
The Twin Paradox in Quantum Field Theory

Matheus H. Zambianco1, 2, 3, ∗ and T. Rick Perche4, †

1Department of Applied Mathematics, University of Waterloo, Waterloo, Ontario, N2L 3G1, Canada
2Perimeter Institute for Theoretical Physics, Waterloo, Ontario, N2L 2Y5, Canada

3Institute for Quantum Computing, University of Waterloo, Waterloo, Ontario, N2L 3G1, Canada
4Nordita, KTH Royal Institute of Technology and Stockholm University,
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Vacuum fluctuations in quantum field theory impose fundamental limitations on our ability to
measure time in short scales. To investigate the impact of universal quantum field theory effects
on observer-dependent time measurements, we introduce a clock model based on the vacuum decay
probability of a finite-sized quantum system. Using this model, we study a microscopic twin paradox
scenario and find that, in the smallest scales, time is not only dependent on the trajectory connecting
two events, but also on how vacuum fluctuations interact with the microscopic details of the clocks.

I. INTRODUCTION

Relativity predicts that the passage of time is rela-
tive: two clocks may yield two different measurements of
time between the same two events, depending on their
trajectory in spacetime. Perhaps the most clear exam-
ple of the relativity of the passage of time is illustrated
in the twin paradox [1–4], where two twins follow differ-
ent worldlines—one twin remains on Earth, whereas the
other travels aboard a spacecraft. Upon reunion, they
find that the traveling twin ages less. The apparent para-
dox arises from the incorrect assumption that the twins’
kinematics are symmetric, when, in fact, only one twin
accelerates throughout their motion. The age difference
is a consequence of the fact that inertial trajectories lo-
cally maximize proper time between events.

Although the relative passage of time has been verified
by experiments [5–9], the classical relativistic description
is not expected to hold in arbitrarily small scales. In-
deed, quantum theory imposes fundamental restrictions
on the precision of space and time measurements [10, 11].
Moreover, there is no universal representation for a time
observable within quantum mechanics [12–14]. Instead,
time is more precisely investigated through the physi-
cal realization of clocks: systems whose dynamics can be
used to parametrize the occurrence of physical events, en-
abling an operational measurement of elapsed time [15–
17]. Indeed, the most precise measurements of time in-
tervals are realized by atomic clocks [18–20], which can
measure times of the order of 10−18 s [21, 22].

In this manuscript , we are concerned with the
observer-dependent passage of time in scales where the
notion of ideal clocks from classical relativity cannot be
implemented, which we study through a microscopic twin
paradox scenario. Although a quantum version of the
twin paradox with clocks in superposition was explored
in [23], here we focus on the standard twin paradox
scenario in scales where universal quantum field theory
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(QFT) effects become relevant for tracking the passage of
time. Indeed, QFT yields the most accurate predictions
for relativistic effects in quantum physics. It becomes
particularly relevant for the description of non-inertial
systems, such as in the Unruh effect [24–27] and short
time effects [28–31]. Thus, a complete study of the rela-
tivity of time at the smallest scales must take QFT into
account.

Indeed, it is precisely in time-scales comparable to the
system’s light crossing time that the vacuum fluctuations
of quantum fields plays more significant roles [31]. As we
will see, in a microscopic twin-paradox scenario where
the clock’s size is non-negligible compared to the mea-
sured times, parameters that are usually irrelevant for
time measurements, such as the clock’s shape and spe-
cific internal dynamics, end up playing crucial roles.

II. NON-PERIODIC CLOCKS

The most precise clocks available today utilize the os-
cillation between two quantum states of atoms to define a
frequency standard [18]. In these atomic clocks, the typ-
ical scenario involves the preparation of the atoms in an
equilibrium state with precisely tuned electromagnetic
radiation that promotes periodic de-excitations, while
also repopulating the atom’s excited state. Counting
the emitted photons when the atoms deexcite directly
gives a count of the elapsed time, analogous to “ticks”
of a clock. Nonetheless, atomic clocks are not naturally
suited to compare short times measured by observers that
undergo different trajectories between two events, such
as in a twin paradox scenario. For instance, identify-
ing the events where two atomic clocks coincide would
by itself disrupt their periodic dynamics, which requires
relatively long times to be reestablished [22]. Further-
more, atomic clocks are significantly affected by drastic
accelerations [32], hindering their application to explore
relativistic effects.

To account for highly non-equilibrium situations and
relativistic motion in time scales comparable to the light-
crossing time of the clocks, we propose a different clock
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model. We consider an hourglass-type clock, in which a
non-periodic physical process is used to keep track of time
between events. For instance, a non-periodic process that
can be used to track time is carbon dating. The decay
rate of 14C to 12C is F ≈ 3.84 × 10−12s−1 (correspond-
ing to a half-life of 5730 years). Although this process
is typically used to estimate times of scales comparable
to its half-life, it is possible to adapt it to measure times
of the order of seconds. As an example, if one possesses
N = 1015 Carbon-14 atoms, it is expected that each sec-
ond, Nd ≈ NF × 1s ≈ 3840 atoms will decay. Assuming
that one can precisely count the number of 14C atoms in
a sample, one can use this number to measure times of
the order of fractions of seconds.

More generally, in a decay process from a state |e⟩ (ex-
cited) to a state |g⟩ (ground), the rate of change of the
probability of finding the system in its excited state is
typically proportional to itself, dPe = −F Pe(t)dt, and
the probability of remaining in the excited state is ex-
ponentially decreasing with time. If the system starts in
the state |e⟩, Pe(t) = e−Ft, with F the decay rate of the
system. If |g⟩ and |e⟩ are the only states under considera-
tion, we then have Pg(t) = 1−e−F t for the probability of
the system transitioning into the state |g⟩ . If F is such
that Ft ≪ 1, we then have Pg(t) ≈ Ft, in which case
the decay probability can be directly used to track time.
Moreover, a process of this type is particularly robust
against disruptions and measurements.

This clock model operates as an hourglass in the follow-
ing sense: when interacting with the vacuum of a quan-
tum field, any quantum system prepared in its excited
state |e⟩ will tend to become deexcited, slowly changing
its state to |g⟩ if enough time elapses, at a rate that is
proportional to the classical proper time of its trajectory.
The analogy is that while the clock is in the state |e⟩ “all
of the sand is at the top”, whereas the final state |g⟩
corresponds to “all the sand at the bottom”.

III. NON-PERIODIC CLOCKS IN QFT

To fully take into account QFT effects within our
model, we consider a (small) finite-sized quantum sys-
tem undergoing a trajectory z(τ), prepared in its excited
state |e⟩. We switch on its interaction with the vacuum
of an external, free quantum field at a certain event xi, at
the center of the localized system. We then switch off the
interaction at a later event xf , also located at the center
of the clock. Its de-excitation probability to a ground
state |g⟩ at the end of the interaction is proportional to
the interaction time, and can be used to measure the time
elapsed between the events xi and xf , as defined by an
observer undergoing z(τ).

To leading order in the coupling parameter of the inter-
action (λ), the de-excitation probability of this localized
system depends only on a few parameters that determine
the interaction, such as the shape and spacetime trajec-
tory [33–35] of the clock, as well as the energy gap Ω

between the states |g⟩ and |e⟩. In the hourglass analogy,
these parameters define how fast the sand is allowed to
fall. Concretely, when the clock is linearly coupled to an
external real scalar field, its de-excitation probability (to
leading order in λ), can be written as

Pd = λ2

∫
dV dV ′Λ(x)Λ(x′)eiΩ(τ(x)−τ(x′))W (x, x′), (1)

where τ(x) is a local extension of the clock’s proper time
around the trajectory z(τ) [33, 35–37], dV =

√
−g d4x is

the invariant spacetime volume element, W (x, x′) is the
vacuum two-point function of the external free quantum
field, and Λ(x) determines the clock’s spatial profile and
the switch on and off of the interaction. In particular,
a rigid clock localized around the trajectory z(τ) with
comoving (Fermi normal [38]) coordinates (τ, ξ) [35, 37,
39] is such that

Λ(x) = F (ξ)1[τi,τf ](τ) (2)

for τ ∈ [τi, τf ], where the clock tracks elapsed time be-
tween the events z(τi) = xi and z(τf ) = xf . The function
F (ξ) is determined by the relevant spatial profile of the
interaction between the clock and field, usually given by
the wavefunctions of the states |g⟩ and |e⟩ [37, 40–43].
Furthermore, this behaviour is universal to localized sys-
tems interacting with an external field, present in short-
time light-matter interactions [43–45], the interactions of
fermions and neutrinos [46, 47], as well as larger-scale
systems, such as lasers interacting with Bose-Einstein
condensates [48]. For instance, in the case of an atom
interacting with an external electromagnetic field, F (ξ)
would be a function of the electron orbitals and W (x, x′)
would be replaced by the two-point function of the elec-
tromagnetic field [43–45].

When the clock’s size (as effectively described by the
function F (ξ)) is negligible compared to the interaction
times, clocks that operate according to Eqs.(1) and (2)
effectively behave as ideal clocks. Indeed, since Eq. (1)
is also the leading order de-excitation probability of an
Unruh-DeWitt detector [24, 40, 49] interacting with a
scalar field, the de-excitation rate obtained through the
limit

F ≡ lim
∆τ→∞

Pd

∆τ
(3)

is finite (see e.g. [50] for stationary examples). More-
over, it depends only on the clock’s energy gap Ω, in its
spatial profile F (ξ), and potentially on its trajectory in
spacetime through the comoving coordinates (τ, ξ). This
implies that in this long-time regime, the leading order
de-excitation probability is proportional to the elapsed
proper time ∆τ , thus behaving like an ideal clock. In
Appendix B we also show that, for inertial clocks in
Minkowski spacetime, the approximation Pd ≈ F∆τ be-
comes valid for relatively short times compared to the
clock’s light-crossing time and energy gap. For instance,
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when ∆τ is larger than 30 times its light-crossing time,
the relative deviation |Pd −F∆τ |/F∆τ remains smaller
than 2%, with the difference being due to universal finite-
time QFT effects. We can then define the proper time
tracked by the clock between the events xi and xf as
∆τd ≡ Pd/F1. A clock is then defined by its energy
gap Ω and proper spatial profile encoded in the function
F (ξ). However, clocks with the same proper shape and
proper energy gap may still behave differently due to lo-
cal and non-inertial QFT effects due to how they sample
the two-point function in Eq. (1).

Finally, observe that any operational definition of
time must take into account universal vacuum effects
in QFT due to local couplings and non-inertial mo-
tion (such as vacuum fluctuations and the Unruh ef-
fect [24, 25, 27, 40]), and the clock model presented here
has the advantage of naturally incorporating these ef-
fects. For instance, it is fundamental that our clocks
have a finite size; otherwise, UV correlations of QFT
would result in a divergent leading-order de-excitation
probability [33].

IV. TWIN PARADOX IN QFT

We consider a twin paradox scenario by modeling the
internal dynamics of clocks fully within QFT, as above.
We will see that in the limit of sufficiently long times,
these clocks yield the standard predictions of relativity.
However, for time scales that are a few orders of magni-
tude larger than the clocks’ proper size, we find correc-
tions due to QFT effects.

The twin paradox is usually formulated in terms of
two twins, Alice and Bob, who undergo different tra-
jectories connecting two events xi and xf , where Alice
remains inertial throughout her motion and Bob expe-
riences acceleration. When they reunite and compare
clocks, they conclude that Alice has aged more than Bob.
The description of the standard setup assumes both Al-
ice and Bob carry an ideal pointlike clock, which tracks
the proper time along their trajectories and can be used
to compare how much they have aged.

If, instead, one wishes to consider more realistic finite-
sized clocks, one has to be careful about how to compare
the twins’ motion at the initial and final events. Indeed,
observers moving relative to one another have different
rest spaces, and even clocks with the same shape would
start their trajectory at different times within their spa-
tial extension. Thus, when using extended clocks, it is

1 Notice that it is not possible to directly access the excitation
probability using a single clock through a one-shot experiment.
Instead, one should repeat the experiment N times under the
exact same circumstances. Then, if the clock decays in Nd of
those experiments, the elapsed time between events xi and xf as
measured by this clock model is given by ∆τ ≡ F−1Nd/N ≈
Pd/F .

crucial that both twins start and end their motion at
rest with respect to each other. We then consider Alice
undergoing the trajectory za(t) = (t, 0, 0, 0) parameter-
ized by her (inertial) proper time t and Bob following the
trajectory zb(τ) = (t(τ), x(τ), 0, 0) parameterized by the
(non-inertial) proper time τ . His trajectory starts iner-
tial and constantly accelerates with proper acceleration a
in the x direction for τ ∈ (0, T/4), followed by a portion
with constant acceleration −a for τ ∈ (T/4, 3T/4), and
another trajectory with constant acceleration a for the
final part, τ ∈ (3T/4, T ) ending at rest with respect to
Alice and meeting her again at τ = T (see Appendix A
for the explicit expressions of t(τ) and x(τ)). With these
choices, the trajectories are initially comoving, starting
their motion at the event xi = (0,0) in inertial (t,x) co-
ordinates. The twins meet again at the event xf = (Ta, 0)
with

Ta =
4

a
sinh

(
aT

4

)
, (4)

where the trajectories are comoving once again. When
they meet, a classical ideal clock carried by Alice would
indicate an elapsed proper time of Ta

2 between events
xi and xf , whereas the proper time measured by Bob
between these events would be Tb = T .
To study the different passage of time for microscopic

observers in QFT, we consider two twins, Alice and Bob
undergoing the trajectories za(t) and zb(τ) carrying iden-
tical clocks, as described in the previous section. The
clocks are then finite-sized quantum systems with the
same energy gap Ω and proper spatial profile defined by

F (u) =
e−||u||2/2σ2

(
√
2πσ)3

, (5)

where ||u||2 = δiju
iuj . With the choice above, σ controls

the spatial extension of the clock, also corresponding to
their light-crossing time in units where c = 1. Explicitly,
the de-excitation probability of each clock can be written
as in Eq. (1) with spacetime smearings Λa(x) and Λb(x)
given by

Λa(t,x) = 1[0,Ta](t)F (x), (6)

Λb(τ, ξ) = 1[0,Tb](τ)F (ξ), (7)

in their respective Fermi normal coordinates. Notice that
while Alice’s Fermi normal coordinates are simply (t,x),
Bob’s coordinates (τ, ξ) are constructed from comoving
coordinates for each uniformly accelerated portion of its
trajectory. The explicit coordinate transformations are
given in Appendix A, and the coordinate lines in the (t, x)

2 Notice that Ta ends up depending on a and T , as it corresponds
to the proper time at which Bob meets Alice, and Bob’s trajec-
tory is determined by these parameters. Overall, Ta and Tb are
related by Tb = 4

a
sinh−1(aTa/4).
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plane are depicted in Fig. 1.

Figure 1. Density plot of the regions of interaction of Alice
(blue) and Bob (purple) for σ = 0.1T and σ = 0.3T . The rest
surfaces of constant τ are shown in gray, and the curves of
constant ξ are shown in purple.

We can analyze the effects of QFT on the twin paradox
by comparing the classical ratio of proper times

Tb

Ta
=

aT

4 sinh
(
aT
4

) (8)

with the ratio of the times measured by the quantum
clocks carried along the respective trajectories, given by
Pb/Pa.

V. RESULTS

Using the setup above, we numerically evaluate the de-
excitation probabilities Pa and Pb for Alice’s and Bob’s
clocks, respectively. Details of the expressions used in
these calculations are given in Appendix A. We then com-
pare the ratio of the clock’s elapsed times, Pb/Pa, for dif-
ferent clock sizes and different trajectories. Observe that
by fixing the value of the product aT , we select trajec-
tories for which the classical proper time Tb/Ta remains
constant (as in Eq. (8)), allowing a fair comparison be-
tween different cases. Figure 2 displays Pb/Pa for multi-
ple clock sizes with energy gap Ω = 2T0 as a function of
T/T0 for a fixed timescale T0 when aT = 2 and aT = 4.
In Appendix B we show that for the parameters used in
Fig. 2, Alice’s inertial clock effectively agrees with the
times predicted by relativity (e.g. accuracy of ∼ 1% for
σ = 0.1T0).

Notice that in the long time regime (with constant aT ),
the predictions provided by the quantum clocks agree
with the classical ratio. This is no surprise, as keep-
ing the ratio of proper times constant and considering

2 4 6 8 10
T/T0

0.65

0.70

0.75

0.80

0.85

0.90

0.95

P
B
/P

A

σ/T0 = 0.1

σ/T0 = 0.15

σ/T0 = 0.2

σ/T0 = 0.25

σ/T0 = 0.3

aT = 2.0

aT = 4.0

Figure 2. Ratio between Bob’s elapsed time and Alice’s
elapsed time for different clock sizes (controlled by the pa-
rameter σ), with energy gap Ω = 2T0, and for trajectories
satisfying aT = 2 and aT = 4.

T → ∞ implies a → 0, in which case the rates Fb and Fa

match exactly and the de-excitation probabilities behave
as Pb ≈ F Tb and Pa ≈ F Ta, with the same de-excitation
rate F . Notice that even in this limit the trajectories are
still within the relativistic regime, as the maximum ve-
locity reached by Bob relative to Alice is v = tanh

(
aT
4

)
(v ≈ 0.46c and v ≈ 0.76c for aT = 2 and aT = 4, respec-
tively).
Nonetheless, in the regime where the clock’s light-

crossing time σ is not negligible compared to T , devi-
ations appear compared to the predictions of classical
relativity. We observe that they (i) grow with clock size,
since larger clocks sample field degrees of freedom further
away from the central trajectory, and (ii) increase with
the acceleration a, a manifestation of non-inertial QFT
effects. This aligns with prior works showing that QFT
features dominate at short times [31, 51].

VI. COMPARISON WITH ATOMIC CLOCKS

In the regime of short interaction times, the value of
Pb/Pa yields QFT corrections to measurements of time.
Moreover, when one considers specific physical systems,
the time scales where those effects are relevant turn out
to be within current atomic clock precision. Indeed, a
single-atom atomic clock (see, e.g., [22]), has a size of
the order of σ ∼ 10−10m, and in Fig. 2, we see that QFT
corrections are relevant when the interaction time T is of
the order (reintroducing the speed of light c)

T ∼ 10
σ

c
. (9)

As mentioned before, the best atomic clocks currently
available can measure times of the order of 10−18 s [21,
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22]. The characteristic time over which deviations from
the classical result become observable is then of the or-
der of T ∼ 10−17s, which is well within the precision of
current atomic clocks. However, for this effect to be ob-
served, atomic clocks would have to be accelerated and
decelerated to at least 45% of the speed of light within
times of the order of attoseconds.

Moreover, as we discussed earlier, the current setup of
atomic clocks is not suitable for measuring times associ-
ated with observers undergoing trajectories for arbitrar-
ily short durations, significantly disturbing their periodic
behaviour. Also, in experiments where atomic clocks are
used to probe observed-dependent time dilation [52, 53],
the acceleration (and gravitational fields) involved are
much smaller than the scales where the effects discussed
here are relevant. Indeed, utilizing atomic clocks to mea-
sure times of the order of T ∼ 10−17 s, the values used in
Fig. 2 would correspond to accelerations of the order of
a ∼ 1025 m/s

2
, which have not yet been experimentally

tested.3

In comparing our clock model with standard atomic
clocks, it is also important to recall that single-atom
atomic clocks usually employ a trapped ion (or neutral
atom), confined by oscillatory electromagnetic fields and
laser-cooled [18]. Beyond natural challenges in subjecting
this setup to relativistic accelerations, the preparation of
atomic clocks requires smooth Rabi pulses (to measure
the current quantum state of the atom) that last typically
hundreds of milliseconds [22]. For these time scales, our
model predicts that short-time corrections are strongly
suppressed, and the clock exhibits essentially classical
relativistic behavior.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

Time, as a physical observable, should be defined op-
erationally by physical systems, not as a parameter of a
classical theory. Although atomic clocks are the state of
the art in time measurements, they require sustainable
periodic processes, being unsuitable for describing the
observer dependence of time for trajectories that reach
significant fractions of the speed of light within few clock
ticks. Furthermore, in the shortest time scales, non-

equilibrium processes are ubiquitously affected by uni-
versal local effects of QFT. To accurately describe these
effects in a twin-paradox scenario, we introduced a clock
model that incorporates fundamental QFT effects, track-
ing time through its decay probability. While this clock
reproduces standard relativistic time dilation in the long-
time regime, it also exhibits deviations at short interac-
tion times due to vacuum fluctuations in finite spacetime
regions.
While quantum mechanics imposes fundamental lim-

itations to the precision of time measurements due to
uncertainty relations [54, 55], when taking the step into
QFT, the limitations become even more drastic. Times
tracked become explicitly dependent on the microscopic
properties of the clock: clocks with different shapes and
different internal dynamics probe vacuum fluctuations
differently, directly affecting the time tracked by them.
Our results show that on microscopic scales, two distinct
observers following the same trajectory between the same
two events will, in general, experience different notions of
time. In scales where universal QFT effects are relevant,
time is not only dependent on the trajectory, but also on
the specific microscopic details of the physical systems
used to track it.
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W. Nörtershäuser, C. Novotny, S. Reinhardt, R. Sánchez,

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.63.044104
https://doi.org/10.1119/1.1987537
https://doi.org/10.1119/1.1987537
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10714-012-1337-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10714-012-1337-4
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.59.223
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.177.4044.166
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.177.4044.166


6
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Appendix A: Explicit evaluation of the de-excitation probabilities for Alice and Bob

In this appendix, we present the expressions for the decay probability of Alice’s and Bob’s detectors that were used
to obtain the results expressed in Figure 2.

First, for the sake of completeness, we recall that the decay probability of a smeared detector to leading order in
the coupling strength is given by,

P = λ2

∫
dV dV ′Λ(x)Λ(x′)eiΩ(τ−τ ′)W (x, x′), (A1)

being τ the time Fermi Normal coordinate [38] associated with the center of mass’s trajectory. Next, recall that the
Minkowski vacuum function in 3+1 dimensions for a scalar, massless field admits the following plane wave expansion,

W (x, x′) =
1

(2π)3

∫
d3k

2|k|
eik·(x−x′), (A2)

where k = (|k|,k) and k · x = ηµνx
µxν , being ηµν = diag(−1, 1, 1, 1) the Minkowski metric. Defining the spacetime

Fourier transform of the smearing as

Λ̃(|k|,k) :=
∫

d4x Λ(x)eik·x, (A3)

one can show that the de-excitation probability to leading order in perturbation can be written as

P =
λ2

(2π)3

∫
d3k

2|k|
|Λ̃(|k|+Ω,k)|2. (A4)

Let us now adapt Eq. (A4) to the twin-paradox setup described in this paper. Working in inertial coordinates
x = (t,x), Alice’s clock (i.e., the detector’s center of mass) follows the za(t) = (t, 0), whereas Bob’s clock follows
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zb(τ) = (t(τ), x(τ)), with the parametrization in function of the proper time τ defined piecewise as follows ,

t(τ) =



1

a
sinh(aτ), τ ∈ (0, T/4),

1

a
sinh(a(τ − T/2)) +

2

a
sinh

(
aT

4

)
, τ ∈ (T/4, 3T/4),

1

a
sinh(a(τ − T )) +

4

a
sinh

(
aT

4

)
, τ ∈ (3T/4, T ).

(A5)

x(τ) =



1

a
cosh(aτ)− 1

a
, τ ∈ (0, T/4),

1

a
cosh(a(τ − T/2)) +

2

a
cosh

(
aT

4

)
− 1

a
, τ ∈ (T/4, 3T/4),

1

a
cosh(a(τ − T ))− 1

a
, τ ∈ (3T/4, T ).

(A6)

From the expressions above we can also write the change from Alice’s inertial coordinates (t,x) = (t, x, y, z) to the
Bob’s Fermi normal coordinates (τ, ξ) = (τ,X, y, z)

t(τ,X) =



(
X +

1

a

)
sinh(aτ), τ ∈ (0, T/4),(

−X +
1

a

)
sinh(a(τ − T/2)) +

2

a
sinh

(
aT

4

)
, τ ∈ (T/4, 3T/4),(

X +
1

a

)
sinh(a(τ − T )) +

4

a
sinh

(
aT

4

)
, τ ∈ (3T/4, T ).

(A7)

x(τ,X) =



(
X +

1

a

)
cosh(aτ)− 1

a
, τ ∈ (0, T/4),(

X − 1

a

)
cosh(a(τ − T/2)) +

2

a
cosh

(
aT

4

)
− 1

a
, τ ∈ (T/4, 3T/4),(

X +
1

a

)
cosh(a(τ − T ))− 1

a
, τ ∈ (3T/4, T ).

(A8)

Notice that the y and z coordinates remain unchanged due to Bob’s motion being confined to the (t, x) plane.

The classical proper time associated with Alice’s trajectory between events D and R is then

Ta = t(T ) =
4

a
sinh

(
aT

4

)
. (A9)

For completeness, recall that Alice’s clock is modelled using the smearing function

Λa(t,x) = 1[0,Ta](t)F (x), (A10)

with

F (x) =
e−(x2+y2+z2)/2σ2

(
√
2πσ)3

, (A11)

The evaluation of Alice’s decay probability, Pa, is then a straightforward application of Eq. (A4) using the smearing
defined by Eq. (A10).After evaluating the Fourier transform of the smearing Λa, we write the integral in momentum
space using spherical coordinates. The integral over the angular variables can be evaluated, leaving just one integral
that needs to be evaluated numerically. The result is

Pa =

∫ ∞

0

dω
e−σ2ω2

ω sin2
( 2(ω−Ω) sinh(aT/4)

a

)
π2 (ω − Ω)2

=
4 sinh2(aT/4)

a2

∫ ∞

0

dω
e−σ2ω2

ω sin2
( 2(ω−Ω) sinh(aT/4)

a

)
4π2 (ω − Ω)2 sinh2(aT/4)/a2

(A12)
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=
4 sinh2(aT/4)

π2a2

∫ ∞

0

dωe−σ2ω2

ω sinc2
( 2(ω−Ω) sinh(aT/4)

a

)
(A13)

As for the evaluation of Bob’s decay probability, Pb, first, we recall that the smearing to be used in this case is

Λb(τ, ξ) = 1[0,Tb](t)F (ξ), (A14)

where Tb = T is the proper time associated with the trajectory zb between the events D and R, and (τ, ξ) = (τ,X, y, z)

are the Fermi normal coordinates built from Bob’s worldline. Thus, defining W̃ (τ,X, y, z) = W (t(τ,X), x(τ,X), y, z),
we can write

Pb = λ2

∫ T

0

dτ

∫ T

0

dτ ′
∫

dXdydzdX ′dy′dz′eiΩ(τ−τ ′)F (X, y, z)F (X ′, y′, z′)W̃ (τ,X, y, z), (A15)

where t(τ,X) and x(τ,X) are given by Eqs. (A7) and (A8), depending on the value of the parameter τ , and the
spatial profile F is given by Eq. (A11). To organize the integral of Eq. (A15) in a way that can be numerically solved,
we explicitly substitute the expressions for F , t(τ,X) and x(τ,X) for each range of the variable τ , obtaining a total
of nine integrals. Three of those integrals can be combined due to symmetries, leaving us with an expression of the
form.

Pb = P11 + P22 + P33 + 2(Re(P12) + Re(P13) + Re(P23)), (A16)

To write down an expression for each one of those terms, we use Eq. (A2) to write the plane wave expansion for the
Wightman function, and then change to spherical coordinates when integrating over the momentum variables. At the
end, we can write

P11 =

∫ T/4

0

dτ

∫ T/4

0

dτ ′
∫ π

0

dθ

∫ ∞

0

dωf11(τ, τ
′, θ, ω), (A17)

P22 =

∫ T/4

0

dτ

∫ T

3T/4

dτ ′
∫ π

0

dθ

∫ ∞

0

dωf22(τ, τ
′, θ, ω), (A18)

P33 =

∫ T

3T/4

dτ

∫ T

3T/4

dτ ′
∫ π

0

dθ

∫ ∞

0

dωf33(τ, τ
′, θ, ω), (A19)

P12 =

∫ T/4

0

dτ

∫ 3T/4

T/4

dτ ′
∫ π

0

dθ

∫ ∞

0

dωf12(τ, τ
′, θ, ω), (A20)

P13 =

∫ T/4

0

dτ

∫ T

3T/4

dτ ′
∫ π

0

dθ

∫ ∞

0

dωf13(τ, τ
′, θ, ω), (A21)

P23 =

∫ 3T/4

T/4

dτ

∫ 3T/4

T/4

dτ ′
∫ π

0

dθ

∫ ∞

0

dωf23(τ, τ
′, θ, ω). (A22)
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In the integrals above, the functions fij(τ, τ
′, θ, ω) can be expliclty written as

f11(τ, τ
′, θ, ω) =

1

8π2
exp

[
1

8

(
− σ2ω2 + 8i(τ − τ ′) Ω + 3σ2ω2 cos(2θ)

− ω

a

(
− 8i cos θ cosh(aτ) + 4aσ2ω cos2 θ cosh2(aτ) + 8i

(
cos θ cosh(aτ ′) + sinh(aτ)− sinh(aτ ′)

)
+ aσ2ω

(
2 cosh(2aτ) + (3 + cos(2θ)) cosh(2aτ ′)− 4 cos θ

(
sinh(2aτ) + sinh(2aτ ′)

))))]
ω sin θ,

(A23)

f22(τ, τ
′, θ, ω) =

1

8π2
exp

[
i(τ − τ ′) Ω +

ω

8a

(
− 8i cos θ cosh

(
a
2 (T − 2τ)

)
+ 8i

(
cos θ cosh

(
a
2 (T − 2τ ′)

)
+ sinh

(
a
2 (T − 2τ)

)
− sinh

(
a
2 (T − 2τ ′)

) )
− aσ2ω

(
(3 + cos 2θ) cosh(a(T − 2τ)) + (3 + cos 2θ) cosh(a(T − 2τ ′))

+ 4 sin2 θ − 4 cos θ
(
sinh(a(T − 2τ)) + sinh(a(T − 2τ ′))

)))]
ω sin θ

(A24)

f33(τ, τ
′, θ, ω) =

1

8π2
exp

[
i(τ − τ ′) Ω− σ2ω2

8

(
(3 + cos 2θ) cosh(2a(T − τ)) + (3 + cos 2θ) cosh(2a(−T + τ ′))

+ 4
(
sin2 θ + cos θ

(
sinh(2a(T − τ)) + sinh(2a(T − τ ′))

)))
+

iω

a

(
cos θ

(
cosh(a(−T + τ))− cosh(a(−T + τ ′))

)
+ sinh(a(T − τ)) + sinh(a(−T + τ ′))

)]
ω sin θ

(A25)

f12(τ, τ
′, θ, ω) =

1

8π2
exp

[
1

8

(
− 2σ2ω2 + 8i(τ − τ ′) Ω + 2σ2ω2 cos 2θ

+
ω

a

(
− aσ2ω(3 + cos 2θ)

[
cosh(2aτ) + cosh(a(T − 2τ ′))

]
+ 8i

[
2 sinh

(
aT

4

)
− sinh(aτ)− sinh

(a
2
(T − 2τ ′)

) ]
+ 4 cos θ

[
− 4i cosh

(
aT

4

)
+ 2i cosh(aτ) + 2i cosh

(a
2
(T − 2τ ′)

)
+ aσ2ω

(
sinh(2aτ) + sinh(a(T − 2τ ′))

)]))]
ω sin θ

(A26)

f13(τ, τ
′, θ, ω) =

1

8π2
exp

[
1

8

(
− σ2ω2 + 8i(τ − τ ′) Ω + 3σ2ω2 cos 2θ

− ω

a

(
− 8i cos θ cosh(aτ) + 4aσ2ω cos2 θ cosh2(aτ)

+ 8i
[
cos θ cosh(a(−T + τ ′))− 4 sinh

(
aT

4

)
+ sinh(aτ) + sinh(a(T − τ ′))

]
+ aσ2ω

[
2 cosh(2aτ) + (3 + cos 2θ) cosh(2a(−T + τ ′))

− 4 cos θ
(
sinh(2aτ) + sinh(2a(−T + τ ′))

)]))]
ω sin θ

(A27)
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f23(τ, τ
′, θ, ω) =

1

8π2
exp

[
1

8

(
− 2σ2ω2 + 8i(τ − τ ′) Ω + 2σ2ω2 cos 2θ

+
ω

a

(
− aσ2ω(3 + cos 2θ)

[
cosh(a(T − 2τ)) + cosh(2a(−T + τ ′))

]
+ 8i

[
2 sinh

(
aT

4

)
+ sinh

(a
2
(T − 2τ)

)
+ sinh(a(−T + τ ′))

]
+ 4 cos θ

[
4i cosh

(
aT

4

)
− 2i cosh

(a
2
(T − 2τ)

)
− 2i cosh(a(−T + τ ′))

+ aσ2ω
(
sinh(a(T − 2τ)) + sinh(2a(−T + τ ′))

)]))]
ω sin θ

(A28)

Appendix B: Inertial clocks

In this appendix, we analyze the behaviour of our clock for the case of an inertial trajectory. Using the same spatial
profile as in Eq.(5), we will explicitly show that, in the limit where the clock’s size is negligible compared to the
measured times, our model matches the predictions of an ideal clock.

Concretely, when the system that composes the clock undergoes an inertial trajectory in Minkowski spacetime and
interacts with the field for a proper time T following the switching model χ(t) = 1[0,T ](t), we have

P (T ) =

(
T

2π

)2 ∫ ∞

0

dω e−σ2ω2

ω sinc2
(
(ω − Ω)T

2

)
. (B1)

Now, by defining the variable u = ω/T , and then performing a translation u → u+ΩT , we can write

P (T ) =
1

(2π)2

∫ ∞

0

du e−σ2u2/T 2

u sinc2
(
(u− ΩT )

2

)
,

=
1

(2π)2

∫ ∞

−ΩT

du e−σ2(u+ΩT )2/T 2

(u+ΩT ) sinc2
(u
2

)
(B2)

Thus, the average de-excitation write can be cast as

P (T )

T
=

1

(2π)2

∫ ∞

−ΩT

du e−σ2(u/T+Ω)2 ( u
T +Ω) sinc2

(u
2

)
. (B3)

Now, we would like to evaluate the limit of the expression above when T → ∞, which corresponds to the scenario
where the effective clock’s size, as measured by σ, is negligible compared to the times measured by this clock. We
have

lim
T→∞

P (T )

T
= lim

T→∞

1

(2π)2

∫ ∞

−∞
du e−σ2(u/T+Ω)2

(
u
T +Ω

)
sinc2

(u
2

)
= lim

T→∞

1

(2π)2

(
Ω

∫ ∞

−∞
du e−σ2(u/T+Ω)2 sinc2

(u
2

)
+

1

T

∫ ∞

−∞
du e−σ2(u/T+Ω)2 u sinc2

(u
2

))
= lim

T→∞

Ω

(2π)2

∫ ∞

−∞
du e−σ2(u/T+Ω)2 sinc2

(u
2

)
=

Ω

(2π)2

∫ ∞

−∞
du lim

T→∞

(
e−σ2(u/T+Ω)2

)
sinc2

(u
2

)
=

Ωe−σ2Ω2

(2π)2

∫ ∞

−∞
du sinc2(u/2)

=
Ωe−σ2Ω2

2π
, (B4)

where we can commute the limit with the integral using the dominated convergence theorem due to the fact that
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e−σ2(u/T+Ω)2sinc2(u/2) ≤ e−σ2Ω2

sinc2(u/2). Notice that this result is only valid for σ > 0, and the de-excitation
probability diverges in the limit σ → 0 (see Eq. (B1)). That is, the limits T → ∞ and σ → 0 do not commute.
Therefore, by Eq.(B4), we have proven that in the limit T → ∞, our clock behaves exactly as an ideal clock, with the
proportionality constant between the decay probability and the time measured given by

α∞ =
Ωe−σ2Ω2

2π
. (B5)

Now, if one wishes to use this same clock to measure a finite time T , the relative deviation from the ideal case will be

α(T,Ω, σ) ≡ |P (T )/T − α∞|
α∞

. (B6)

In Figure 3, we display the values of the relative deviation α(T,Ω, σ) for different clocks’ sizes with energy gap
Ω = 2T0, for some fixed timescale T0. We observe that, when the clock’s size is about 103 smaller than the times
being measured, the relative error compared to the ideal clock is less than 0.3%. For the case used to explore the twin
paradox scenario, Alice’s clock is at most of size σ = 0.3T0 and for T = 10T0, the deviation from the standard clock
constant is at most 5%, being 1% for the smallest clock size considered of σ = 0.1T0.

25 50 75 100 125 150 175 200

T/T0

0.000

0.005

0.010

0.015

0.020

α
(T
,Ω
,σ

)

σ/T0 = 0.1

σ/T0 = 0.15

σ/T0 = 0.2

σ/T0 = 0.25

σ/T0 = 0.3

Figure 3. Relative deviation α(T,Ω, σ) between our model and an ideal clock in an inertial scenario, for different clock sizes
(as controlled by the parameter σ) and with energy gap Ω = 2T0.
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