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Abstract

The Generalized Uncertainty Principle (GUP) is predicted by most theories of quantum gravity and in
turn introduces a minimum measurable length in nature. It was also shown recently that GUP predicts
potentially measurable corrections to the ‘doubling time’ of freely moving Gaussian atomic and molecular
wavepackets with a favorable combination of three parameters, e.g. mass, initial width and mean velocity
of a travelling wavepacket. However, it is well known that such wavepackets can come with various
shapes which correspond to variety of distributions. In this article, we generalize our earlier work for an
arbitrary distribution and thereby accommodate any shape of the wavepacket. Mathematically, we build
this formalism by exploiting a duality between quantum and statistical mechanics, by which (quantum
mechanical) expectation values of the momentum operator can be expressed in terms of the derivatives
of the characteristic functions of the dual statistical description. Equipped with this result, we go one
step further and numerically study a few physical distributions. We find that large organic (TPPF152)
wavepacket following the generalized normal distribution with parameter x = 0.5 offers one of the best-
case scenarios, effectively scanning the whole GUP parameter space with current technologies. Although
we do not say that the minimal length has to be near or at the Planck value, we mange improving our

previous studies to scan the minimal length signatures down to hundred times the Planck value.
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The idea of a fundamental Minimal Length Scale (MLS) in Nature has surfaced over several

decades [1H8]. In addition, a modification of the Heisenberg Uncertainty Principle (HUP) by the
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so called Generalized Uncertainty Principle (GUP) is often advocated from the point of view of
MLS as well as from a diverse set of quantum gravity studies [9-23], 36, [37]. GUP has two clear
advantages, namely, its simplicity makes it easy to use and perform calculations with a given
quantum mechanical system and the second is a possibility of experimental verification of the
results obtained by considering GUP effects. However, in practice, calculations in standard quan-
tum mechanical systems that have been historically tested for the confirmation of the standard
quantum theory have almost negligible GUP effects beyond any measurement. Therefore, recent
theoretical works with motivations for testing GUP have advocated for new avenues where these
tiny effects can be measurable. Like many phenomenological models, GUP also comes with an
undetermined parameter (often denoted by a dimensionless parameter ag). In [25] it was shown
that o can be connected with the MLS and that would imply a hard bound 1 < log;,(ap) < 16,
between the GUT scale and the Planck scald]] Determination of the value of aq is important
since this will specify a value for a fundamental MLS in Nature, in a phenomenological man-
ner. Proposals for determination of the GUP parameter is an important task and there exist
several estimations/bounds of the same by various works which are divided into two classes in
[27] — non-gravitational and gravitational contexts ﬂ Within the non-gravitational context, pre-
cision measurement of Landau levels and Lamb shift provide an upper bound log;y(ap) < 25
and log,(ap) < 18 [19, 20] which turns out to be outside the hard limit set by [25]. Further,
considering heavy mesons as harmonic oscillators, another bound can be obtained for the GUP
parameter which is in accordance with the upper bound of [25]. On the other hand, considering
macroscopic harmonic oscillators, the upper bound is found to be much lower log;,(ap) < 6 [28§].
In addition, considering a gravitational framework, there is a proposal to fix the value of the GUP
parameter, as found to be ay = /827 /5 [29).

While various approaches provide bounds on the GUP parameter we are interested to consider
a novel path for probing the GUP parameter all the way down to the Planck scale. Our previous
papers laid out a foundation of this path showing that quantum QG /GUP signatures via the GUP
may be measurable in the laboratory by studying the evolution of quantum wavepackets [24]-[26].
In particular, it was demonstrated that the time taken for the width of a Gaussian wavepacket to

be double its starting value, or in other words the ‘doubling time’, is affected by the GUP /Planck

! Valid for GUP with both linear and quadratic terms.
2 Although some of the bounds were noted for the quadratic GUP parameter S, it is straightforward to transfer

those bounds to ag, simply because 3y ~ a3.



scale parameters. To provide a basic outline of a possible experiment we recall following two
well known experimental studies: first, time resolved dynamics of the nuclear wave-packets of
He-He* dimer and Ney dimer ions were studied in [33] [34] and, on the other hand, recently, large
molecular wave-packets were used in interference experiments, such as in [35] where in total of
430 atoms simultaneously reach the left and right slits, separated by a distance 2 to 3 times larger
than the size of the wave-packets. These later wave-packets pass through the slits and expand
during their journey before showing interference patterns on the screen. Mindful of the above
two types of experiments performed already, here we propose a thematic experiment integrating
the above two (i.e., a time-resolved experiments with multi-atomic macromolecular wavepacket).

It is worth mentioning that the GUP implies a modification of the standard energy-momentum
dispersion which may give rise to the so-called composition law problem or the soccer-ball problem.
It is a situation where energies and momenta of the constituents of a composite body do not simply
add up, even for non-interacting constituents. The magnitude of GUP effects depends on whether
it is applied to the constituents or the centre-of-mass of the system [36], 37]. This remains an
open issue. Although there exist approaches which try to address this issue [38] B9, here we
adopt the viewpoint of |22, 40, 41], that one first defines the quantum system under consideration
(in our case the expanding wavepacket) and applies GUP to the system and estimate quantum
gravity corrections therein. It should be clear that here we apply GUP to the well-defined and
experimentally verified quantum wavepacket of the entire system of atoms. The latter may or may
not be deducible from the individual wavepackets due to their complicated mutual interactions.
Furthermore, even if we work with the individual wavepackets as suggested in [36] we do not
face soccer-ball problem to a measurable amount. This is because for typical momenta of atoms
considered here (=~ 1072*kg-m/s ) and the relatively small number of atoms in these system
(= 600 — 700), the maximum estimated (relative) error due to the potential soccer-ball problem
is tiny (=~ 107! for each unit of GUP deviation) and therefore can be safely ignored. Eventually,
it is up to experiments to determine the correctness of the approach.

We would like to mention that there is a complementary proposal of introducing the minimal
length scale without modifying the commutator bracket (i.e., GUP), but rather by modifying the
momentum operator [30, B1] itself. Such an approach may be useful in the context of certain
astrophysical observations [32].

In our earlier works [24]-[26] a numerical algorithm was used, whose aim was to quantify certain
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physical variables, whose correct combinations can make these effects much larger and potentially
measurable with current technology, no matter how small is the GUP parameter. These variables
are the mass, initial width and the mean velocity of a quantum mechanical wavepacket. It
turns out that greater the mass, initial width and mean velocity, greater is the ‘doubling time’.
Our estimate suggested that with the best available large quantum wavepacket of Gaussian shape,
and corresponding to TPPF152 molecule (in terms allowed combinations of above three variables)
may be able to scan all the way down to log;;, ag ~ 5 which then scan every bound set in non-
gravitational contexts. However, we are still away from the gravitationally suggested value which
sets log;o ap ~ 1.

As mentioned above, our previous estimates of probing the GUP parameter by measuring the
doubling time with the state of the art accuracy was calculated only for Gaussian wavepackets,
which are difficult to prepare and maintain during the evolution process. Thus, simply from the
practical point of view, it is necessary to allow as many kinds of shapes as possible beyond the
Gaussian. It therefore has two clear advantages: (a) we would be able to test the robustness of
earlier results, i.e., their dependency on the shape or distribution of the wavepacket which might
encourage, or to the contrary, rule out the necessity of measuring the ‘doubling time’, and (b) to
see if further improvements of the estimated corrections can be made, simply by manipulating
various shapes/distributions of wavepackets, so that we can scan the GUP parameter space beyond
the non-gravitational bounds and to even probe the value proposed by heuristic gravitational

arguments.

In this paper, we show that both the above can be addressed, with encouraging results, if
we extend our work to include a diverse set of distributions, beyond just the Gaussian that was
chosen in previous works [24]-[26]. Here, we provide a precise recipe to compute the Planck scale
correction for the wavepacket expansion rate, especially practical for the likes of a composite
system such as a large molecule, and following practically any distribution, as long as it has a
finite variance. The latter condition is automatically satisfied of course, on physical grounds. This
is achieved by expressing all quantum mechanical (and potentially measurable) results in terms
of characteristic functions of a chosen distribution. This is possible because the results involve
various moments of the momentum of the wave-packets, which in standard quantum mechanics,
is evaluated using the expectation values of the momentum operator and its powers. However, if a

statistical description is available for the quantum system of interest, such as for the multi-particle



quantum mechanical wave-packets, the same moments have a dual description in terms of the
Characteristic Functions (CF) of the associated statistical distribution describing the wave-packet
dynamics. Here we exploit this ‘quantum-statistical duality’, and build an appropriate bridge to
bypass various quantum mechanical complexities (which might also be a priori unavailable) and
use a relatively well-known and straightforward tool of statistical mechanics. Expressing the n'”
moment of the momentum operator in terms of the n'* derivative of the CF gives us this tool ] We
show that this is indeed a powerful machinery, by applying our results to the specific examples of
(a) the Gaussian, (b) the Poisson and (c¢) the generalized normal distributions. As a cross-check,
the results of the previous works [24]-[26] are recovered using the CF procedure. In addition,
from the latter more general distributions, an appropriate limit is shown to exist which provides
the results of the Gaussian distribution as reported in [24]-|26]. This reinforces the usefulness
of our method and its potential applicability to a large number of distributions and provides us
in total of four parameters — mass, initial width, mean velocity and shape of the wavepacket to

induce GUP effects inside the reach of latest atomic clocks.

This paper is organized a follows. In the next Section [[]| we give a brief overview of GUP and
relativistic corrections to the dynamics of free wavepackets. In Section [[TI] we build a general
framework for interpreting and expressing various quantum mechanical results with statistical
mechanical tools. We express the broadening rate in terms of the CFs in section [[V] In the
next section [V] we show the equivalence of the quantum mechanical and statistical approaches
for the Gaussian distribution. The modified expansion rates for two more general distributions
(beyond Gaussian) are calculated in section Finally, in sectionwe compute numerically the
quantum gravity corrections to the doubling time using the expressions for the CFs and compare

the results with state of the art accuracies of time measurements. Finally, we conclude in Section

\ani

3 Another nearly equivalent route could be constructed using the Kolmogorov formula since CFs of finite variance
has a dual description using the Kolmogorov formula. However, if one follows that procedure oneself will end
up dealing with n'" order integration using appropriate kernels which renders the procedure much more lengthy

and complicated [42].



II. BROADENING OF FREE WAVEPACKETS

We start with the Hamiltonian for a free particle of mass m in (1 + 1)-dimensions, including
the leading order relativistic correction term
2 4

p p
i = o2m  8m3c2 (1)

Now, as per GUP, the fundamental commutator between position and momentum is modified to

[20]
[z,p] = iR [1 — 2ap + 4a°p?] . (2)

The above defines a minimum measurable length and a maximum measurable momentum, in
terms of the GUP parameter a. The minimum measurable length is given by the minimum value

of the position uncertainty [25]
3 (67}

(Al')min = Tépl. (3)

Correspondingly, there is also a maximum uncertainty in momentum, given by [25]

MplC

(AP)max = 2ag (4)

Note that, the maximum uncertainty in momentum implies that one cannot have an infinite
momentum in the GUP picture since for an infinite momentum, the corresponding uncertainty
may also be infinite, which would clearly contradict . Here we have defined oo = ag/Mpjc,
being dimensionless. Mp; is the Planck mass, Mp;c the Planck momentum, Mp;c? ~ 106 TeV
the Planck energy and £p; ~ 1072° m is the Planck length. We do not assume any specific value
of ag, but hope that experiments will shed light on the allowed values of ag. Since no evidence
of a MLS has been found in high energy experiments such as the LHC, one is automatically led
to an upper bound on «q. Together with a lower bound on it corresponding to the Planck scale,
one arrives at the following allowed range: 1 < ag < 10'6. Note that, since Mp;c is of the order
of unity in SI units, the same numerical bounds apply to the dimensionful GUP parameter o as
well.

Next, we define an auxiliary momentum variable py, which is ‘canonical’ in the sense that
[x,po] = ih. Therefore as an operator, one can write pg = —ihd/dz. This is related to the

physical (i.e. measurable) momentum p via the relation p = po(1 — apy + 2a?p?). Substituting
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in Eq.7 one obtains the following effective Hamiltonian for a relativistic system, incorporating

GUP

H = Hng + Hye + Hrgup + Hoaup + Hiecl;UP (5)

. 2 .o 4 e .
where, (i) Hygr = %, (il) Hye = —87711)—302, (i) Hyigup = —%pg, (iv) Hqgup = %pﬁ, and (v)

Hidup = 73=p5. In the above, (i) is the standard non-relativistic Hamiltonian, (ii) the leading
order relativistic correction, (iii) the linear GUP correction (proportional to «), (iv) the quadratic
GUP correction (proportional to a?) and (v) the hybrid or mixed term, which includes both the
relativistic and linear GUP correction.

Next, we study the evolution of free wavepackets with the above Hamiltonian. It is well-known
that a free wave-packets broadens, i.e. their widths increase with time due to the Heisenberg’s
uncertainty principle. One can, for example, use the Ehrenfest theorem to estimate this broad-
ening. Here our interest is to consider the modified broadening rate of the free wave-packet with
the full Hamiltonian with GUP corrections E| As is well-known, the Ehrenfest’s theorem gives
the time derivative of the expectation values of the position (x) and its canonically conjugate mo-

mentum (py) operators as follows: 4 (z) = X([z, H]) = <g—;{0> and 4 (po) = +([po, H]) = —<%—5>.
These can be extended to the expectation of any operator of course, and in particular to pf, which
appear in () for various integer values of n. For the above, one obtains 4 (pi) = +([p§, H]) =0,
implying that (pjj) = constant in time.

Next, to estimate the DTD, we first write the first and second time-derivatives of the square of

the width (or variance) of the quantum mechanical wave-packet, which is defined as £ = Az? =

(2) — (a)2:

: d§ . d, d(x}

= 2= S - 2un) (6)
Y R d{z)\” d2(x)
f:w:w@“?(w) s ™)

The above can be simplified using the Ehrenfest theorem and the Hamiltonian given in ().

Following the detailed analysis of [26], one can re-write the above as follows

. 9
Eran = ﬁﬁpg + Cral + Craur + Coaur + Ci%up, (8)

4 Any potential gravitational decoherence effect is ignored as we are interested in purely GUP modifications. Such

decoherence effects, even if they exist, are expected to be minuscule.



where

)2
ot = =2 ((5) — (o)) + 228 ©Q
Cuve = ~ o () — {po) () + o A (10
Caor = 2% (at) — (o) 43)) + 20 g (1)
Cithor = —(08) — (o) (o) + o A (12)

all are defined at the initial time ¢ = 0.
Using the definition of &, the master equation has the following solution, which gives the
rate of broadening of the free wavepacket under the combined influence of the relativistic and

GUP corrections

Axz(t) = \/&n + &t + (Anié)in £+ % (Crat + Craup + Cacup + Cigup) £, (13)
where, the subscript “in” corresponds to the initial value of the various quantities, such as the
initial width (y/&,), the initial rate of expansion &n and the initial variance of the canonical
momentum (Ap3)i,, and new corrections due to the relativistic and GUP effects appearing in .
In the rest of the paper, we will consider two important additions to our previous works [24]-[26],
namely:

(i) we will consider non-minimal wavepackets, and

(i) we will study distributions other than Gaussian,

and show that the bulk of our results continue to hold and further widens the window of oppor-

tunity for measuring Planck scale effects in the laboratory, in terms of a wider range of physical

systems and parameters.

IIT. AN INVITATION TO STATISTICAL MECHANICS

Most textbook and research studies focus overwhelmingly on Gaussian wave-packets. While
this may simplify the theory side, it greatly restricts the freedom to test various wave-packets
on the experimental side. In this section, we will precisely go beyond the Gaussian wave-packet
approximation. We will consider a wave-packet following an arbitrary statistical distribution,

which more accurately describes an experimental set up meant to study wave-packets and their



broadening rates, by means of time resolved experiments. This requires an understanding of the

role of statistical mechanics in our study, and in particular , which we present below .

A. The term &y (t)

Before we discuss the details of the wave-packet expansion following various distributions
functions, we give a simple analysis for understanding the coefficient of the linear order term in
time (t) appearing in ((13). For any value of ¢, we can calculate this term using the Ehrenfest’s

relations, which for any operator A, tells

d 0A

S = (A H]) + S, (14)

where H is the Hamiltonian under consideration. For a free particle wave-packet this is just
p?/2m and using & = (¢*) — (¢)* we get

£(t) = — ((ep -+ o) — 202) o) (15)

d

where we have used the classical approximation (p) = m 3 (x). Using the commutation relation

[z, p] = ih, we re-express the above aSE|

() = — [ih -+ 2((pm) — ()] (16)

Now we can we make a connection of the above quantum mechanical equation with statistical
mechanics by recalling the distribution of two jointly distributed stochastic variables, Y and Z.

The covariance between Y and Z is given as

Cov(YZ) = (yz) — (y)(2) (17)

where y and z are the stochastic outcomes of the respective variables. Setting Y =p and Z =

then introduces a stochastic interpretation of , which can now be re-written as

£(t) = —[ih+2 Cov(pz) ] . (18)

1
m

5 For the HUP, p is the standard/physical momentum, whereas, for the GUP one may consider p = pg, the

canonical momentum which is different from the physical momentum in the GUP picture.
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In fact, we can also introduce the often used correlation function between p and  as

Cor(pz) = M, (19)

OpOy

where os are the standard deviation in the respective spaces. In terms of the correlation function,

becomes

£(t) = = [ih + 20,0, Cor(pi) | (20)

m

We see therefore that the dynamics of free wave-packets can be written in terms of stochastic

distributions.

This discussion gives us a physical interpretation of the term éin(t) — it is a measure of correla-
tion between the momentum and position of the wave-packet at the initial time ¢y. For a Gaussian
wave-packet one can show that 20,0, Cor(pi) = —iki, which makes &y, (t) = 0 as is expected for
such a wavepacket which is the only one with a minimal width saturating the uncertainty prin-
cipld’l Naturally, for any other distribution this term need not vanish and is dependent on the
strength of correlation between the mean position and momentum of the wave-packet. Since dif-
ferent distributions of wave-packets lead to different correlations, the initial value éin(t) depends
in principle on the experimental template. The value however, can be calculated by measuring
the overall contraction or expansion of the initial wave-packet at the initial time ¢,. For the ini-
tially expanding wave-packet, one should have é’in(t) > 0, and in case of a contracting wave-packet
&n(t) < 0. Since the correlation function satisfy the condition —1 < Cor(p#) < 41 (plus im-
plies correlation and minus anti-correlation), we can obtain an upper bound on the magnitude of
€ (¢)| which also depends on the product of the standard deviations in position and momentum
spaces. This would allow one to infer possible values of the velocity term |&,(¢)]. In addition,
the same term can in principle be measured at any given instant of time, and be considered as
an experimental input. We shall see, however, for the numerical study to be conducted later on
in this paper, this term does not affect the outcome to a measurable amount for the cases to be
considered in this study. Nevertheless, even to neglect the effect of this term we need to have an

appropriate insight on this term and the above discussion does provide us one.

6 One can easily check this using the wavefunction .
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B. Characteristic functions

In this subsection we will argue that characteristic functions play a key role in generalizing
our theoretical results to arbitrary distributions and also takes us one step closer towards direct
comparison with experiments.

Results of wave-packet broadening reviewed in the last section in (9] - involve moments
of various orders, both in the position and in the momentum space coordinates. We shall show
here that the characteristic function (CF), defined in the position space, corresponding to the
probability distribution of the momentum operator (in the momentum space), can be used to
achieve following two improvements - (i) we can eliminate moments of higher orders (greater or
equal to two) in momentum by functions defined in the coordinate space, and (ii) with the use of
the CF, we shall have a general expression of the wave-packet broadening that can be applied to
the various stochastic distributions in agreement with the spectrum of the momentum operator.

We believe this takes us one step closer to experiments because as we know, quantum measure-
ments are generally carried out in position space, and therefore, while comparing any experimental
data of wave-packet broadening with our theoretical results, it may be problematic if the results
are not completely in position space.

Now, let us recall the definition of the CF in a stochastic distribution. The CF, fy(x), corre-
sponding to the stochastic variable, Y, is defined as [42]

.
)= [ dvemitpy ) = Y- EEE (21)

hen!
o0 n=0

where Py (p) is the probability distribution of the stochastic variable Y in the momentum space.
In our case, we set Y = p, i.e., the momentum operator, for which the set {p} consists of all
possible stochastic outcome of the eigenvalues of the momentum operator. In equation , the
CF corresponding to the momentum operator in the position space is expressed in terms of the
probability distribution of the momentum operator in momentum space. The series expansion
is justified only when the higher order moments (p") are small so that the series is convergent.
The CF is a continuous function of x and has following properties — f;(0) = 1, | f3(x)| < 1 and
f5(x) = f3(—z). The inverse transformation of also exists, given by
1 [ .
R =5 [ dpe ™ hio) (22)

:% N
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Using the series expansion in (21) we can also obtain the moments by derivating the CF

W) = et I (23)
= (i) B i fya(a) (21)

With these definitions we are in a position to express the GUP broadening rate in terms of
the derivatives of the CF in position spaceﬂ

IV. BROADENING RATES INVOLVING THE CHARACTERISTIC FUNCTION

Expressions for the time evolution of the width of the wave-packet, governed by the equations
(9 - (13), involve up to the eighth order moment (n = 8) of momentum (pj). It is straightforward
to replace all these moments in terms of the derivatives of the CF by using .

First, the standard quantum mechanical contribution appearing both in can be rewritten

as

Ap = B lim (f2,1(0) = foa(2)) (25)

which includes up to the second order derivative of the CF. Notice that the initial uncertainty in

the momentum space remain constant in time simply because all moments ((p")) are constants

7 One can instead use the relationship between the CF with Kolmogorov kernel and express the results solely

based on the kernel. Recall that, Kolmogorov formula is a general formula defining the CF for distributions

with finite variance [42], in the form fy (k) = exp{ [ivk‘ + fjo‘f (e — 1 — iku) dligu)} }’ where ~ is a constant
and the kernel K (u) is a non-decreasing function with bounded variation. Note that, limy_o f{, (k) = iy and
limg 0 f-(k) = —? — K(00). Therefore, the first moment (k) = « and the standard deviation o = /K (c0).
This procedure based on the choice of the Kernel describing various distributions although is feasible to follow,
but, it renders the procedure much more complicated. Therefore, we prefer to use the CF and not the Kolmogorov

kernel.
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in time. Next, the relativistic and GUP terms @ - , appearing in ([13]), are found to be

2R
Cra = A2 }}j}g} (fpo.a(x) = fa0,1(2) f30,3())
6
+W}Cii%(_fﬁo76(x)+ 03(1)) (26)
12ia b3 .
Craup = —— 5 m(f50.3(2) = f0,1 () fp0,2(2))
182 Bt .
i (fpale) = f25(@)) (21)
4002 Bt
CYQGUP = m2 }CIL% (fﬁoA(x) - fﬁml(x)fﬁoﬁ(x))
2000t AS
oz ilg(l] (_fﬁo,G(x) + f;?o,g(x)) (28)
o 2iah® .
C’LCI}UP - = m3c2 ig%(fﬁoé(x) _fﬁ(),l(x)fﬁoA(x))
2502 K8
W}g})(fﬁo,fs(x) - 50,4@)) (29)

Note also, since the derivatives of the CF are time independent, therefore various parameters in
@ - are also constants in time. With the above mentioned substitutions of - in
(13) we finally get the results defined in terms of characteristic functions of momentum operator

evaluated in the position space.

V. GUP BASED EXPANSION RATES WITH GAUSSIAN WAVE-PACKETS

In this section, we first apply our formalism to the well-studied Gaussian distribution, and
calculate the expansion rate. Our aim is to verify two things — (i) that the term £(¢) appear-
ing in various formulas vanishes for this case, and (ii) that we now have an alternative way of
calculating the various moments appearing in our results by considering - (a) standard quantum
mechanical expectation values, or (b) by using the characteristic function. Both lead us to the
same conclusion. This is quite a powerful result since it implies that one is able to work sim-
ply with the distribution that the many particle quantum mechanical system may exhibit. It
completely bypasses the standard quantum mechanical calculations of expectation values of var-
ious operators, and instead uses directly the statistical mechanical tools based on characteristic
functions functions to give results of the wave-packet broadening rates. To our knowledge, this

strategy has not been used before for estimations using wave-packets, with or without GUP.
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A. Expansion rate using quantum mechanical expectation values

Let us consider a normalized Gaussian wave-packet of the form

1 i (x — m)?
Y(z) = W exXp (ﬁpox - T) ) (30)

which represents a minimum wave-packet with (z) = xq, (p) = po, Az® = (2?) — (x)? = &, and

Ap = %E Its Fourier transformation in momentum space is

o) = s [ gty (31)
= () oo (-2 - 22 (32)

In our results, we have moments of p upto the fourth order, and using the standard quantum
mechanical definition (p") = fj;o dp ¢*(p)p"¢(p) we can calculate various coefficients in -
([29). The final results for various coefficients are found to be [26],

3h? _
Orel = W (—16C2m2§in (4]73 in + h2)
+48Pa&inht” + 48p&r + ShY) (33)
30&h2 2 _9 _
CLeup = TZeZ (3ah® + 24a&in — 8Poéin) (34)

1502k

+2400°Py&s, + 46mh?) (35)
ah?

Claup = T6cimoEr [8c* Moy (4Po&in + 317)
+25a (84pp&i i + 48Pp&inh
+32po&is + 31°%)] .

Notice that, since (p™) is time independent and all C;’s are expressed in terms of these moments,
we can choose any given time to fix these constants. In our case, we have chosen the initial value

to when the packet was minimum (i.e. &, = &(t = tp)).

B. Expansion rate using the characteristic function

Now, let us calculate various coefficients appearing in the expansion rate using the charac-

teristic function and their definitions in , , and . The characteristic function
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corresponding to the Gaussian wave-packet is given by [42]

. poxT x2
f(z) = e h i (36)
It can be shown that f(z) = fj;o e?” P(p), where, P(p) = ¢*(p)p(p) where ¢(p) is given by
([32). It is now straightforward to take various derivatives of f(z) and then use the definitions
- to verify that they reproduce , , and . This completes our verification
that one can either use the standard definition of quantum mechanical expectation values or the

CFs, contemplating with identical results on the expansion rate for the free wave-packets.

VI. WAVE-PACKETS BEYOND THE GAUSSIAN

The analysis in the last section revealed a useful point - one can replace the quantum me-
chanical expectation values for calculating various averages simply by computing derivatives of
characteristic functions. The resulting expressions for the various coefficients turned out to be ex-
actly the same, as they should. We will use this insight to generalise the wave-packet broadening
results for arbitrary distributions. In principle, one can chose an arbitrary distribution with finite
variance and implement our prescriptions. In this section, we shall consider two such examples —

(i) the Poisson distribution, and (ii) the generalized normal distribution.

A. Poisson Distribution

We shall start by considering the Poisson distribution. There are a number of reasons why such
discrete distributions are relevant to our quantum mechanical set up. First of all, one can measure
positions and all other observable with finite accuracies. Also, as predicted by GUP, there is an
fundamental discreteness of position at the Planck scale or larger scales. This can be made more
precise as follows. We know that while the wavefunctions ¥ (x) and ¢(p) are normally regarded
as continuous function of its arguments, with [1)|> and |¢|? the probability densities in position
and momentum space respectively, there are fundamental limitations to distinguishing v (z) and
Y(z + Az) or ¢(p) and ¢(p + Ap) when Az or Ap are below the threshold of measurement
accuracy. Although accuracies are continually improving, the best distance intervals that can

be measured currently are of the order of 1071 m in an electron microscope and 1072 m in
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the Large Hadron Collider. Similar bounds exist for the momentum. Note also that theories
with GUP predict a minimum measurable length which is fundamental in nature, independent
of measurement accuracies, and the accuracy of measurement is limited by it as well. This is
related to the fact that most theories of quantum gravity have a fundamental unit of length,
namely the Planck length, about 1073% m, which is the minimum measurable length possible,
and which cannot be surpassed by any measuring apparatus, however precise. Therefore, from
the experimental point of view, a discrete probability distribution is strictly speaking necessary,
and the Poisson distribution is perhaps the simplest one among them. It has just one discrete
parameter and only one non-zero moment which determines all its properties. Therefore we study

it as a relevant and interesting example.

We remind that similar to the Gaussian distribution, Poisson is also infinitely divisible and

has a finite variance. Its Characteristic function is given by [42]

) = exp{ 15 + S — 2 ) (37

which corresponds to the Poisson probability density function for the stochastic variable P, given

by

02m6702/5g
Py(p) = Z W5(P — po — mdp), (38)
m=0 p

where (p) = p0+§—22 is the average value of the momentum operator and o is the standard deviation
P
of momentum distribution and ¢, is the spacing between realizations of its stochastic outcome.
Note that the relationship between the standard deviation in the momentum space is related to
2 _ 2

the standard deviation in position space as 0 = 15

Using in the expressions , and , we can calculate the various coefficients
arising in the formula for the expansion rates of the free wave-packet . After some algebra,

we finally arrive at the following results
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1

Cral = ————= (=162 1% (6 + 3po* + 30

LT 128ctmSER (FA6GA" (9" + S + 30p0)
(4@2m2 — 6% —3py? — 35290) + 24&;, A"
(—2¢*m® + 46% + 6po” + 90py) + 151°) (39)
902h* + 60 hi2(8 4 2po) (306 + 6apy — 2

CYLGUP = § ( 4m2§§)( & ) (4())
1502h2 (250%h* 4 46,12 (60a%pe? 4 1) + 16pe2E2, (15ape® + 1))

Cqcup = 23 (41)

o ah?
el = SoAET [8c2m€2, (25%(8 + 2po) (6 + 2p0 + 20po) + K2(50 + 6po))

+25a (26, 1° (596" + 3366°po” + 2560p0” + 84po* + 2206°pq )

Femht (12182 4 96po? + 2045pg) + 462(8 + 2po)? (82 + 2po” + 20p0)” + 6h6>} (42)

The above expressions provide us a generalization of our earlier results for the Gaussian distribu-
tion to the Poisson distribution. Note that as expected, in the limit 0, — 0, the above coefficients

reduce the ones for a Gaussian distribution, namely equations —.

B. Generalized normal distribution

Probability density function for the generalized normal distribution in momentum space is

given by [43]

Py(p) = mexp [— ‘p_po H} (43)

where k,0, > 0, pp € R and p € R. The standard deviation o, is also in momentum space. The

corresponding CF for this distribution can be calculated following [43], which in this case has the

following form

Teiror/h 2 K n/k| |—(o,x 2|
o) = VI SN T 20/ ] oy 207

T /A] T[1/2+n] ol (44)

One can check that for the specific value of k = 2, the above reduces to the characteristic function

for the normal distribution,

- ap/2h)%]"

fon(w,k=2) = ™y = nl (45)
n=0 ’
— eipoar/ﬁe—(apx/Zh)z (46)
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which is precisely .
We are now in a position to calculate the various coefficients, using the CF , appearing in

the key expression . After a bit of algebra we arrive at the following expressions

_ R*T (1/k) 2,2 2 42 2
Cra = L6 eT (1//1)2 [12§ pT (3/K) (3p 4c*m )

Ip2hT (3/k)°
8cAmSer (1/k)%
3ah? (T (1/k) (3ah?T (5/kK) 4+ 8&pI" (3/K) (3ap — 1)) — 3ah*T (3//1)2)

Crgup = 2m2€T (1))’ ; (48)

F2ERPT (5/k) (15p% — 4m?) + BT (7/k)] —

Cacur = % (@’T (1/k) (5°h*T (7/K) + 1268%p°T (3/k) (150°p” + 1)

+261°T (5/k) (T5ap? + 1)) — 90a*¢p” T (3/k)?) (49)
CiGup = 3204mj§F Bk (T (1/k) (168*ph°T (5/k) (4c*m® + 425ap®)

+1286°p°T (3/k) (*m® + 25ap”) + 25ak* (KT (9/k) + 56£p°T (T/k)))

—25a (KT (5/k) + 126p*hT (3/5))2) . (50)

It is again possible to cross check the correctness of above results by considering the limit of
the Gaussian distribution by setting x = 2 in the above set of equations —, which then
lead to the corresponding expressions -. This further emphasises the validity and strength
of this method in generalising the results of wave-packet expansion for an arbitrary distribution
(with finite variance). We now move on to the next section where we present a numerical analysis

and study the likelihood of realising these GUP effects in the laboratory for various distributions.

VII. DOUBLING TIME DIFFERENCE FOR VARIOUS DISTRIBUTIONS: A NUMER-
ICAL STUDY

In this section, we numerically compute the wave-packet “doubling times” for various physically
realizable distributions described in the previous section, taking into account the Planck scale
corrections. We shall study a particular set of molecular wave-packets known as “Buckyballs™
Cso and Ci7g, as well wavepckets of Large Organic Molecular (LOM). These wavepackets were
also considered in our earlier strictly nonrelativistic studies [24], 25], as well as one with the

leading order relativistic corrections [26], since they are known to exhibit quantum mechanical
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behavior, as seen for example, in double slit experiments [35], 44, 45]. It was shown that a precision
measurement of time in which a wave-packet of a given initial size doubles its size may be useful
in distinguishing between the HUP and GUP based results. However, the above analyses [24-H26]
were carried out for the Gaussian distribution. Given the general formalism we have developed for
the potential measurement of Planck scale effects, we now test its robustness with more general
distributions. While our prescription works for any distribution with finite variance, we shall
consider two concrete cases for our numerical study, namely wavepackets following (i) Poisson
and (ii) generalized normal distributions.

We define the doubling time difference (DTD) in the following manner,
Atdouble = t(?o?lﬁle - tgglile’ (51)

where the two terms on the right hand side signify the times required for a free wavepacket to
double its width following the GUP and HUP expansion rates respectively. While t$YF) in the
above can be eaily obtained from the general expression which incorporates both GUP and
relativistic effects and their mutual interplay, 1YY ~can obtained from the same expression by
setting the GUP coefficients (Craup, Cqcoup and Cfyp) to zero, while still retaining the pure
relativistic terms. Then equation provides us an estimate of the DTD, for a given distribution,
in presence of the Planck scale modifications. In the following we consider the aforementioned

readily available molecular wavepackets and see how distributional variations can affect the DTD

for each of those case studies.

A. Buckyball C-60 molecular wave-packet

It is well known that the C-60 “Buckyball” molecule exhibits interference patterns in a double
slit experiment [44]. Considering this wavepacket as a whole, we obtain the following values of the
relevant physical parameters, namely mass m = 1.1967 x 10~2* kg and initial width A, = 7x 10719
m. In addition we shall assume the mean velocity of the wavepacket v = 10° m/s, which is a
characteristic value that renders both the GUP and relativistic terms non-negligible and makes
our formalism applicable.

With the above in place, we can now play with various distributions, by considering GUP coef-

ficients for the Gaussian — or the Poisson — or the generalized normal distributions
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—. Recall also that none of those coefficients survive when we consider the HUP limit,
and therefore it is straightforward to numerically compute the DTD as defined in . Note also
that for the generalized normal distribution — we have a parameter k, and for kK = 2 we
get back the standard Gaussian limit which corresponds to our expressions —.
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Figure 1. Doubling time difference versus the GUP parameter plot in a logarithmic scale using our
numerical analysis fot C-60 “buckyball” molecule. The left panel of the figure corresponds to the results
for the Gaussian versus Poisson distributions. We can see that an equivalent parameter space can be
probed by both distributions. The right panel is the gist of results obtained by considering the generalized
normal distribution with five different values of the parameter . While k = 2 gives us the Gaussian
distribution, for all other values it differs with Gaussian. We see that lower values of the parameter x < 2

enhance our chances of measuring the doubling time difference. For x = 0.5, and with an atomic clock of

attosecond (107'®s) accuracy, one is able to scan the parameter space which is equivalent to 10% X Ipjapck-

The summary of our numerical analysis is plotted using a logarithmic scale in Figure{l] The
left panel of the figure shows a comparison of the DTD with the GUP parameter («) for the Gaus-
sian and Poisson distributions, while the right panel summarizes results for generalized normal
distributions for several choices of the parameter x. These plots give us useful information on how
the Planck scale effects would be manifested according to the distribution of the wavepacket. For
example, changing the Gaussian to Poisson slightly increases the likelihood of detecting DTD.
However, there is a significant variation in DTD for generalized normal distribution that depends

on the parameter . It appears to be a general trend that lower the value of x, higher the DTD
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corresponding to a given value of . We can make a comparison keeping the standard Gaussian
distribution (k = 2) as a reference, which then shows us the DTD indeed gets enhanced for values
of k < 2. We are able to calculate numerically for the case x = 0.5 which gives considerably better
DTD than the Gaussian distribution. We are able to test the GUP parameter space () down to
one order of magnitude lower than the Gaussian case. Therefore, we conclude that selecting an
appropriate distribution may be crucial in testing these quantum gravity corrections by means of
time resolved experiments.

Next, we show that these results can me made even better by choosing bigger molecular

wavepackets. We shall consider two such cases in the following subsections.

B. Buckyball C-176 molecular wave-packet

It is also well known that the C-176 “Buckyball” molecule exhibits interference patterns in
a double slit experiment [45]. Considering this wavepacket as a whole, we obtain the following
values of the relevant physical parameters — mass m = 3.5070 x 10~2* kg and initial width
A, = 1.2 x 1072 m. Like before, we shall assume the mean velocity of the wavepacket v = 10°
m/s, which again gives rise to both Planck scale as well as leading order relativistic corrections.

The summary of results is plotted in Figure[2l Once again, we find that keeping everything but
the distribution unaltered leads one to the previous conclusion — that the generalized distribution
with k < 2 is indeed preferable over the Gaussian distribution for testing these Planck scale

modifications.

C. Large Organic Molecular (LOM) wave-packet

Large-Organic-Molecular TPPF152 wavepacket was constructed a decade ago and it clearly
showed quantum behavior due to the expected interference patterns [35]. Considering this
wavepacket as a whole, we obtain the following values of the relevant physical parameters —
mass m = 8.8174 x 1072* kg and initial width Ay, = 6 x 107 m. Like the previous two cases,
we shall assume the mean velocity of the wavepacket v = 10° m/s, which is a characteristic value
following the inclusion of leading order relativistic correction. Summary of results corresponding

to the numerical study is plotted in Figure |3| which again gives an identical physical scenario
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Figure 2. Doubling time difference versus the GUP parameter plot in a logarithmic scale using our
numerical analysis for C-170 “buckyball” molecule. The left panel of the figure corresponds to the results
for the Gaussian versus Poisson distributions. We see that an equivalent parameter space can be probed
by both distributions. The right panel is the summary of results obtained by considering the generalized
normal distribution with five different values of the parameter . While x = 2 gives us the Gaussian
distribution, for all other values it differs from the Gaussian. We see that lower values of the parameter,
i.e. K < 2 increases the chance of measuring the doubling time difference. For k = 0.5, and with an
atomic clock of attosecond (10~!8s) accuracy, one is able to scan the parameter space which is equivalent

to 10* x IPlanck -

like two previous cases. It is also evident that of all the variations, in terms of the choice of
molecules and distributions, the most preferable in terms of showing Planck scale modification
is the TPPF152 molecular wavepacket with a generalized Gaussian distribution with £ = 0.5.
Indeed, such a clear and strong perception on the choice of quantum systems might take us one
step further while designing a potential test of such tiny quantum gravity effects in a laboratory.
Of course, one might come up a better combination for the choice of molecular wavepacket and
its distribution, and most importantly, our general construction in this work would allow to test

all such combinations and might be an useful tool for future experiments.
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Figure 3. Doubling time difference versus the GUP parameter plot in a logarithmic scale using our
numerical analysis for the TPPF152 molecule. The left panel of the figure corresponds to the results for
the Gaussian versus Poisson distributions. We can see that an equivalent parameter space can be probed
by both distributions. The right panel is the gist of results obtained by considering the generalized
normal distribution with five different values of the parameter «. While x = 2 gives us the Gaussian
distribution, for all other values it differs with Gaussian. We see that lower values of the parameter £ < 2
increases the chance of measuring the doubling time difference. For x = 0.5, and with an atomic clock of
attosecond (10_185) accuracy, one is able to scan the parameter space which is equivalent to 10% x Ipjanck-
With a clock slightly better, such as zeptosecond (10~2%s) accuracy, one may be able to go down right to

the Planck length. However, our numerical precision compels us to stay slightly above the Planck value.

VIII. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we have made key improvements on our earlier works [24]-[20] estimating quan-
tum gravity/GUP effects by studying the “doubling time” of free wavepackets. The difference
between the doubling times (i.e., based on the standard quantum mechanical and GUP based
approaches) were shown to be dependent on the mass, initial size and mean velocity of the
wavepacket. However, all the calculations were performed for a Gaussian wavepacket. In this
paper, we built an elaborate framework where QG/GUP effect can be computed irrespective
of any shape of the wavepacket. We numerically calculated the effect of various shapes on the

doubling time differences and concluded that they are important to be considered. This is an
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important result since now we have complete information on the requirements, applicable to the
wavepackets, which might be helpful in setting up an appropriate experimental set up for chasing
these tiny QG/GUP deviations.

In order to achieve the above mentioned result we exploited a novel duality between the
quantum mechanical and statistical mechanical tools, which finally allows us to consider any shape
of the wavepacket following an arbitrary statistical distribution. The only physical restriction is
that the distributions must have a finite variance. We have shown that the potentially observable
quantities, although quantum mechanical in nature, can be computed by purely using machinery
of statistical mechanics, namely that of characteristic functions. To test this, we considered a
couple of distributions beyond the Gaussian, namely the Poisson and the generalized normal
distributions. We computed the corresponding characteristic functions, wrote the doubling times
in terms of them, and finally estimated the times numerically, for a variety of laboratory based
systems, namely the buckyball and the large organic molecules. Remarkably, we found that
the doubling times are still tiny, but just within current measurement accuracies. This shows the
importance of choosing the right distribution with the right parameters in being able to detect the
otherwise tiny minimal scale effects. The actual detection of the above effect would point towards
new physics at microscopic length scales, and will likely shed important light on quantum gravity
theories and the fundamental nature of spacetime itself. On the other hand, even the absence
of such detection would significantly improve the ever-tightening bounds on the minimal scale
parameters. Either way, this shows the importance of looking for such effects in laboratory based
systems such as described here. Our numerical results with LOM wavepackets with generalized
normal distribution x = 0.5 shows measurable time difference which corresponds to a minimal
length scale hundred times the Planck value. Therefore, our strategy has capability to scan the

minimal length scale post GUT scale and almost near the Planck scale.
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