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Equivalence principle violation from large scale structure
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We explore the interplay between the equivalence principle and a generalization of the Heisen-
berg uncertainty relations known as extended uncertainty principle, that comprises the effects of
spacetime curvature at large distances. Specifically, we observe that, when the modified uncertainty
relations hold, the weak formulation of the equivalence principle is violated, since the inertial mass
of quantum systems becomes position-dependent whilst the gravitational mass is left untouched.
To obtain the above result, spinor and scalar fields are separately analyzed by considering the
non-relativistic limit of the Dirac and the Klein-Gordon equations in the presence of the extended
uncertainty principle. In both scenarios, it is found that the ratio between the inertial and the
gravitational mass is the same.

I. INTRODUCTION

One of the cornerstones of the celebrated general theory of relativity is undoubtedly represented by the equivalence
principle (EP). According to Einstein, the (locally) indistinguishable equivalence between a gravitational field and an
acceleration of the reference frame has been the main guiding light for the development of a relativistic treatment
of gravitation. Ever since this archetypical notion was introduced, the equivalence principle has been thoroughly
investigated from several standpoints, thus allowing for a plethora of distinct, brand-new interpretations. Indeed,
when the equivalence principle is addressed nowadays there is a certain degree of ambiguity, as it may come in
different formulations, each of which has its own requirements and range of validity. For a complete and detailed
overview on this topic, the interested reader can consult Refs. [1, 2].
For the purpose of the present paper, we restrict our attention to the weak equivalence principle, which establishes

the equality between the inertial and the gravitational mass, henceforth labeled as mi and mg, respectively. However,
the aforementioned equality can be heavily influenced by the physical system and environment under consideration,
as under specific circumstances the two masses may no longer have the same magnitude. For instance, when studying
an electrically charged particle that interacts with a thermal bath of photons, radiative corrections affect mi and mg

separately and unevenly, thereby giving rise to a violation of EP in its weak formulation [2–4]. The same occurrence
can be found in the analysis of non-relativistic neutrinos, where the flavor mixing is responsible for a redefinition of
the inertial mass, which thus becomes distinguishable frommg [5]. On a broader scale, the interplay between neutrino
physics and EP violation is much deeper than the above feature, as the vast literature on the subject confirms [6–16].
Here, we investigate a different scenario where EP violation is manifest. Specifically, we consider a relativistic

quantum mechanical framework whose underlying Heisenberg uncertainty principle (HUP) is modified so as to ac-
commodate the existence of a minimal momentum scale [17–24]; a similar generalization goes by the name of extended
uncertainty principle (EUP). The justification for the above deformation sinks its roots in cosmological arguments,
since the curvature of spacetime at large distances is so extreme that there is a fundamental limit to the resolution
with which momentum can be described [17, 18, 20]. As an additional piece of evidence for this observation, it is
no coincidence that, in accordance with several findings [21–23], a well-known formulation of the EUP is based upon
the employment of the cosmological constant. Nevertheless, it has also been shown [25–29] that another version of
EUP is deduced from a straightforward application of quantum mechanical laws in a general relativistic setting, thus
letting the deviation from HUP depend exclusively on the intrinsic aspects of the spacetime under examination. In
this work, we will analyze the most common setting, according to which the characteristic parameter associated to
EUP must be fixed by requiring consistency with experimental data. In this regard, it is worth mentioning that the
most stringent bounds on the EUP parameter are discussed in Refs. [20, 24].
In order to comply with the aforementioned purposes, the paper is structured as follows: in Sec. II, the main

features of the extended uncertainty principle are summarized, focusing in particular on the correction it entails at
the level of the momentum operator. Section III is devoted to the non-relativistic limit of the Dirac equation with the
modified momentum, whilst the same study in conjunction with the Klein-Gordon equation is the topic of Sec. IV.
Finally, Sec. V contains concluding remarks and future perspectives.
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Throughout the whole manuscript, we use the natural units ~ = c = 1 but keep the speed of light explicit only in
Sec. IV, since the non-relativistic regime for a scalar field can be readily derived from a perturbative treatment of the
Klein-Gordon equation in powers of c (as seen in Ref. [30]).

II. EXTENDED UNCERTAINTY PRINCIPLE

In simple terms, the Heisenberg uncertainty principle states that arbitrarily small spatial distances can be resolved
with sufficiently high-energy probes. To mathematically express this concept, we know that

∆x∆p ≥ 1

2
. (1)

However, if a minimal momentum scale is accounted for, this is no longer the case; indeed, the previous equation must
be suitably modified. Drawing inspiration from Refs. [17–23], we argue that the influence of spacetime curvature at
large distances induces a position-dependent correction into Eq. (1), which then becomes

∆X∆P ≥ 1

2

(

1 + α∆X2
)

, (2)

where α is the so-called deformation parameter and we assume to work in the regime in which the dimensionless
quantity α∆X2 can be regarded as a perturbation. Since the deformation parameter is the inverse of a squared
length, the close relation between α and the cosmological constant Λ can be easily inferred. As a matter of fact, it was
shown in Ref. [31] that α = ±Λ/3, where the minus (plus) sign is associated to a (anti-)de Sitter spacetime. Therefore,
in compliance with the experimental observations, we deduce that α < 0. Nonetheless, as already anticipated, we
analyze the more general scenario where α may not be necessarily related to Λ, in line with Refs. [17, 18, 20, 24].
At this point, from Eq. (2) it is straightforward to compute the value of the minimal uncertainty in momentum,

which turns out to be ∆Pmin =
√

|α|. Furthermore, from the same equation, it is also possible to trace back to a
general expression for the deformed commutator between the position and momentum operators. Indeed, starting
from

[X,P ] = i
(

1 + αX2
)

, (3)

one can make use of the Robertson-Schrödinger prescription to deduce Eq. (2).
The deformed canonical commutator plays a relevant role, as it provides an easy representation of X and P in

terms of the auxiliary operators x and p for which the usual relation [x, p] = i holds. To see this, it is sufficient to
replace the following identities

X = x , P =
(

1 + αx2
)

p− iαx , (4)

into Eq. (3) and verify that it is always satisfied. The second term in the definition of the physical momentum has
been added to make the operator self-adjoint.
The identification (4) is valid in one spatial dimension and as long as all the orders higher than and up to O(α2)

are neglected. Should we perform the full expansion with more than one spatial dimension, we would have to deal
with an emerging non-commutativity for different momentum components, because [Pi, Pj ] ∝ O(α2). However, for
the purposes of the present paper, we can safely restrict the attention to the lowest-order terms in the deformation
parameter without harming the generality of our results. For further details on higher-order EUP, see Refs. [17, 18, 23].
Before concluding this Section, we point out that calculations will be carried out in the position representation;

hence, by generalizing Eq. (4) to higher dimensions, we obtain

Xi = xi , Pi = −i(1 + αx2)∂i − iαxi , (5)

with x2 =
∑

i x
2
i .

III. EQUIVALENCE PRINCIPLE VIOLATION FOR SPINOR FIELDS

In order to approach the modified Dirac equation, one has to modify

(iγµ∂µ −m)ψ = 0 , (6)
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by properly generalizing the auxiliary momentum operator to the physical one in the context of EUP. This is achieved
by exploiting the relation (5) to cast the extended version of the Dirac equation as

iγ0∂tψ = −i
(

1 + αx2
)

~γ · ~∇ψ − iα~γ · ~xψ +mψ . (7)

A similar field equation has already been addressed in Ref. [32], where the authors discuss a completely unrelated
issue.
The gamma matrices appearing in (7) can be written in the Dirac representation, namely

γ0 =

(

1 0
0 −1

)

, ~γ =

(

0 ~σ
−~σ 0

)

, (8)

where 1 denotes the 2× 2 identity matrix and ~σ = (σx, σy, σz) the Pauli matrices.
To provide a comprehensive analysis of the subject, one shall incorporate the effects of an external gravitational

field in such a way to have access to both the inertial and the gravitational mass from the non-relativistic limit.
Indeed, along the line of Refs. [3], it is known that the two different masses can only be distinguished within the
non-relativistic Schrödinger equation for the particle sector. This identification is achieved by looking at the kinetic
operator to deduce mi and the interaction with the gravitational potential to derive mg.
In order to study the dynamics of a spinor field in the presence of gravity, Eq. (6) must be modified by introducing

the spin connection Γµ and vierbein fields eµa as follows:
[

iγaeµa (∂µ + Γµ)−m
]

ψ = 0 . (9)

The nature of Γµ and eµa is closely intertwined with the shape of the metric tensor; for a detailed review, see Ref. [33].
Here, since we seek the non-relativistic limit and an easy-to-interpret interaction with the gravitational field, we require
that the metric tensor describes a weak-field approximation of the Schwarzschild solution in isotropic coordinates, i.e.,

ds2 = (1 + 2φ) dt2 − (1− 2φ) dr2 , (10)

where the potential φ = −GM/r is assumed to be a small quantity. From Eq. (10), one can promptly compute the
spin connection and the vierbeins; a simple calculation (which can be found in Ref. [5]) shows that

Γµ =
1

8

[

γa, γb
]

eλa (ηµλ∂ρφ− ηµρ∂λφ) e
ρ
b , (11)

et0 = 1− φ , ex1 = ey2 = ez3 = 1 + φ . (12)

At this point, one can further require that the spatial gradients of the gravitational potential are negligible, so
that ∂iφ ≈ 0, ∀i. Although such a choice does not affect the validity of our results, it turns out to be useful,
as it significantly streamlines the intermediate steps. As a matter of fact, by virtue of this assumption, the spin
connection (11) is identically vanishing, which means that the influence of gravity only enters the Dirac equation
through the vierbein fields. In light of this, the extension of Eq. (7) which is inclusive of the gravitational interaction
reads

iγ0 (1− φ) ∂tψ = −i
(

1 + αx2 + φ
)

~γ · ~∇ψ − iα~γ · ~xψ +mψ . (13)

We can now proceed by separating the Dirac spinor into the upper and lower components

ψ =

(

ϕ
χ

)

, (14)

so as to explicitly deal with the equations for ϕ and χ independently. In so doing, one has

i (1− φ) ∂tϕ = −i
(

1 + αx2 + φ
)

~σ · ~∇χ− iα~σ · ~xχ+mϕ , (15)

− i (1− φ) ∂tχ = i
(

1 + αx2 + φ
)

~σ · ~∇ϕ+ iα~σ · ~xϕ+mχ . (16)

In order to reach the non-relativistic regime, we first must note that, in this limit, the most important contribution
to the energy comes from the rest mass. Therefore, if we single out a fast oscillating factor exp(−imt) from the Dirac
spinor, we have that [5, 34]

ψ = e−imtψ̃ , (17)
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but since ψ̃ still depends on the time coordinate, it is immediate to realize |i∂tψ̃| ≪ |mψ̃|, which provides a non-
relativistic approximation [34]. In light of this result, it is possible to cast ϕ and χ in terms of ϕ̃ and χ̃ and enforce
the above condition; the outcome of such a step yields

i∂tϕ̃ = mφ ϕ̃− i
(

1 + αx2 + φ
)

~σ · ~∇χ̃− iα~σ · ~x χ̃ , (18)

(φ− 2)mχ̃ = i
(

1 + αx2 + φ
)

~σ · ~∇ϕ̃+ iα~σ · ~x ϕ̃ . (19)

The latter equation can be employed to find an explicit dependence of χ̃ on ϕ̃. By recalling the weak-field approxi-
mation, we obtain

χ̃ = − i

2m

(

1 + αx2 +
3

2
φ

)

~σ · ~∇ϕ̃− iα

2m
~σ · ~x ϕ̃ . (20)

As it also occurs for the standard Dirac equation, in the non-relativistic regime the lower component χ is sub-dominant
with respect to the upper component ϕ [34]. Hence, we can focus on Eq. (18) only and derive the Schrödinger-like
equation for the particle sector. To this aim, the expression (20) must be substituted in (18), so as to get

i∂tϕ̃ = −
(

1 + 2αx2
) ∇2ϕ̃

2m
+mφ ϕ̃− 5

4m
φ∇2ϕ̃− 2α

m
(~σ · ~x)~σ · ~∇ϕ̃− 3α

2m
ϕ̃ . (21)

A further manipulation of Eq. (21) allows us to reach the final expression, where the non-relativistic Schrödinger
equation associated with ϕ̃ is manifest

i∂tϕ̃ = −
(

1 + 2αx2
) ∇2ϕ̃

2m
+mφ ϕ̃− 5

4m
φ∇2ϕ̃− 2iα

m
~σ ·

(

~x ∧ ~∇ϕ̃
)

− 2α

m
~x · ~∇ϕ̃− 3α

2m
ϕ̃ . (22)

The relevant factors to be considered are the first two appearing in the r.h.s., which represent the kinetic operator
and the interaction with the external gravitational potential, respectively. The third term can be interpreted as a
post-Newtonian correction, whilst the fourth one may be viewed as an EUP-induced spin-orbit interaction. The last
two quantities are distinctive of the EUP quantum mechanical treatment, but the study of their implications lies
beyond the purpose of the present paper.
Now, we need to extrapolate the shape of the inertial and gravitational mass connected with the spinor field;

concerning mi, its definition can be directly deduced from the kinetic operator, and turns out to be

mi = m
(

1− 2αx2
)

. (23)

On the other hand, the gravitational mass is easily recognizable from the gravitational interaction, which tells us that
mg = m. Therefore, mi and mg do not undergo the same redefinition, which in turn signals a violation of the weak
equivalence principle. This violation can be quantified by the ratio

mg

mi

= 1 + 2αx2 , (24)

which smoothly recovers the fulfillment of EP as long as α → 0.
In the next Section, we exhibit that a similar feature emerges not only in the context of spinor fields, but also for

scalar particles. Remarkably, the degree of EP violation will be quantified by the same function as in Eq. (24), thus
suggesting that the present achievement does not depend on the nature of the system under investigation.

IV. EQUIVALENCE PRINCIPLE VIOLATION FOR SCALAR FIELDS

The starting point for the analysis of scalar fields is the Klein-Gordon equation

(

∂µ∂
µ +m2c2

)

ψ = 0 , (25)

where the speed of light is kept explicit for later convenience. In the presence of gravity, the above equation is
generalized as [33]

1√−g∂µ
(√−ggµν∂νψ

)

+m2c2ψ = 0 , (26)
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where g = det(gµν). In order to establish a faithful comparison with the spinor case, gµν must be the one described
by Eq. (10). However, by restoring c appropriately, the line element (10) now reads

ds2 =

(

1 + 2
φ

c2

)

c2dt2 −
(

1− 2
φ

c2

)

dr2 , (27)

with φ left untouched.
By embedding the above physical setting in the framework of EUP and neglecting contributions that go like O(α2),

Eq. (26) becomes

1

c2

(

1− 2
φ

c2

)

∂2t ψ −
(

1 + 2αx2 + 2
φ

c2

)

∇2ψ − 4α~x · ~∇ψ − 3αψ +m2c2ψ = 0 . (28)

Equation (28) has been thoroughly investigated in Ref. [35], where the scalar particle couples to an external magnetic
field rather than the gravitational one.
In order to consider the non-relativistic limit, we can perform an expansion in powers of c. In accordance with

Ref. [30], a possible solution for the Klein-Gordon equation can be written as

ψ (~x, t) = eiϕ(~x,t) , (29)

where ϕ is assumed to depend on c as

ϕ = c2ϕ0 + ϕ1 + c−2ϕ2 + . . . . (30)

The series is infinite, but for our purposes we can focus the attention on the three contributions appearing in Eq. (30).
Clearly, the above working hypothesis entails that any derivative acting on ψ results in the emergence of further
powers of c in Eq. (28). Specifically, by denoting with ∂ a generic derivative (which can be either spatial or temporal),
one has

∂ψ = i
(

c2∂ϕ0 + ∂ϕ1 + c−2∂ϕ2

)

eiϕ , (31)

whilst second derivatives imply

∂2ψ =

{

i
[

c2∂2ϕ0 + ∂2ϕ1 + c−2∂2ϕ2

]

−
[

c4 (∂ϕ0)
2 + 2c2∂ϕ0∂ϕ1 + 2∂ϕ0∂ϕ2 + (∂ϕ1)

2 +
2

c2
∂ϕ1∂ϕ2 +

(∂ϕ2)
2

c4

]}

eiϕ .

(32)
We can now apply the aforementioned scheme to Eq. (28) in order to write a Klein-Gordon equation which explicitly
depends on ϕ0, ϕ1 and ϕ2. To achieve the sought non-relativistic limit, the analysis must be truncated at c0 starting
from the highest order in the expansion parameter, which turns out to be c4. Despite the seeming complexity,
computations are instead straightforward, because in order to satisfy Eq. (28) it must necessarily be imposed that all
the functions in front of any power of c must vanish identically, order by order [30].
The first step is to look at the order c4, whose contribution yields

(

1 + 2αx2
)

(~∇ϕ0)
2 = 0 , (33)

which tells that ϕ0 is a function of time only. The explicit expression for ϕ0 can be deduced from the order c2, which
reads

− (∂tϕ0)
2
+m2 = 0 . (34)

Hence, up to c2 the solutions to the Klein-Gordon equation are simply ψ = exp(±imc2t), which represent the
particle/antiparticle wave functions with E being the rest energy mc2. In the non-relativistic regime, no particle
creation occurs, so the two scenarios can be treated separately; however, since they would give the exactly same
outcome at the next order, we can arbitrarily choose to work with only one of them. Thus, by selecting the minus
sign (i.e., particle wave function) and moving on to the order c0, we obtain

2m∂tϕ1 − i
(

1 + 2αx2
)

∇2ϕ1 − 4iα~x · ~∇ϕ1 − 3α+ 2m2φ+
(

1 + 2αx2
)

(

~∇ϕ1

)2

= 0 . (35)

By introducing ψ1 = exp(iϕ1), the previous equation can be cast in a Schrödinger-like form, that is

i∂tψ1 = −
(

1 + 2αx2
) ∇2ψ1

2m
+mφψ1 −

2α

m
~x · ~∇ψ1 −

3α

2m
ψ1 . (36)
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Higher-order terms in c would only have added relativistic corrections to Eq. (36), which thereby represents the
non-relativistic limit of Eq. (28).
As for Eq. (22), we recover the two characteristic terms which are reminiscent of the minimal momentum scale

(namely, the last two quantities of the r.h.s.). Furthermore, from the first two factors of Eq. (36) the definitions of mi

and mg can be immediately deduced; it turns out that the two masses are identical to the ones already found for the
spinor field. In light of this, we conclude that the equivalence principle does not hold for scalar fields in the presence
of the extended uncertainty principle, and the degree of its violation is precisely equal to the one evaluated with the
Dirac equation, i.e., Eq. (24).

V. CONCLUDING REMARKS

In this paper, we have shown how the existence of a minimal momentum scale induces a violation of the weak
equivalence principle. To demonstrate the generality of our statement, we have separately considered spinor and scalar
fields to verify that, in both cases, the degree of EP violation is still the same, thus suggesting that a similar occurrence
may not depend on the nature of the examined quantum system. To unambiguously recognize the magnitude of the
inertial and gravitational mass, we have performed a non-relativistic limit onto the Dirac and the Klein-Gordon
equations, which have been written so as to simultaneously account for the presence of EUP and a weak and static
gravitational field. In so doing, we have then identified mi with the mass term appearing in the kinetic part of the
Schrödinger Hamiltonian and mg with the factor that multiplies the gravitational potential φ. The same strategy has
already been used in different frameworks with success [3, 5], and it still represents the most reliable option, given
that in the fully relativistic regime such an identification is a challenging task.
On a final note, we want to remark that, because of the physical origins of the extended uncertainty principle,

the implications of the achieved result become relevant at cosmological scales. This concept can be quantified by
comparing the EP-violating factor 2αx2 with the available experimental constraint for the term |mg −mi|/mi. As a
matter of fact, by recalling that the above ratio is bounded by a factor 10−14 [5], we immediately obtain

x ≃ 10−7

√

|α|
. (37)

Since the magnitude of α is expected to be extremely small, the characteristic length scale x at which the EP violation
becomes significant is huge. By resorting to the formulation of EUP where |α| ≃ Λ ≃ 10−52 m−2, a straightforward
calculation would yield xΛ ≃ 1019 m, which is roughly 103 light years. On the other hand, a more conservative
approach that relies on experimental bounds for the EUP deformation parameter provides

√

|α| . 10−12 m−1 [24],
which instead would give a lower bound, that is xmin & 105 m. Thence, the most promising phenomenological
perspectives for the EUP-induced equivalence principle violation lies in the interval [xmin, xΛ]. To unravel further
pieces of information, more work is inevitably required along this direction.
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