2 to the value of (47), we have to find new
terms in the |ψR〉 and |ψL〉 proportional to |ge〉 or |eg〉. Knowing that |ψR〉 = Û1Û2 |gg〉 |0〉, |ψL〉 = Û2Û1 |gg〉 |0〉,
σ̂− |g〉 = 0 and σ̂+ |e〉 = 0 we can write:

|ψR〉 =

[
1− iλ

∑
n

Û+
1nσ̂

+
1 − λ2

∑
n,m

Û−+
1nmσ̂

−
1 σ̂

+
1

][
1− iλ

∑
n

Û+
2nσ̂

+
2 − λ2

∑
n,m

Û−+
2nmσ̂

−
2 σ̂

+
2

]
|gg〉 |0〉 , (37)

|ψL〉 =

[
1− iλ

∑
n

Û+
2nσ̂

+
2 − λ2

∑
n,m

Û−+
2nmσ̂

−
2 σ̂

+
2

][
1− iλ

∑
n

Û+
1nσ̂

+
1 − λ2

∑
n,m

Û−+
1nmσ̂

−
1 σ̂

+
1

]
|gg〉 |0〉 . (38)

We can observe that second-order contributions from the same detector do not change the internal state,
i.e. σ̂−σ̂+ |g〉 = |g〉, while the product of first order terms from both detectors gives σ̂+

1 σ̂
+
2 |gg〉 = σ̂+

2 σ̂
+
1 |gg〉 = |ee〉.

Thus, the second order terms do not have support on the subspace spanned by the states |ge〉 , |eg〉. Note that the
states |ge〉 or |eg〉 appear in this expansion at order λ3 or higher. This means that second-order terms from the Dyson
series do not affect the states |ΦR〉 and |ΦL〉 in our approximation.

SUPPLEMENTARY NOTE 2: DETAILS OF CALCULATIONS OF THE FINAL STATE

Using the form of evolution operator (10) we can find that:

|ψR〉 = Û1Û2 |g〉 |g〉 |0〉 = |g〉 |g〉 |0〉 − iλ
∫

dt2χ2R(t2)
∑
k

1√
ωkL

ei(ωk+Ω)t2 sin

(
kπ

L
x2

)
|g〉 |e〉 â†k |0〉

−iλ
∫

dt1χ1R(t1)
∑
k

1√
ωkL

ei(ωk+Ω)t1 sin

(
kπ

L
x1

)
|e〉 |g〉 â†k |0〉+O(λ2), (39)

where: χ1R–switching function for the first detector in the case that right detector interacts before the left one,
χ2R–switching function for the second detector in the case that right detector interacts earlier. We assume that the
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interaction starts and ends rapidly, so that χ2R(t) = 1 for t ∈ (0, T ) and χ2R(t) = 0 for any other time. Similarly,
χ1R(t) = 1 for t ∈ (∆τ,∆τ + T ) and χ1R(t) = 0 for any other time. We can proceed with the same calculation for
|ψL〉:

|ψL〉 = Û2Û1 |g〉 |g〉 |0〉 = |g〉 |g〉 |0〉 − iλ
∫

dt2χ2L(t2)
∑
k

1√
ωkL

ei(ωk+Ω)t2 sin

(
kπ

L
x2

)
|g〉 |e〉 â†k |0〉

−iλ
∫

dt1χ1L(t1)
∑
k

1√
ωkL

ei(ωk+Ω)t1 sin

(
kπ

L
x1

)
|e〉 |g〉 â†k |0〉+O(λ2), (40)

where: χ1L–switching function for the first detector in the case that right detector interacts before the left one, χ2L–
switching function for the second detector in the case that right detector interacts earlier. In this case we have that
χ1L(t) = 1 for t ∈ (0, T ) and χ1L(t) = 0 for any other time. Similarly, χ2L(t) = 1 for t ∈ (∆τ,∆τ +T ) and χ2L(t) = 0
for any other time. It worth noticing that χ1L = χ2R and χ2L = χ1R. After using this property describing relation
between switching functions, we have:

|ψR〉 = Û1Û2 |g〉 |g〉 |0〉 = |g〉 |g〉 |0〉 − iλ
∫

dt2χ2R(t2)
∑
k

1√
ωkL

ei(ωk+Ω)t2 sin

(
kπ

L
x2

)
|g〉 |e〉 â†k |0〉

−iλ
∫

dt1χ1R(t1)
∑
k

1√
ωkL

ei(ωk+Ω)t1 sin

(
kπ

L
x1

)
|e〉 |g〉 â†k |0〉+O(λ2), (41)

|ψL〉 = Û2Û1 |g〉 |g〉 |0〉 = |g〉 |g〉 |0〉 − iλ
∫

dt2χ2R(t2)
∑
k

1√
ωkL

ei(ωk+Ω)t2 sin

(
kπ

L
x1

)
|e〉 |g〉 â†k |0〉

−iλ
∫

dt1χ1R(t1)
∑
k

1√
ωkL

ei(ωk+Ω)t1 sin

(
kπ

L
x2

)
|g〉 |e〉 â†k |0〉+O(λ2). (42)

For simplicity of further calculation, let us introduce the following notation:

|ψR〉 = Û1Û2 |g〉 |g〉 |0〉 = |gg〉 |0〉+ |ge〉
∣∣φRge〉+ |eg〉

∣∣φReg〉+O(λ2), (43)

|ψL〉 = Û2Û1 |g〉 |g〉 |0〉 = |gg〉 |0〉+ |ge〉
∣∣φLge〉+ |eg〉

∣∣φLeg〉+O(λ2), (44)

where:
∣∣φLge〉–a state of a field when the left detector interacts first but the right detector is excited,

∣∣φLeg〉–a state
of a field when the left detector interacts first and the left detector is excited,

∣∣φRge〉–a state of a field when the right
detector interacts first and the right detector is excited,

∣∣φReg〉–a state of a field when the right detector interacts first
but the left detector is excited as a consequence of the interaction between atoms and the field.

SUPPLEMENTARY NOTE 3: METHOD OF FINDING APPROPRIATE PARAMETERS

In this section we will find an appropriate set of parameters that orthogonalize |ΦR〉 and |ΦL〉 vectors.

|ΦR〉 = −iλ
∑
k

1√
ωkL

∫
dt

(
χ2R(t) sin

(
kπ

L
x2

)
+ χ1R(t) sin

(
kπ

L
x1

))
ei(ωk+Ω)tâ†k |0〉

= −iλ
∑
k

∫
dt (χ2R(t)uk(x2) + χ1R(t)uk(x1)) ei(ωk+Ω)tâ†k |0〉

= −λ
∑
k

eiT (ωk+Ω) − 1

ωk + Ω

(
ei∆τ(ωk+Ω)uk(x1) + uk(x2)

)
â†k |0〉 (45)

|ΦL〉 = −iλ
∑
k

1√
ωkL

∫
dt

(
χ2R(t) sin

(
kπ

L
x1

)
+ χ1R(t) sin

(
kπ

L
x2

))
ei(ωk+Ω)tâ†k |0〉

= −λ
∑
k

eiT (ωk+Ω) − 1

ωk + Ω

(
ei∆τ(ωk+Ω)uk(x2) + uk(x1)

)
â†k |0〉 (46)
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Where the form of the state |ΦL〉 we get by changing x1 ←→ x2. Now it is easy to see that the scalar product can
be written as:

〈ΦR|ΦL〉 ∼= λ2
∑
k

∣∣eiT (ωk+Ω) − 1
∣∣2

(ωk + Ω)
2

(
e−i∆τ(ωk+Ω)uk(x1) + uk(x2)

)(
ei∆τ(ωk+Ω)uk(x2) + uk(x1)

)
∼= 2λ2

∑
k

e−i∆τ(ωk+Ω)

(ωk + Ω)2
[1− cos (T (ωk + Ω))]

(
uk(x1) + ei∆τ(ωk+Ω)uk(x2)

)2

(47)

We have to remember that states |ΦL〉 and |ΦR〉 were not properly normalized so now we can find the norm:

‖|ΦR〉‖ =
√
〈ΦR|ΦR〉 =

√√√√λ2
∑
k

∣∣eiT (ωk+Ω) − 1
∣∣2

(ωk + Ω)
2

∣∣ei∆τ(ωk+Ω)uk(x1) + uk(x2)
∣∣2

= 2λ

√√√√∑
k

sin2 T (ωk+Ω)
2

(ωk + Ω)2
[uk(x1)2 + 2uk(x1)uk(x2) cos (∆τ(ωk + Ω)) + uk(x2)2] (48)

‖|ΦL〉‖ =
√
〈ΦL|ΦL〉 = 2λ

√√√√∑
k

sin2 T (ωk+Ω)
2

(ωk + Ω)2
[uk(x2)2 + 2uk(x2)uk(x1) cos (∆τ(ωk + Ω)) + uk(x1)2] (49)

We can notice that ‖|ΦR〉‖ = ‖|ΦL〉‖ and finally the scalar product has the following form:

〈ΦR|ΦL〉 =
〈ΦR|ΦL〉

‖|ΦR〉‖‖|ΦL〉‖
=

∑
k
e−i∆τ(ωk+Ω)

(ωk+Ω)2 [1− cos (T (ωk + Ω))]
(
uk(x1) + ei∆τ(ωk+Ω)uk(x2)

)2
2
∑
n

sin2 T (ωn+Ω)
2

(ωn+Ω)2 [un(x2)2 + 2un(x2)un(x1) cos (∆τ(ωn + Ω)) + un(x1)2]
(50)

This function can be estimated as a finite sum. Let us denote the upper limits of these two sums as Nn for the sum
over n and Nk for the sum over k.

Fig. 5 shows the absolute value of the scalar product as a function of the energy gap Ω plotted for different numbers
of modes Nn and Nk. We can see that we can produce entanglement for very short times ∆τ = T = L/10. Thus, it
proves that there is an entanglement between two cavities also for spacelike separated events of interaction.

Fig. 5 look quite random. Let us analyze the scalar product for the case of two detectors standing in the positions
x1 = L/4 and x2 = 3L/4. Fig. 6 show the absolute value of the scalar product for different parameters ∆τ and
T ≤ ∆τ for different values of the energy gap Ω. We can notice that there are many parameters minimizing the scalar
product between two states.

FIG. 5. The analysis of an orthogonality between |ΦL〉 and |ΦL〉.The absolute value of the scalar product as a function
of the energy gap of the detector Ω.
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FIG. 6. The analysis of an orthogonality between |ΦL〉 and |ΦL〉 for different parameters describing interaction.
An absolute value of the scalar product for two detectors standing at x1 = L/4 and x2 = 3L/4. The energy gap Ω is chosen as
one of the cavity frequencies. Scalar product approximated as a finite sum of 30 modes i.e. Nk = Nn = 30.

Based on Fig. 6 we can conjecture that point (∆τ, T ) = (3L, 2L) is a good candidate for the orthogonalization of
the states |ΦR〉 and |ΦL〉. To verify this hypothesis let us consider the following calculation: Let L = 1, x1 = 1/4,
x2 = 3/4, Ω = π, ∆τ = 3, T = 2 + ε, where ε ∈ R+ is a small parameter. Then

〈ΦR|ΦL〉 = −
∑
k
e−3ikπ

k(k+1)2 [cos ((1 + k)(2 + ε)π)− 1]
(
sin kπ

4 − e
3ikπ sin 3kπ

4

)2
2
∑
n

sin2 (n+1)πε
2

2n(n+1)2

[
(1 + 2(−1)n) cos nπ2 + cos 3nπ

2 − 4
] . (51)

Each of these sums can be done analytically for arbitrary ε. Then we expand the numerator and denominator around
ε = 0, to get:

|〈ΦR|ΦL〉| =
∣∣∣∣ 1

2π (2 log 20 log(1− i)− log(1 + i)) ε2 +O(ε3)
1

6π (9 + log 8− 6 log π − 6 log ε) ε2 +O(ε3)

∣∣∣∣ ≈ log 8

9 + log 8− 6 log πε
. (52)

And we see that:

lim
ε→0+

|〈ΦR|ΦL〉| = 0 (53)

SUPPLEMENTARY NOTE 4: INDEFINITE ORDER FOR SPACELIKE SEPARATION OF EVENTS

Results from the main text of the “Entanglement of the final state” section show that also for spacelike separation of
events of interactions Bell’s inequality for temporal order can be violated. This statement seems paradoxical because
for spacelike separation of events we cannot define their temporal order - it would depend on the reference frame.
Here we look more closely at the compatibility of this fact with the locality of evolution.

Let us consider the cavity and two molecules placed near its boundaries. We know that entnaglement at spacelike
separation appears for a short time of interaction and small time dilation (see Fig. 4). By definition, in such scenarios
information about the interaction with the field can not be transferred from the first to the second detector before
the latter interacts with the field. To notice the problem with this situation we can split the whole cavity into three
parts (see Fig. 7). Let us denote these as: FL, F , and FR. The field FL refers only to the part of the cavity nearby
the left detector and similarly FR is describing just the right part of the cavity. The field F refers to the middle of the
whole cavity. The lengths of each part are chosen to make sure that information about interaction with the left/right
molecule can be localized only within the left/right part of the cavity. Because of this division of the cavity into three
parts, we can focus on two alternative orders of events. Let us focus on the situation when the left molecule interacts
first (L ≺ R). The whole evolution Û of the system containing two molecules and three parts of the cavity can be
presented as Û = Û3 Û2 Û1, where:

• Û1 – interaction of the left molecule with FL and free evolution of remaining parts.
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FIG. 7. Spacetime diagram of a cavity interacting with two detectors. Operators Û1 and Û3 describes the evolution
of the system according to the interaction, and Û2 is an operator of the free evolution that occurs between interactions. FL

and FR are parts of the cavity that can interacts with the detector in some finite time. F is a middle segment of the cavity
that evolves only due to the free evolution operator between interactions.

• Û2 – free evolution of the whole cavity.

• Û3 – interaction of the right molecule with the FR and free evolution of remaining parts.

Alternatively, for the right molecule interacting first (R ≺ L), we would have:

• Û1 – interaction of the right molecule with the FR and free evolution of remaining parts.

• Û2 – free evolution of the whole cavity.

• Û3 – interaction of the left molecule with the FL and free evolution of remaining parts.

We can notice that these two scenarios differ by not only the order of events but also by the free evolution parts.
It means that for such a case we can not argue that violation of Bell’s inequalities imply indefinite order of events
because we violate one of the assumptions. We are considering a scenario in which not only the order of events are
different but also there is an additional part of the evolution of the system that causes a different final state for each
order.
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