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Gravitational interaction through a feedback mechanism
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We study the models of Kafri, Taylor and Milburn (KTM) and Tilloy and Diési (TD), both of
which implement gravity between quantum systems through a continuous measurement and feedback
mechanism. The first model is for two particles, moving in one dimension, where the Newtonian
potential is linearized. The second is applicable to any quantum system, within the context of
Newtonian gravity. We address the issue of how to generalize the KTM model for an arbitrary finite
number of particles. We find that the most straightforward generalisations are either inconsistent
or are ruled out by experimental evidence. We also show that the TD model does not reduce to the
KTM model under the approximations which define the latter model. We then argue that under the
simplest conditions, the TD model is the only viable implementation of a full-Newtonian interaction
through a continuous measurement and feedback mechanism.

I. INTRODUCTION

Gravity is very well described by General Relativity
in terms of space-time deformations caused by mass and
energy [1]. All experiments so far have confirmed the the-
ory, up to the direct detection of gravitational waves by
the LIGO collaboration [2], although the open problems
in Cosmology with dark energy [3] and dark matter [4]
might eventually call for a different description of gravity.

For decades the scientific community has worked to-
wards formulating a quantum theory of gravity, and
many important results have been achieved, yet at
present a conclusive answer has not been reached [5, 6].
The lack of a fully consistent quantum theory of grav-
ity has opened the possibility that gravity might not be
fundamentally quantum. The scientific community con-
sidered several times the option that gravity might be ul-
timately classical, and this originated a dispute whether
this assumption is compatible with the quantum nature
of matter or not [7—21], until quite recently, when fully
consistent models of Newtonian gravity have been for-
mulated, where matter is quantum and gravity is classi-
cal [22-31]. Two of such models were proposed by Kafri,
Taylor and Milburn (KTM) [32], and by Tilloy and Didsi
(TD) [33].

In this work we study these two models, which imple-
ment Newtonian gravity through a continuous measure-
ment and feedback mechanism, whose detailed descrip-
tion is provided below. The first model refers to two par-
ticles moving only in one direction, and the Newtonian
potential is linearized. The second model applies to any
non-relativistic quantum system, and the full Newtonian
interaction is considered.

We address the issue of how to generalize the KTM
model for a system of N particles (with N > 2), taking
into account previous results in the literature [29, 34].
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We find that the most straightforward generalisations are
either inconsistent or are ruled out by experimental evi-
dence.

For the TD model, we analyse the requirements for reg-
ularizing the dynamics and we explicitly derive its con-
ditions. In particular, we construct a family of smear-
ing functions for the case of local operations and classi-
cal communication (LOCC) dynamics, which is described
below. Then, in the appropriate limit, we compare the
TD and the KTM models, finding that they predict quan-
titatively different decoherence effects, and thus conclud-
ing that the TD model is not a generalization of the KTM
model, although it is built on the same ideas.

We also address the issue of how to construct a full-
Newtonian interaction within a continuous measurement
and feedback framework. We argue that the TD model
is the only viable one within the simplest form of imple-
menting the feedback mechanism.

II. KAFRI-TAYLOR-MILBURN MODEL

We review the KTM model; this will allow to set the
stage and introduce the key elements for the following
discussion.

The model [32] makes the assumption that Newtonian
gravity is fundamentally classical. In order to be consis-
tent with a quantum description of matter, the classical
interaction is implemented through a two-step mecha-
nism. The first step is a weak continuous measurement
[35] of the positions & of each mass. Then, the (classi-
cal) outcome of the position measurement of each mass
is coupled to the position of the other mass through a
Newtonian potential [36, 37]. This second step corre-
sponds to the implementation of a feedback dynamics.
Since the measurement of the positions of the masses has
an intrinsic error, the evolution of the system will be
characterized by unavoidable noisy dynamics. Thus, this
two-step mechanism leads to a decoherence mechanism
along-side the desired effective Newtonian gravitational
attraction between different masses [25].
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FIG. 1: Graphical representation of the KTM model. Two
particles are initially placed at a distance d with respect to
each other. The position of each particle is measured by the
other particle. The corresponding measurement record rq is
used to implement a classical Newtonian gravitational inter-
action through a feedback evolution. Here, the measurement
is represented with X whose color matches the particle per-
forming the measurement, while the measurement record 7,
is spread as indicated by the arrows whose color matches the
measured particle.

To be quantitative, KTM considered a system com-
posed of two masses m1 and msy, which are harmonically
suspended at an initial distance d, as shown in Figure 1,
and coupled through gravity, which will be accounted for
as presented here below. Since there are only two masses,
the problem can be fully studied in one dimension. As-
suming that the harmonic trap is sufficiently strong and
thus the fluctuations of the masses are small with respect
to d, one can Taylor expand the Newtonian gravitational
interaction up to the second order in the relative displace-
ment. Then, with a suitable choice of coordinates, the
Hamiltonian of the system reads H = Hy + Hgyayv, Where

Hy = Za 1pa/2ma + moﬂ2 #2 is the Hamiltonian of

o Ot
a pair of harmonic oscﬂlators, while ngav describes the
linearized interaction due to gravity:

I;[grav - Ki’lfi% (1)

where K = 2Gmimsy/d®, with G denoting the gravita-
tional constant. The goal of the KTM model is to replace
Hg, v, which is quantum in the sense that it depends on
the position operators of the two particles, with the two-
step mechanism above described: i) measurement of the
positions and ) implementation of the feedback dynam-
ics.

i) Position measurements. — The first step is a weak
continuous measurement of the positions of the two
masses. According to the standard formalism [35], the
variation of the state |¢) due to such a measurement is
given by

(d 1) ) — (dq))2dt
e )

+\ﬁ< .y >>dWat)|w>7

where (Z) = (¢| Z4 |¢) and the two noises W, ¢ are stan-
dard independent Wiener processes. The parameters v,
denote the information rate gained by the measurement.

ii) Feedback dynamics. — The feedback dynamics is
implemented by replacing Hgray with the new feedback
Hamiltonian

Hp, = x1271%2 + X21721, (3)

with x12 and x21 denoting real constants yet to be de-
termined. A key element is the measurement record r,
which encodes the classical information about the posi-
tion of the a-th particle [35]:

h dWq
Ve dt

This is a random variable, centered at the expectation
value (Z,) and with a variance defined by the information
gain rate vy, and the Wiener process W, ¢, which in turn
is defined by the relations

E[dW,,] =0,
E [dW, «dWs.] = Sapdt,

o = (Za) + (4)

(5)

see Appendix A for further details. The Hamiltonian Hg,
leads to the following feedback evolution for the state:
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We report its derivation in Appendix A.

The full dynamics of the state |¢) is then given by
the combining the contributions in Eq. (24) and Eq. (6).
This reads

2 .
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o
2
+ 3 |- g = (Gl + 0 G~ ()
a=1

where the first line corresponds to the feedback contribu-
tion, the second line to that of the continuous measure-
ment, while the third line is the Itd term arising from
their combined effect. The corresponding master equa-
tion reads
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with p = E[[¢) (¢]], where E[-] denotes the stochastic
average; in Eq. (8) we also included the free evolution
described by Hy.

To correctly mimic the gravitational interaction one
sets x12 = x21 = K, and the master equation becomes

% =- % {Ho +Kﬁ15€2,ﬁ}
2 K2 R ) ) (9)
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Hence, one recovers, at the level of the master equation,
the quantum gravitational interaction Hyg,y in Eq. (1).
In this way, the KTM prescription retrieves the standard
Newtonian quantum gravitational interaction through a
classical communication channel. The price to pay is to
have decoherence effects, whose strength is determined
by the parameters .. In the particular case of two equal
masses mi = Mg, it is reasonable to assume that the mea-
surement processes have the same rate [32], thus we set
v = 71 = 2. This is a free parameter of the model, which
can be fixed by looking for a minimum. The particular
structure of the decoherence terms in Eq. (9) allows to
perform such a minimization, after which the second line
of Eq. (9) becomes

2
S e | (10)
a=1
and corresponds to an information gain rate equal to
Yenin = 20K [32].

In summary, the KTM model implements a local op-
eration and classical communication (LOCC) dynamics
[38, 39], where the local operation is provided by the con-
tinuous measurement of the positions, while the feedback
dynamics works as a classical communication [40]. Such
a LOCC dynamics simulates the action of a Newtonian
quantum gravitational field in the sense specified above,
paying the price of having a decoherence mechanism af-
fecting the system dynamics.

III. LINEARIZED-GRAVITY
GENERALIZATION OF THE KTM MODEL

The KTM model describes the Newtonian gravita-
tional interaction of two particles only. A natural ques-
tion is how to generalize it to include an arbitrary finite
number of particles: this is the subject of this section.
We will keep gravity at linear order.

Two generalizations naturally follow from the original
proposal: the first ones assumes that the position of each
mass is measured by each of the other masses (pairwise
measurement); the second one assumes a single, universal
measurement of the position of each mass. Then the
measurement records are used to implement the feedback
dynamics consistently.

A. Pairwise approach

The pairwise approach was first proposed by Altami-
rano et al. [26, 29, 41], where they considered two bodies
of N7 and N; constituents, moving in one dimension. We
review the model, and at the same time we generalize it
to a arbitrary configuration of particles in three dimen-
sions.

The Taylor expansion of the many body Newtonian
potential reads

N
V& Z Z Z KopijZautps, — (11)
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where the Greek indices «, 8 denote the particles and the
Latin indices [, j denote the directions in space. The sin-
gle particle operator Y, is a second-order polynomial of
the position operator X, which is not relevant because
it can be re-absorbed with a proper redefinition of the
variables, while the second term gives the Newtonian po-
tential at linear order, with the coefficients K ;; defined
as follows:
3dapidas; A1

Kopj =G — 12
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where the vector d,g joins the positions of the two
masses. This is the generalization of K introduced in
Eq. (1).

We now apply the two-step mechanism outlined before.
The variation of the wavefunction due to the continuous
measurements of the positions Z,; is described by:

YapBl A ~
@D 3 §j( O (s — (o))
a,f=11,j=1
b (13)
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where the parameters v,43;; are the information gain rates
of the measurements, and the noises Wygi; + are standard
independent Wiener processes, satisfying

E [dWagi] =0 (14)
E [dWaBlj,tdWa’B’l’j’,t] = 0o’ 0gp 0117055 dt.
The corresponding measurement records read
. h AWy
raply = (Bar) + —oft (15)

vV VapBlj dt

We speak of a pairwise approach because, as we can see
from Eq. (13), the position of each particle is measured
9(NN —1) times in the three directions in space, for a total
of 9N(N — 1) measurement records 745,;. These embed
the information about the position of particle o along the
[-th direction, which will be used to generate the gravi-
tational attraction on particle 8 along the j-th direction.
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FIG. 2: Graphical representation of the pairwise KTM gen-
eralization for N = 3 particles. Each particle position is
measured by all the other N — 1 = 2 particles. Here, the
measurement is represented with )X whose color matches the
particle performing the measurement, while the measurement
record r,g is broadcasted as indicated by the arrows whose
color matches the measured particle.

Different particles will use different measurement records
coming from the same particle to implement the feedback
dynamics. See Fig. 2 for a graphical representation of the
situation.

The feedback Hamiltonian is defined as follows:

N 3
>0 Kapiyrasiis;- (16)
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The corresponding feedback evolution for the wavefunc-
tion is given by
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Following the procedure outlined in the previous section
and reported in Appendix A, we arrive at the follow-
ing master equation for the combined measurement and
feedback dynamics:

N 3
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(18)
where we absorbed the operators Y, in the Hamiltonian
Hy and we assumed that vag1; = Y8a1; = Vagji- The
master equation (18) is a three-dimensional pairwise gen-
eralization of the KTM model. As before, the unitary
evolution (apart from Hy) describes the gravitational in-
teraction among the particles. The other terms in the

W}Kaﬁljjjﬁjdt |9).

second line lead to decoherence, and can be suitably min-
imized by fixing an appropriate value of the information
rates vap1;- Thus, as for the KTM model, one obtains a
minimum decoherence coefficient that can be tested ex-
perimentally. Note that Eq. (18) reduces to the KTM
master equation (9) for N = 2 particles. The same holds
when one considers two subsystems made of respectively
N7 and N, particles, with N7 + No = N. Indeed, once
expressing each of the position operators x, as the sum
of the center-of-mass operator X7, with 0 =1 or 2, and
relative displacement dX7, we have that the double com-
mutator in Eq. (18) can be expressed as

[Tats [Tal, p]] = [nga [Xgnﬁﬂ + [ b 1020, P

{&L’al’{ aly P H [&Eal»[(sxal’ H (19)

Then, by tracing over the relative degrees of freedom,
T (o [Fars A) = | X8 | Ka0pou] | (20)

and one recovers the dynamics in Eq. (9) for the centers-
of-mass of the two subsystems.

This model is mathematically consistent, however it is
experimentally ruled out as discussed in Ref. [29]. In-
deed, each of the particles is measured as many times as
the number of the other particles present in the system.
If one takes the example of the system made of an atom
and the entire Earth [29], then every particle constitut-
ing the latter provides a contribution to the decoherence
term in Eq. (18). For the atom, after tracing over the
Earth’s degrees of freedom, one obtains the decoherence
term in the vertical direction z of motion

CGMeyyor M, .
T®[ (2, Parom]]; (21)
after the minimization procedure is applied. Here,
Mrom ~ 1.4 x 1072° kg is the mass of the 8"Rb atom used
in the considered experiment [42], Mg ~ 6 x 10%* kg and
Rg ~ 6 x 10°m are the mass and the radius of Earth,
while C ~ 0.47 is a suitable factor accounting for the
Earth’s geometry [29]. By following the analysis in [29],
one finds that Eq. (21) predicts a visibility which is more
than 80 orders of magnitude smaller than that experi-
mentally measured.

B. Universal approach

Since a pairwise procedure, where every particle mea-
sures the others, is experimentally ruled out due to the
excessive number of measurements, one needs to consider
an alternative [26]. Here we consider an universal ap-
proach, where the position of each particle is measured
only once, and such an information is broadcasted to all
the other particles through the feedback Hamiltonian.



Now, we have one measurement record for each of the
N particles in each of the three dimensions, of the form

X h AW,
al = (Lo ’ 22
ral = (o) + o dt (22)
where the noise is characterized by
E[dWq4¢] =0,
[ 0’17t] (23>

E [dWa,:dWg; 1] = dapdi;dt.

In such a way, once the position of one particle is mea-
sured, the other particles receive the same measurement
record. A graphical scheme of such a protocol is shown
in Fig. 3. After the continuous measurements, which is
described by

N 3

(@)m =D Y (— g (ot — (Far))?dt
a=11=1 (24)
+ Y (bt — <aeal>)dwal,t> [4),

one implements the gravitational interaction through the
following feedback Hamiltonian

N 3
Hp, = Z Z Kopijrai sy, (25)
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where K,p;; is defined in Eq. (12). The corresponding
contribution to the evolution of the wavefunction reads

N 3 . N 3 K l-'lAf
=33 |+ 33 Kt
cFa
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Following the procedure described in Appendix A, we
obtain the following master equation

"y - . N
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Differently from Eq. (9) and Eq. (18), the decoherence
term in Eq. (27) involves the position operators of differ-
ent particles. This poses a serious problem. To see this,
let us consider again the case of two subsystems made

of N1 and N particles respectively. Now, by splitting
Xg as the sum of the center-of-mass operator X%, with
o =1 or 2, and relative displacement 5?{%, we have that
the last double commutator in Eq. (27) becomes

(s loeis 1) = [ X85, [X405]| + [ %55 1032, 7]

N (28)

+ [&%gj’ [Xfivﬁﬂ + [533“%3-, [5~%gi>ﬁ]]
Then, by tracing over the relative degrees of freedom, one
finds

T (b5, (e A1) = [X5,0 [Xsohen] [ (29)

where 1 and o do not necessarily coincide. Thus, one has
also terms of the form [X Bjs [X 2 ﬁCMH, which do not

appear in the KTM master equation (9). In Appendix
C we present an explicit example proving that the cor-
responding coefficient is non vanishing. On the contrary,
for the case of N = 2, one recovers exactly the KTM
model without additional terms. Indeed, for N = 2, the
constraint 8,¢ # « in the last term of Eq. (27) is sat-
isfied only for 5 = € and 8 # «. Thus, one does not
have double commutators involving position operators of
different particles. Therefore, two composite systems do
not behave like two point-like particles, whose internal
dynamics can be ignored. This inconsistency discards
the universal generalization of the KTM model.

In the next Section we will consider the model pro-
posed by Tilloy and Diosi [33, 43], which consistently
describes gravity as a measurement plus feedback inter-
action for an arbitrary number of particles, also imple-
menting the full Newtonian potential, not only its linear
approximation. We will show that it does not reduce to
the KTM model in the limit of linearized gravity for two
particles.

IV. TILLOY-DIOSI MODEL

The TD model [33, 43] implements a full Newtonian
interaction by monitoring the mass density of the sys-
tem. This choice allows a straightforward extension to
the case of identical particles, where one expresses the
mass density operator as a mass-weighted sum over dif-
ferent species of particles. In this setting, Eq. (1) is re-
placed by

s = 5 [ dxyVx - 9)aGIAGY),  (30)

where V(x —y) = —G/|x —y]| is the full Newtonian grav-
itational potential and fi(x) is the mass density operator
of the system. This is the interaction one aims at recov-
ering with the measurement and feedback process.

In analogy with the KTM model, now the mass den-
sity fi(x) is continuously measured. The variation of the
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FIG. 3: Graphical representation of the universal KTM gen-
eralization for N = 3 particles. FEach particle position is
measured only once, this is represented by the grey X. The
corresponding measurement records r, are broadcasted as in-
dicated by the arrows whose color matches the measured par-
ticle.

wavefunction due to the continuous measurement is given

by

(@) = | gz [ dxiye) (260) ~ (300

— (a(y))) dt (31)
2h/dx

(0 3 x0ce] 1),
This is the analogue of Eq. (24) in the KTM model. Here,
we introduced (fi(x)) = (] i(x) |¢) and the noise du;(x)
( izati ) is charac-
terized by

E[op(x)] =0,
E [0 (x)6per (y)] = v(x,¥)d(t — 1),

The latter is
and satisfying v(x,y) =

(32)

where 7y(x,y) is a spatial correlator.
assumed to be symmetric,

1y, x)=(x—y).
In analogy with Eq. (3), we introduce the feedback
Hamiltonian

i = / dxdyV(x — Y)a(uy),  (33)

where p(y) is the measurement record of the mass density
associated to the measurement process in Eq. (31):

u(x) = (A(x) + h / dy v H(x - y)om(y).  (34)

Here, v~ (x — y) is the inverse function of v(x —y), for
which the following relation holds

r)y H(r—y)=dx—y).
(35)

(o -y = [ deylx—

We report a method to construct the inverse kernel
v~1(x —y) in Appendix B. The corresponding feedback
wavefunction dynamics is given by [43]

@l =- [ dxdy{

o) (x -

- y)u(y)

p(x)dt|)).

(36)
We note that Eq. (33) and Eq. (34) indicate that there
is one measurement record at each point of space. More-
over, each constituent receives the same information
about the mass density at a given point. Therefore, the
TD model implements a universal interaction. See Fig. 4
for a graphical representation of the model.
The full evolution of the wavefunction is obtained by
merging Eq. (31) and Eq. (36), yielding

+§(V oy~ y)i(y)

dly) = (—;/dxdyV(X—ym(X)u(Y)dt

~ g [ dxdyabe = ¥) (3060) = (360) () — (i)

+ 2—1,1 dx (A(x) — (A(x))) Spue (x)dt

dsedyV(x — y)a(x) (ily) — (aly))) dt) ).

2h

(37)

As in Eq. (7), such a dynamical equation now includes

the feedback and the continuous measurement, as well as

the Itd term resulting from the combination of the two

steps. The corresponding master equation reads
% = - % |:H0 + ngavapA:|

(38)
- / dxdyD(x — y) [(x), [ii(y), 7]

where Hgray is the Newtonian gravitational interaction

defined in Eq. (30); we added the free Hamiltonian Hy
and defined

gl

2 (V ~ 1oV) (x—y), (39

Dx—-y) = {
which is the decoherence kernel of the model. The lat-
ter has a structure which is similar to that of the KTM
master equation (9): one term is proportional to v while
the second is inversely proportional to it. This shows the
presence of a minimum, which can be retrieved by setting
v(x —y) = —2hV(x — y) [33]. Such a correlation kernel
leads to the decoherence rate of the Diési-Penrose model
[22, 23, 33]. Similarly to the KTM model, TD model
retrieves the quantum gravitational interaction, whose
unitary evolution is modified by the decoherence due to
the measurement and the feedback dynamics. The ad-
vantages of the TD model over the KTM model are two.



First, one considers the full form of the Newtonian poten-
tial and not only its Taylor expansion near an equilibrium
position. Second, the use of mass density operator allows
to study also identical particles. In Appendix D we dis-
cuss in detail the issues of divergences in the TD model
and how to regularize them through the use of a suitable
smearing function g(x).

A. The KTM2 model

As we will show in this subsection, a particular case of
the TD model is given by the model described in Ref. [34],
where the specific case of N particles on a lattice is con-
sidered. We will refer to it as the KTM2 model, in order
to avoid confusion with the model in Ref. [32].

In this case the mass density operator reads
f(x) =m)_, nad(x —Xq), where 7, is the local num-
ber density of the a-th lattice site located at position
Xq. Given the form of ji(x), Eq. (38) becomes

dp 4T A N
— =—— | H H rav 7
dt h [ 0+ Harav, P
(40)
- Z _XB) [ﬁav[ﬁﬁvﬁna
a,f=1
where
m2 N
Hygrav = —- > V(xa = x)fafis. (41)
a,B=1

To avoid divergences due to the self-interaction, one can
regularize V with a suitable smearing function. The
choice considered in Ref. [34] is such that m?V(x, —
X5) = Xap = —Gm?/[2(Jxq — x| + a)] where a denotes
a minimum length cutoff. Now, by considering v(x —y)
and 7y~ 1(x —y) as non-negligible only for x — y smaller
than the lattice distance and considering that in such a

case they read v(x—y) = 2A/m and v~} (x—y) = m/2h,
then Eq. (40) reduces to
. N N
dp i |~ . 3
— =—= | H Va ) ny ay [Tas
T A
R
- s Z XaBXae [ﬁ,@7 [ﬁevﬁ” 5
a,B,e=1
(42)
where £ = m/2h. Equation (42) coincides with the

KTM2 master equation [34] once the self-interacting
terms, although not being divergent, are removed by
hand.

V. COMPARISON BETWEEN THE TD AND
KTM MODEL

The TD and KTM models consider the same problem:
how to effectively implement the Newtonian gravitational
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FIG. 4: Graphical representation of the TD model scheme
for N = 3 particles. The mass-density in each point of space
is measured: whether in that particular position there is a
particle (grey X) or not (dashed X). If a non-zero value of the
mass density is found, then the corresponding measurement
record pu(x) is broadcasted as indicated by the arrow whose
color matches the measured particle.

interaction among quantum systems by using a continu-
ous measurement and a feedback. The way this is done
is different in the two cases.

In this section, we compare the two models. We first
expand the gravitational interaction in the TD model to
linear order. Then, by comparing the resulting master
equations, we will see that the KTM model does not co-
incide with the linearized TD model.

Let us rewrite the position operator of each particle as
follows

xa—x

+ Ax,, (43)

where AX,, is the quantum displacement from a given po-
(0)

smon Xo

q. (38) as

For small displacements, we can approximate

3

N
Z Z Mamgnap2j [Eads;, ]
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N 3
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(44)
where Z,; is the component in the [ direction of Ax,.
This choice of notation matches that used in Section II.
Moreover, we included the terms coming from Hgyay cor-
responding to the same particle (o« = ) in the definition
of f[o. The parameter 7,4 is defined as

3 1/2
ety = <8h5) Nagotj + (87R)2GPapay,  (45)



and coefficients 14515 are given by

~ ~ ik (x(0) _x(0)
Nev01 :/dkf(k)v(k)kzkje ke (e =x57)

dk _ ik (x(0) _(©

Nap2lj = /EQQ(k)kzkje ke (xa” =g ), (46)
dk g%(k) i (x(0) _x(©

wgai = | — Lk e w7 —xg")

Napal; /k4 (k) 1kje )

which are fixed once the correlation kernel v(x — y) and
the Fourier transform g(k) of the smearing function g(x)
are chosen. For example, one can take the Didsi-Penrose
choice v(x—y) = —2AV(x —y) and a Gaussian smearing
function.

In the case of two particles in one dimension, Eq. (44)
reduces to:

dt h

. 2

dpA 2 ~ IS ~ 2 ~ ~ ~
e |:HO + ngavvp] - ;moﬂ?aa [‘TOU [.’L‘a7pH (47>
—mamz (2 21, [F2, p]] + n21 (T2, [21, 0]])

which clearly differs from Eq. (9). While the double
commutator term in Eq. (9) contains only the position
operators corresponding to the same particle, the corre-
sponding term in Eq. (47) contains also position opera-
tors of different particles. The result of Eq. (44) differs
from both the pairwise and universal generalisations of
the KTM model [cf. Eq. (18) and Eq. (27)] for the same
reason. Therefore, the TD model cannot be reduced to
that of KTM, or, viceversa, the TD model is not a gener-
alization of the KTM model to continuous mass densities
and full gravitational interactions.

The fact that the two models are different is not sur-
prising, because they implement the measurement and
feedback mechanism in two different ways. In the KTM
model and its generalizations considered in Section III,
one or more noises are attached to the position of the
particle and they follow it while it moves in space. In
the TD model, there is one noise for each point of space;
these noises do not follow the particle, rather the parti-
cle feels different noises while moving in space. This is
the ultimate reason for the difference between the two
models.

Finally, we underline that Eq. (44) does not suffer from
the limitations of the generalizations of the KTM model
in Eq. (18) and Eq. (27). On one hand, the TD model
is implemented through an universal measurement and
feedback protocol — a single measurement is performed
— instead of a pairwise one, where N — 1 measurements
take place for each particle. Thus, the decoherence effects
do not scale with the number of measurements N — 1
as in Eq. (18). On the other hand, the TD model is
self-consistent: when considering the system as divided
in two subsystems of Ny and N, particles respectively,
the master equation describing the center-of-mass mo-
tion of these subsystems coincides with that of two par-
ticles given by N = 2, and in both master equations

there will be present double-commutator terms contain-
ing operators of different particles, see for instance the
linearized case in Eq. (47). This is simply a feature of
the model, which differs from that of KTM. This is even
more explicit by comparing the KTM master equation
(9) and that in Eq. (47) for the TD model in the lin-
ear case for N = 2. We also remind that the TD model
easily accounts for identical particles by properly writing
the mass-density operator in a quantum field theoretical
language. On the contrary, it is not obvious to see how
this can be achieved in the KTM model.

VI. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The main virtue of the KTM [32] and TD [33] mod-
els is that the Newtonian gravitational interaction is im-
plemented within a hybrid classical-quantum framework,
where gravity is classical and matter is quantum, thus
showing that this possibility is not inconsistent. The
price to pay are additional decoherence effects which can
be minimized but not fully evaded.

In this work, we discussed the generalization of the
KTM model to N particles, keeping the original spirit of
a continuous measurement of the position of the parti-
cles and subsequent feedback evolution, which together
reproduce the linearized Newtonian potential. The pair-
wise generalization was shown to be incompatible with
experimental data [29], whereas the universal one is in-
consistent. Therefore the two most natural ways to gen-
eralize the KTM model are not viable.

Next, we considered the TD model [33] model and we
showed that, when reduced to two particles in one dimen-
sion, in the limit of a linearized Newtonian potential, it
does not reproduce the KTM model, which then is not
an approximated version of the TD model.

The KTM and TD models implement the continu-
ous measurement plus feedback protocol in two different
ways. In the first case the position of the particle is mea-
sured, in the second case the mass density is measured.
This is the difference, which ultimately allows TD to con-
sider the full Newtonian potential, not only its linearized
limit as for the KTM model. In a nutshell, the reason
is that the mass of a particle enters the Newtonian po-
tential linearly, therefore the standard theory of linear
feedback can be used: see Section IV. The position in-
stead enters nonlinearly (at the denominator), and the
standard formalism cannot be applied any longer [44].
In fact, suppose that the position of the particle is mea-
sured and one uses it to write the feedback Hamiltonian,
in analogy with what discussed in the previous sections.
This would look like

N
= - 3 Gletls (48)
a1 %o — 15
BF#a

where the measurement record r, enters nonlinearly.
This nonlinearity does not allow to implement the pre-



scription of Eq. (6) to obtain the feedback contribution
to the dynamics.

Although it is ‘morally’ the same to measure the posi-
tion of the particles or their mass density, these two are
different operations. When measuring the position, the
noise is attached to the particle and follows its position.
Conversely, when measuring the mass density, there is a
noise for each point of space: if the particle moves, differ-
ent noises act on it. One consequence of this difference is
that the resulting master equations are different, because
they correspond to two different measurement schemes.
This is why the KTM and TD models, when compared
in the same regime of applicability, give different results.

A natural open question is whether this approach can
be generalized to a relativistic setting. This will be sub-
ject of future research.
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Appendix A: Continuous measurements and
Feedback

We recall here the main properties characterizing the
continuous measurement of a Hermitian operator a. The
results follow mainly from Refs. [35, 45].

We consider a continuous observable a with associated
eigenstates {|a)},p satisfying a|a) = ala). One divides
time into (infinitesimal) intervals of length At. In each
interval, one makes the weak measurement described by
the operator

Alr) = (;TAF;)M/ da exp[ 422 (a—r)ﬂ a) {a] .
(A1)

One then obtains a continuum of measurement results
labelled by this parameter r. Denoting by P(r) =
(1| AT(r)A(r)[4)) the probability density of the measure-
ment result r, the mean value (r) of r, and the variance
o2 of r are related to those of @ by

Since the time interval At is infinitesimal, the probability
density P(r) can be approximated as

P~ gy e [ 0 @]

From the results of Eq. (A2) and Eq. (A3), r can be
written as a stochastic quantity
. h AW,
r=(a)+— )
@+ = a
where AW, is a Gaussian random variable with zero
mean and variance At.
By performing a sequence of these measurements, and
taking the limit At — 0, one obtains a so-called contin-
uous measurement, described by

h dW;
v dt

In the above equation, the parameter + is the information
rate gained by the measurement, and W; is a standard
Wiener process, satisfying

(A3)

(A4)

r=(a)+

(A5)

E[dW;] =0,  E[(dW;)?] =dt (A6)

We can see that the measurement records defined in
Eq. (4) are a specific application of Eq. (A5) where the
observables measured are the position operators I, of
the particles, with a =1, 2.

Let us denote by |¢) the state of a system at a time ¢
before performing a continuous measurement of the ob-
servable a. The evolution of the system will be described
by applying the operator A(r) to the state |¢), and per-
forming the limit At — 0. By demanding that the result-
ing dynamical equation preserves the norm, one obtains

<d|w>>m={—<a @n?dt+ Y2 - (a >>dwt}|w>

(A7)
so that the result of Eq. (24) is consistent with the general
formalism of Eq. (A7). The generalization to a continu-
ous set of observables used in Section IV can be found in
Ref. [43].

Quantum feedback is implemented to modify and con-
trol the evolution of a system [35]. In this Appendix, we
review the derivation of the Wiseman-Milburn Marko-
vian feedback master equation [46-48]. The derivation
follows the approach of Ref. [49].

In the Markovian case, the feedback Hamiltonian Hg,
is expressed in terms of the measurement record r of the
observable a as

f{fb = 7‘(;, (AS)

where b is a Hermitian operator. The feedback evolution

can be obtained by unitarily evolving the state of the
system [|¢) [49]. This gives

e” HmA ) — [gp) +

(d[¥))m (A9)



where (d |¥))s, turns out to be:

(d]e))m = ({h (a)b— bﬂ dt — fdet> ).

2y

(A10)
The combined measurement + feedback evolution of
the system is obtained by considering the contributions
of both the continuous measurement of a [cf. Eq. (A7)]
and the subsequent feedback dynamics driven by b as
described by Eq. (A10) [35, 49]. In an infinitesimal
time dt, the wavefunction of the system is given by

[ (t +dt)) = [¢) + d i), where

d|) = (d[$)m + (d ) + (d[¥))mtm

The first two terms of the stochastic differential equation
for the wavefunction are given by Eq. (A7) and Eq. (A10),
while the contribution in the last term comes from the
product of the noise terms in the differential equations
for the measurement and the feedback, i.e. from the
application of etmdt/n to the post-measurement state
[¥) + (d |¢))m approximated to the first order in d¢. This
term is explicitly given by

(A11)

(d ) msm = —*b(&

2h

From the definition of the density operator in terms of
the wavefunction, p = E[|¢) (], it follows that

0 = d(E[|¢) (¥])
E[(d[$)) (] + [9) (d{]) + (d [9))(d ().

Therefore, we can derive the master equation, by using
Eq. (A11). One obtains

(@))dt ). (A12)

(A13)

dp (I ¥ PN
— =——|[b,{a,p}| — = la, |a, p]] — —[b, [b Al4
G = gl 0. = g [, l) = - b (A14)
We now generalize the procedure to M measurements.
Consider a set of observables with associated Hermitian
. M . .
operators {a.}y_,, which are continuously measured.
The corresponding measurement records read

(ax) + h dWi:
™= Vin dt

with vy denoting the information rates and W) ; standard
independent Wiener processes, satisfying

, (A15)

E[dW,\’t] = O

A16
E [dWx1dWy 4] = Sxndt, (A16)

The stochastic differential equation for the continuous
measurement is given by the sum of all the contributions
due to each measurement, i.e.

f{ 22}
- — P (ax —
el (A17)
VI
TG

(d[¥))m
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and for a feedback Hamiltonian ﬁfb of the form

M
Hy, = Z by,
A1

(A18)
~ Y M
with {bA} a set of Hermitian operators, we obtain

M .
_ _Z 2 _
@ =3{( ;@) b b
(A19)

The stochastic differential equation for the wavefunction
is given by Eq. (A1l), where now

(d|1/)>) (d W’ Z b,\ a>\ — CL)\ dt (AQO)
From Eq. (A13), the density operator satisfies
dp M
-F_ Z {b,\, {a,\,p}} 2 [@x, [ax, O]
dt 2h 8h
A=l (A21)

_QL |:b)\a |:bk715:|:|) .

22

From Eq. (A21), one can derive the master equations of
the two generalizations of the KTM model correspond-
ing to Eq. (18) and Eq. (27). In particular, the master
equation implementing the measurement and feedback
through a pairwise protocol, i.e. Eq. (18), is obtained
by using M = 9N(N — 1) measurement records {ry },,
which are identified by four indices: [ and j run over the
three Cartesian directions, a identifies one among the NV
measured particle and 5 # « identifies one among the re-
maining N — 1 particles to which the information is sent.
Namely, one imposes

{&/\})\ — {L%Otl}al’ Vﬂ,j

{ox by = { Kapj®si top; (A22)
{a by = {Vasis }aﬁlj )

in Eq. (A21) and obtains Eq. (18).

The universal generalization of the KTM model,

i.e. Eq. (27), is instead easily provided by imposing

{axty = {%at bars

N 3
{03y = D0 D Xasidsgbans
B=1j=1
Ba

{’7)\ })\ — {Val }ala
in Eq. (A21) with M = 3N.

(A23)

Appendix B: Construction of the correlation kernels

We describe with more detail the relation between a
kernel K(x—y) and its inverse K1 (x—y) by following the



approach developed in Ref. [50]. Consider the operator
A which satisfies

ARL(x —y) =d(x—y), (B1)

where K(x — y) is the associated kernel. We define the
integral transform

() = [ dekc(e = )5 (6), (B2)
and require that the inverse kernel K~ (x — y) satisfies

o(x—y)= /drIC(xfr)lel(rfy). (B3)

From these expressions, we can show that

f(x) = / drAK(r - x) f(r), (B4)

and equivalently

flx) = /drlC_l(r — x)u(r). (B5)

The substitution of Eq. (B2) in Eq. (B5) and the com-
parison with Eq. (B4) lead to

Kl'(x-y)=AK(x—y)=As(x—-y), (B6)

where the last equality follows from Eq. (B1). In the
following we consider two examples. First, let us take

1 _, G
= — — = —-— B
A= oV Koy =—p 2o (87
then from Eq. (B6), we have
-1 I oo
A less trivial example is that of the operator
|
A =exp i AVAl I (B9)
and the kernel
_ 1 (x—y)*

Then, it can be shown [50] that

3 0o
K y) = K- T Y e, (22,
k=1 nk:O
(B11)
where Hj,,, are the Hermite polynomials of degree 2ny,
and ¢, = (—1)2"/(2"*ny!) [53].
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FIG. 5: Example of lack of scale invariance in the universal
KTM model with three masses, which are identified by the
green spheres and are aligned along one dimension. They are
aggregated as two composite systems: the blue square ¢ and
the red circle e.

Appendix C: Inconsistency of the universal
generalization of the KTM model

We showed in the main text that, when reducing the
master equation (27) of the universal generalization of
the KTM for N particles to that for the center-of-mass,
additional terms appear with respect to the master equa-
tion of the original KTM model, and as such the universal
KTM model is inconsistent. Here, we provide an explicit
example proving that coefficient multiplying the double
commutator in Eq. (29) in general is non-vanishing. We
take the case of N = 3 masses aligned along one dimen-
sion, which are then aggregated as displayed in Figure 5.
Under such an assumption, the last term of Eq. (27) be-
comes

N

KosKae (. . &
- Y S5l [Ee ), (c1)
Ve
a,B,e=1
Be#a
where
2Gmam
Kaﬁzﬁﬁ, (C2)

is obtained from Eq. (12) by setting [ = j and |dag| =
dag. Note that K5 > 0 for any value of a and 8, which
implies that also the coefficient in front of the double
commutator in Eq. (C1) is positive. Now, we express
the position operators %, as sum of the center-of-mass
position operator X# and relative position operator z£.
In particular, in accordance with the division displayed
in Fig. 5, we have yf = o for @« = 1 or 2; while p = o
for a = 3. Then, by tracing over the relative degrees of
freedom [cf. Eq. (29)], Eq. (C1) reduces to

— 8% [Xvo7 [Xo’ﬁCMH — S [X-7 [X.vﬁCMH
T (C3)
_ g% [Xo7 [X<>7[)0M” .

The last term of this equation is the additional term with
respect to the original KTM model. The explicit expres-



sion of its coefficient is

KoK Ky K
Soo:2< 128813 Ko 23>’ (C4)
gs! 72
which is always strictly positive, as noted above. This

proves that such additional terms in general are non van-
ishing.

Appendix D: The divergences and regularization in
the TD model

The decoherence term (39) in the master equation (38)
is only formally defined. We show that, under the as-
sumption that y(x,y) is invariant under translations, i.e.
v(x,y) = v(x —y), any choice of ~ leads to divergences.
To do so, let us consider a system of point-like particles,
whose mass density is given by

N
= Z Mad(X — Xq).
a=1

By substituting it, once expressed in terms of its Fourier
transform, in the decoherence term of Eq. (38), we obtain

(D1)

/ dxdy D(x, y) [(x), [ii(y), 7]

kD i o k3 &
= 3 o et et oo 7]
a,B=1
(D2)
where D(k) is the Fourier transform of D(x —y), which
inherits the translational invariance from ~. Let us con-

sider the terms in the above sum corresponding to the
same particle (¢ = 8). These are proportional to

/dkb(k) (2/) —e ﬁkx"'pefk Xa _ e;?kx&pe_%k"z"‘> .

(D3)
The first term [ dkD(k) diverges; a straightforward cal-
culation show that according to Eq. (39):

/de(k) /dk ( 8(7? +smntarl k(k)>7 (D4)

where the Fourier transform of the inverse of the noise

kernel y~1(k) is related to ¥(k) via Eq. (35):
— 1
Y(k)y—1(k) = D
70977 ) = s, (D)

Then, Eq. (D4) can be written in terms of 4(k) as

/ dk D(k) = / dk ( 8(;2) + th k4;(k)> . (D6)

Equation (D6) is the sum of two contributions: the con-
tinuous measurement, which gives the first term, and
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the application of the gravitational interaction through
a feedback evolution, which provides the second term.
Before analysing the general case, let us study two par-
ticular correlation kernels.

The first case corresponds to a LOCC dynamics, which
requires that the dynamics acts only locally [33]. A noise
correlation function reflecting this property is propor-
tional to a Dirac-delta. Thus, we set

Y(x—y)=Ad(x—y), (D7)

where A is an arbitrary constant. In such a case, we
have that (k) = A/(2rh)3/2. By substituting the latter
expression in Eq. (D6), one gets that none of its contribu-
tions is convergent. Thus, in the TD model, the assump-
tions of having point-like particles and implementing a
LOCC dynamics lead to divergences.

As second case of interest, we consider a Gaussian cor-
relation kernel v(z) = (27702)_3/2 exp [—ZQ/(QO'Q)]. In
this case, one has (k) = (27h)~3/?exp(—k3c?/2h?).
Now, by substituting the latter expression in Eq. (D6),
we find that although the continuous measurement con-
tribution converges, the feedback contribution is still di-
vergent.

Next, we show the general case: any choice of y(x —y)
leads to divergences. Similarly to what was done in
the KTM model, we minimize the decoherence kernel
D(k) with respect to (k). The minimum is reached
for (k) = G(27h)*>/?/(n%k?), which corresponds to
v(x —y) = —2AV(x —y). Such a correlation kernel
leads to the decoherence rate of the Diési-Penrose model
[22, 23, 33], which is still divergent [51]. Indeed, Eq. (D6)

in this case reads
2(2 h 12q
T / dk — oo.

[ b

Since the latter choice of v(x — y) provides the mini-
mum decoherence rate, we deduce that Eq. (D6), and
subsequently the master equation (38), diverges for any
choice of y(x —y).

(D8)

A regularization process is needed to avoid divergences
in the decoherence terms in Eq. (38). This regular-
ization mechanism is applied also to the Didsi-Penrose
model [51], by introducing a smearing function. For the
TD model, the contributions to the decoherence term
are those coming from the measurement part, through
v(x —y), and from the feedback evolution, through
(Vory~toV 1) (x —y). Both these terms must be reg-
ularized. Indeed, the regularization of the noise kernel
~v(x — y) alone would only give a different noise kernel
+'(x —y), which is not sufficient to avoid the divergence,
as proved before. On the other hand, the regularization
of the gravitational potential V(x —y) could remove the
divergences in the feedback contribution, but not that
due to the measurement, which is independent from the
gravitational interaction. We conclude that the regular-
ization mechanism must be performed by smearing both
Y(x —y) and V(x —y).



An effective regularization procedure consists in smear-
ing the mass density operator as proposed in Refs. [33,
52]. According to this prescription, we substitute the
mass density [i(x) with the smeared one

i) = [ dxglx—r)itx) (DY)
where g(x — y) is a suitable smearing function. This is
equivalent to regularizing both the noise kernel y(x —y)
and the gravitational potential V(x — y) with the same
smearing function [33]:

y—>goyog, and V—goVog. (D10)

An appropriate smearing function should remove all
the divergences of the master equation (38) for an arbi-
trary choice of the mass density and of the noise kernel.

In particular, ﬁgrav in Eq. (30) becomes

Hiay =5 [ dxdy (90Vo9) (x = 3)i(0)ily). (D11

and the decoherence kernel defined in Eq. (39) turns into

goyog 1 -1

D'(x—y) = [ gz t90(VeyeoV) 09} (x =)

(D12)

By substituting Hgay with Hg.. and D(x —y) with
D'(x —y) in Eq. (38), we obtain

ar =il

(D13)

In this way, we are able to retrieve a smeared quantum
Newtonian gravitational interaction.

As a case of interest, we consider the noise correlation
function by Eq. (D7). In such a case, we obtain

(goVog) (x—y) = —4rGR*na(x —y),
(govog)(x—y)=An(x—-y),

_ 16m2G2 R4
[go(VoytoV)og] (x—y) = ——F—m(x—y),
(D14)
where we defined
nn(x — y) = / %gQ(k)e%k-(X*Y)’ (D]_5)

with g(k) denoting the Fourier transform of g(x —y). A
good smearing function must give finite expressions in
Eq. (D14), which reflect an appropriate short-distance
regularization of the Newtonian gravitational potential
V(x —y), the correlation kernel v(x —y) and the feed-
back dynamics (Voy™'oV)(x —y). In turn, one can
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exploit Eq. (D14) to restrict the class of smearing func-
tion. In particular, the requirement of the convergence
of n4 prevents the use of some intuitive choices for the
smearing. Indeed, if one considers a Gaussian smear-
ing g(z) = (27r02)73/2 exp (—z2/202), one has that both
no(x —y) and n2(x — y) converge, while ny(x —y), in
spherical coordinates, becomes:

)

00 —02k%/h? Gin (Kl —
mlx—y) = / ar < Slnth'X dl
(2wh)3 J, k2 Flx—yl
(D16)
which diverges, since the integrand is not well defined for
k—0.

In the following, we determine the convergence require-
ments for the coefficients 7, (x —y). For the sake of sim-
plicity, we consider only spherical smearing functions, i.e.
g(k) = g(k). In such a case, Eq. (D15) simplifies to

> dk

2 )sin (%|x - y|)
kn—Z

Fx -yl

mx—y)= 477/0 , (D17)

which converges, for example, for smearing functions of
the family (k) = kPe=°*" with o > 0 and 8 > 1. Con-
cretely, a smearing function of the form

1 _(x=y)?
g(x—y) = W [6ah2 —(x - y)Q] e 1anz | (D18)

whose Fourier transform is
g(k) = k2%, (D19)

belongs to such a family. In particular, explicit calcula-
tions lead to

7-‘—3/2 4 ) ) ) 2
m0(2) = Tm )iz [2* + 40ah? (6ahi? — 2%)] e 5ar?
73/2 , .
n2(z) = *W (Z — 12l )e San? |

7'['3/2 2

——z _
e 8a527

na(z) = W

(D20)

which are well defined also for |z| = |x — y| — 0. In this

way, the divergences in the TD model are indeed avoided.

If instead of Eq. (D7), one takes v(x —y) = —2hV(x —

v), a normalized Gaussian smearing of standard devia-
tion o leads to the following a decoherence kernel

G x —y]
/ _
D (X7 y) - 2h|X— y| erf ( 20_ ) 9

which behaves well also for |x —y| — 0.

(D21)
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