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In this paper, we clarify a foundational loose end affecting the phenomenological approach to quan-
tum gravity centered around the generalization of Heisenberg uncertainty principle. This miscon-
ception stems from a series of recently published works in which perturbative and non-perturbative
methods are confused, thereby resulting in a blurring of the distinction between changes in the
deformed algebra and changes in the representation of operators. Accordingly, this reasoning would
render the existence of a minimal length representation-dependent, and thus unphysical.

INTRODUCTION

The existence of a minimal length scale has been
predicted by several promising candidates for a quan-
tum theory of the gravitational interaction [1–9]. One
of the most acknowledged implications of the above
phenomenon results in a phenomenological approach to
quantum gravity that describes a quantum mechanical
setting with a deformed Heisenberg algebra. The afore-
mentioned treatment of this major open problem in the-
oretical physics is commonly referred to as generalized
uncertainty principle (GUP). Since the earliest achieve-
ments obtained in the context of string theory, this phe-
nomenological model has been widely investigated in a
plethora of different scenarios, leading to considerable
theoretical accomplishments and pointing towards chal-
lenging future perspectives.

Recently, it has been argued in a series of articles [10–
13] that there exists a remarkable ambiguity in the GUP
scheme. A blunder of this kind should, in principle, avert
the identification of a minimal length scale by merely
deforming the canonical commutation relations. The
harbingers of a similar argument can already be found
in other works [14, 15] in which, however, the critique to
the GUP is missing.

In particular, it has been claimed that different repre-
sentations of the same algebra in the context of the GUP
may lead to different physical implications [12]. Here,
we want to point out a subtle misconception in these ar-
guments that ultimately resolves the ambiguity. In so
doing, we shed light on frequently overlooked aspects as-
sociated to the GUP that are common sources of misun-
derstanding and disbelief towards this phenomenological
approach to quantum gravity.

To this aim, it is convenient to set the notation and
the terminology that will be adopted. We will address
as physical the position and momentum operators whose

study grants access to the explicit information on the
measurement of position and momentum of a given quan-
tum system; for these operators, we will use the lower-
case letters x̂ and p̂, respectively. On the other hand,
we will address as canonical those operators satisfying
the Heisenberg algebra; these will be designated by the
uppercase letters X̂ and P̂ for the position and momen-
tum operators, respectively. Therefore, while the latter
comply with the usual algebra [X̂, P̂ ] = i~, the physi-
cal operators may not, and in general do not, as in the
scenario predicted by the GUP.

To keep our considerations simple, in line with Refs.
[10–13], our reasoning will be carried out in one spatial
dimension. This assumption, however, does not harm the
validity of our results, which can be promptly generalized
to higher dimensions.

A POPULAR EXAMPLE

Let us consider the case in which the two physical op-
erators x̂ and p̂ satisfy the most commonly encountered
deformed Heisenberg algebra

[x̂, p̂] = i~

(
1 +

βl2p
~2

p̂2

)
, (1)

with the Planck length lp and the dimensionless model
parameter β. In order to find a viable representation
for these observables, we may, for example, express the
physical position as a function of the canonical operators
while leaving the momentum untouched, that is

x̂ =x(X̂, P̂ ), p̂ = P̂ . (2)
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In this case, up to an irrelevant ordering prescription, we
have [16]

x̂ =

(
1 +

βl2p
~2

P̂ 2
1

)
X̂1, p̂ =P̂1, (3)

where the different subscripts for positions and momenta
henceforth indicate distinct sets of conjugate variables
that are not equivalent. This labeling turns out to be nec-
essary since the above mapping is not unique, as it does
not comprise the only available representation; indeed,
there are infinitely many possible transformations which
still satisfy the deformed algebra (1). For instance, it is
possible to rewrite the physical momentum as a function
of the canonical one instead of modifying the position
operator, namely

x̂ =X̂, p̂ =p(P̂ ). (4)

In phenomenological applications, it is often assumed
that the above shape is compatible with [17]

x̂ =X̂2, p̂ =P̂2

(
1 +

βl2p
3~2

P̂ 2
2

)
. (5)

However, it has been recently pointed out [10–15] that
the representation (5) is consistent with the commutator

[x̂, p̂] = i~

(
1 +

βl2p
~2

P̂ 2

)
, (6)

which differs from Eq. (1) and does not imply a minimal
length. If that were to be the case, the emergence of
the minimal length would appear to be representation-
dependent.

In quantum theory, it is crucial that predictable physi-
cal quantities are independent of the employed Hilbert
space basis, i. e., the representation of the algebra of
observables. Correspondingly, this means that a fun-
damental minimal length derived from a representation-
dependent relation could not be observable. A similar
outcome would pose a striking problem for the GUP,
which should then have to be regarded as an unphysi-
cal model; the question thus arises as to how to resolve
this apparent ambiguity.

The answer to the conundrum lies within the perturba-
tive treatment which is frequently employed when dealing
with corrections attributable to the GUP. Due to the pe-
culiar simplicity of the ensuing eigenvalue problem, the
transformation (5) is typically addressed as a perturbative
approximation in phenomenological applications [17–23].
The very fact that it leads to the commutator (6) indi-
cates that it loses its predictability in the nonperturbative
regime; indeed, since Eq. (6) is but a truncated expan-
sion of Eq. (1) in the minimal length factor, it fails when
considered at extremely small distances.

To make the above statement clearer, let us consider a
completely general and arbitrary set of physical observ-
ables satisfying the GUP-deformed Heisenberg algebra

[x̂, p̂] = i~f(p̂), (7)

with a nonsingular, smooth function f. At this point, one
can define the canonical operators X̂ and P̂ such that

x̂ = X̂ p̂ = g(P̂ ), (8)

where g is an invertible, i. e. surjective, function. Plug-
ging the transformation (8) into (7) and using the stan-
dard Heisenberg algebra for X̂ and P̂ , we obtain the con-
dition

g′(P̂ ) = f(p̂). (9)

Note that the left-hand side is a function of P̂ , whilst
the right-hand side depends on p̂. The flaw underlying
the transformation (5) consists in setting P̂ = p̂ in the
right-hand side of Eq. (9) and requiring the condition
to hold true at all energy scales, although it is justified
only at small momenta, namely when βl2p〈p̂2〉 � 1. At
the nonperturbative level, the relation (9) entails

g′(P̂ ) = f ◦ g(P̂ ), (10)

thus providing a differential equation which, if com-
plemented with the ordinary quantum mechanical low-
energy limit, completely characterizes the function g.

For the specific case f(p̂) = (1 + βl2pp̂
2/~2) contem-

plated in Eq. (1), the differential problem (10) can be
solved analytically, leading to the transformation

x̂ =X̂3, p̂ =
~

lp
√
β

tan

(
lp
√
β

~
P̂3

)
, (11)

which for small values of the momentum correctly reduces
to Eq. (5). Before moving on, it is worth stressing that
the transformations (3) and (11) are two different real-
izations of the operators x̂ and p̂ in terms of two different
pairs of canonical operators (X̂1, P̂1) and (X̂3, P̂3), that
nonetheless correspond to the same deformed function
f(p̂).

For the sake of completeness, a comparison of the re-
sult (11) with the one expressed by the transformation
(5) is plotted in Fig. 1. Clearly, the behavior of p̂ in
(5) significantly deviates from the one in (11) for large
momenta (i. e., small distances). Indeed, in the latter
scenario the tangent diverges at finite P̂ , thus indicat-
ing the existence of a minimal length scale. As already
pointed out before, such a high degree of accuracy is not
required for phenomenological studies concerning length
scales much greater than the minimal length itself; nev-
ertheless, when dealing with the consistency of the GUP
approach, a nonperturbative treatment is mandatory.
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FIG. 1. Plot of the physical momentum p given in Eq. (5)
(red, dashed) and Eq. (11) (blue) as a function of the canon-
ical momentum P . Both g(P ) and P are measured in units
of

√
βlp/~.

THE GENERAL PROBLEM

To provide a further insight on the topic previously
treated, in this section we will tackle the issue raised in
Refs. [10–12, 14, 15] from a different perspective. For the
sake of argument, let us introduce on completely general
terms a relation of the form

[x̂, p̂] = i~F (P̂ ). (12)

While the right-hand side is written as a function of the
canonical operator P̂ , the left-hand side still contains the
physical quantities x̂ and p̂. The operators P̂ and p̂ are
de facto distinct, even though they are connected by a
functional relation of the kind P̂ = g−1(p̂), in accordance
with Eq. (8). It is worth emphasizing one more time
that no physical meaning is ascribable to P̂ , which is
only an auxiliary operator introduced to both streamline
computations and sharply highlight the deviation from
ordinary quantum mechanics.

Now, when the above functional dependence between
P̂ and p̂ is explicitly embedded in (12), we derive a re-
lation which formally resembles Eq. (7) once the iden-
tification f = F ◦ g−1 is accounted for. By virtue of
the Robertson-Schrödinger prescription, it is possible to
establish a deformed uncertainty relation between the
physical operators, that is

∆x∆p ≥ ~
2
|〈f(p̂)〉| = ~

2
|〈(F ◦ g−1)(p̂)〉|, (13)

which, we stress, encodes the entire physical content of
the algebra. The above expression shows that, for a spe-
cific function F , different choices of the function g (i. e.,
different representations) not only lead to discrepant val-
ues for the minimal length when its presence is predicted,
but also encompass completely dissimilar uncertainty re-
lations. Furthermore, just like a given shape for the func-
tion g univocally determines f (and thus the uncertainty

relation) once F is given, a specific form of f determines
the function g for fixed F . However, whilst f encloses a
physical information as it explicitly appears in the uncer-
tainty principle, the functions F and g by themselves do
not, since any pair of functions satisfying the condition
f = F ◦ g−1 ends up in the same uncertainty relation.

To clarify this point, let us consider the commutator
(1) under the assumption contained in Eq. (2). As ar-
gued above, this leads to the representation provided in
Eq. (3) which is compatible with the results in [24, 25]
but differs from (5). We have thus found two possible
alternatives for the function g with the same physical im-
plications. These alternatives are paired with a specific
shape for F , that is

Eq. (3) =⇒ F (P̂ ) = 1 +
βl2p
~2

P̂ 2, (14)

Eq. (5) =⇒ F (P̂ ) = 1 +
βl2p
~2

P̂

(
1−

βl2p
3~2

P̂ 2

)2

. (15)

As a further example, let us consider the case f(p̂) = 1,
corresponding to ordinary quantum mechanics. This
physical scenario (the Heisenberg principle) can be de-
scribed in terms of any invertible function F . Indeed, by
choosing g = F we obtain f = F ◦ g−1 = 1. This pecu-
liar case manifestly indicates that the function F has no
physical attributes, and therefore the characterization of
a model based on such a function is not correct; as ar-
gued before, it is evident that the same consideration also
holds for g. In particular, it is worth highlighting once
more that the equivalent choices (3) and (11) referred to
the commutator (1) are indeed examples of a wide class of
viable alternatives, and hence carry no physical meaning.
The true physical significance lies in the specific relation
between the physical observables x̂ and p̂, that is, the
commutator.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

In this letter, we have clarified that the physical con-
tent on quantum mechanics (both the ordinary and the
deformed versions) is encoded within the commutators
of physical observables, with which the Hamiltonian (re-
sponsible for the dynamics) is built. According to the
very axioms of quantum mechanics, the way we decide
to represent the algebra of observables when construct-
ing a Hilbert space is irrelevant. In turn, it is important
to distinguish between modifications of the underlying
algebra for physical operators and changes of a basis in
Hilbert space instead of blurring the distinction between
physics and representations.

For the problem at hand, we have remarked how the
ambiguity recently raised in literature concerning the
GUP [10–13] is the result of an improper treatment of the
perturbative expansion in the minimal length. Despite
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the fact that this approximation is allowed in phenomeno-
logical studies due to the huge gap between the experi-
mentally reachable scales and the regime where quantum
gravitational effects become relevant, a consistency check
of the GUP approach cannot but be performed by means
of a nonperturbative analysis.

In light of this finding, we thus conclude that the char-
acteristic implications of the GUP (such as the appear-
ance of a minimal observable length) are physical and
cannot be altered by different representations of the phys-
ical operators obeying the deformed algebra.
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