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Phenomenological studies of quantum gravity have proposed a modification of the commutator
between position and momentum in quantum mechanics so to introduce a minimal uncertainty in
position in quantum mechanics. Such a minimal uncertainty and the consequent minimal measurable
length have important consequences on the dynamics of quantum systems. In the present work, we
show that such consequences go beyond dynamics, reaching the definition of quantities such as
energy, momentum, and the same Hamiltonian. Furthermore, since the Hamiltonian, defined as the
generator of time evolution, results to be bounded, a minimal length implies a minimal time.

Models of quantum mechanics with a minimal length
are motivated by phenomenological studies of quantum
gravity since several candidate theories have proposed
the existence, under several perspectives and in different shapes, of a minimal accessible length [1–9]. One of
the most common approaches for such phenomenological studies consists of a modification of the Heisenberg
algebra describing a modified uncertainty relation between position and momentum, generically called Generalized Uncertainty Principle (GUP) [10–19]. Such a
modified algebra is then used to study several aspects
of quantum systems, such as energy spectra and dynamical evolution, which are then compared with observations or are further studied to propose experiments able
to observe the effects of a minimal length [20–24]. The
objective of the present work is to study the premises
of such studies. Specifically, we intend to investigate
quantities, such as energy, which may be affected by
a minimal length and how they are affected under the
assumptions of Galilean Relativity. Furthermore, special focus will be here given to time evolution and the
corresponding generator. We anticipate that a minimal
length decouples energy from the time evolution, thus
requiring a new and more accurate analysis of the energy eigenvalue equation in the context of GUP. The
hypothesis of Galilean Relativity will be crucial, as it
determines the relations of the Hamiltonian with the
other generators.
This work is structured as follows: in Section I, we
study the algebra of the generators for Galilean transformations in one spatial dimension, describing their physical interpretation. In Section I A, we derive a form for
the kinetic and potential energies, thus showing that
the total energy is distinct from the Hamiltonian of a
system. In Section I B, we specialize the results for a
specific deformation, proposing three examples: a particle in a square box, the case of a square barrier (Section I B 1), and a harmonic oscillator (Section I B 2). In
Section II, we repeat the analysis of the algebra of the
generators in three spatial dimensions. We conclude in
Section III with a summary of the work and remarks.
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I.

One dimension

Let us start with a generic one-dimensional model of
the form
[q̂, p̂] = i~f (p̂).

(1)

Details for this model can be found in [15, 18]. Here, we
want to study the transformation properties of a system
described by such a model and the relations between
physical quantities such as position, momentum, and energy, and the generators of transformations. Let us thus
start with a brief review of non-relativistic space and
time symmetry transformations in quantum mechanics,
as described in [25]. Specifically, we will consider the
properties of continuous transformations, such as displacement, time translations, and Galilean boosts. In
the next section, in which we will consider extensions
to three dimensions, we will also include rotations. As
usual, such transformations will be described in terms of
unitary, linear operators acting on state vectors. That
is, given any such transformations described in terms of
an operator Û , we require the following transformation
rules for a state vector |Ψi and an operator Â
|Ψi →|Ψ0 i = Û |Ψi,

Â →Â0 = Û ÂÛ −1 .

(2)

The transformed state and operator are related to the
original ones in such a way that, considering an eigenstate |Φn i of the operator Â with eigenvalue an , the
transformed state |Φ0n i is an eigenstate of the transformed operator Â0 with the same eigenvalue. Furthermore, the probability of equivalent events is invariant under such transformations, that is |hΦn |Ψi|2 =
|hΦ0n |Ψ0 i|2 .
Since the unitary operator Û will be associated with
continuous transformations, we can in principle identify
some Hermitian operators acting as generators for the
corresponding transformations. In other words, given
a transformation described by the unitary operator Û ,
such an operator can be written as
Û = eiĜx ,

(3)

where Ĝ is the generator of the transformation, while x
parametrizes the transformation.
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As mentioned above, here we will consider displacements by a distance d, time translations by an interval
τ , and changes of reference frame with relative velocity
v. Thus, given a point at a position q and an instant t,
a generic transformation changes the position and the
instant of time as
q → q 0 = q + d + vt,

t → t0 = t + τ.

(4)

Associated with such transformations, we introduce the
following unitary operators and corresponding generators
Unitary operators

Generators

Time evolution

ÛT (τ ) = eiĤτ /~

Ĥ

(5)

Spatial translation

ÛS (d) = e−iP̂ d/~

P̂

(6)

Change of reference frame

ÛF (v) = eiQ̂vm/~

[Q̂, Ĥ] = iP̂ ~/m,

Q̂

[P̂ , Ĥ] = 0.

(8)

with |Ψ0 i = e−iP̂ d/~ |Ψi.

⇒

[q̂, P̂ ] = i~. (11)

Comparing this last commutator with the first of (8),
we notice that Q̂ = q̂ 1 . In other words, the position
operator q̂ corresponds to the generator of changes of
reference frame. Similarly, we notice that the commutator between the position operator and the generator
of spatial translations P̂ does not correspond to (1).
Therefore, we can conclude that, when a GUP model is
involved, the momentum operator p̂ and the generator
of translations P̂ are two distinct operators. However,
it is easy to see that they are one the function of the
other, P̂ = P (p̂). Specifically, we can write [18]

(7)

However, it is important to notice that, up to now, we
have not assigned any physical meaning to the generators, besides associating them with the corresponding
transformations. In the standard theory, the three operators Q̂, P̂ , and Ĥ are identified with the position
operator, momentum operator, and the Hamiltonian operator. We will soon see that, although such operators
can still be associated with such physical quantities, in
general, identification is not possible when GUP is accounted for.
Consider first the position operator q̂. In models of
quantum mechanics with a minimal measurable length,
the eigenstates of such an operator are not physical [11].
That is, we cannot identify a hypothetical state |qi such
that q̂|qi = q|qi. Nonetheless, any state |Ψi is characterized by a specific expectation value of the position,
i.e. hΨ|q̂|Ψi = q̃. Therefore, we expect that translating
the state via the generator P̂ would result in a new state
|Ψ0 i characterized by a different expectation value of the
position. Specifically, suppose the state is translate by
a distance d. Then,
hΨ0 |q̂|Ψ0 i = q̃ + d,

q̂ 0 = eiP̂ d/~ q̂e−iP̂ d/~ = q̂ + d

[q̂, p̂] = i~

where m is a constant with units of a mass.
By considering suitable combinations of transformations, it is possible to find the following set of commutation relations for a system symmetric under all Galilean
transformations [25]
[Q̂, P̂ ] = i~,

for any state |Ψi, we need to have q̂ 0 = q̂ + d. Thus,
considering the transformation (2) for an infinitesimal
displacement d, we obtain

d
dp
= i~f (p̂).
dP

(12)

This result is consistent with what is found in [15]. It is
worth notice that, in a classical theory, the operator P̂
would be associated with the momentum P conjugate to
the physical position q [27, 28]. We will thus refer to the
operator P̂ with the expression “canonical momentum”
too.
As for the generator of time translations Ĥ, considering a generic time-dependent vector state, we have the
following equation, describing the time evolution of the
state
i~

d
|Ψ(t)i = Ĥ|Ψ(t)i.
dt

(13)

Furthermore, by (8), up to a constant we get
Ĥ =

P̂ 2
.
2m

(14)

Although this expression presents the same form of a
free Hamiltonian in quantum mechanics, it is worth emphasizing that P̂ is not the physical momentum operator, as well as Ĥ cannot be associated with the energy
of a system.
When interactions are considered, the generator Ĥ
has to be changed to include the effects of the interactions on the time evolution of states and operators.
However, Eq. (13) is still valid given the role of Ĥ as
generator of time evolution. Adopting the Schrödinger
picture and using (13), we then find that the velocity
operator v̂, the operator defined such that

(9)

hv̂i =

d
hq̂i,
dt

(15)

The same relation is trivially equivalent to the expectation value on the original state |Ψi of the position
operator q̂ 0 translated by −d. Now, since
1

hΨ0 |q̂|Ψ0 i = hΨ|q̂ 0 |Ψi = q̃ + d = hΨ|q̂|Ψi + d,

(10)

A more detailed demonstration of this equality is given in [26]
and in the references therein, as well as in [25].
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is given by
v̂ =

1
[q̂, Ĥ].
i~

(16)

Considering q̂ as generator of changes of reference frame,
its commutator with the velocity operator has to be
given by
[q̂, v̂] = i~/m.

(17)

Since the physical position q and the conjugate momentum P form a set of canonical variables, as implied by
(8) and by several previous works [15, 17, 18, 27, 28],
we can find the following Hamilton equations based on
an Hamiltonian of the form (20)
∂H
P
= ,
∂P
m
∂H
∂U
Ṗ = −
=−
.
∂q
∂q
q̇ =

(23)
(24)

In the free case this implies
P̂
v̂ = .
m

(18)

Due to (14) and (18), we can associate to m the meaning
of mass of the system. Furthermore, it is worth noticing that the product of mass and velocity produces the
generator of translations P̂ rather than the physical momentum operator p̂. However, in the presence of interactions, as v̂ − P̂ /m commutes with q̂, such a difference
may be a function of q̂, that is

Now, let us define the work done by the net force F as
the line integral of the force along some path γ
Z
W =
ṗ dq.
(25)
γ

In classical mechanics, the work done by a force acting
on a system corresponds to the change in kinetic energy
of the same system. Thus, considering an infinitesimal
work, we can write
ṗ dq = q̇ dp.

P̂ − C(q̂)
.
v̂ =
m

(19)

For the same reason, since the difference between Ĥ and
P̂ 2 /2m commutes with q̂, we can write

where q̇ is undestood as the velocity of the system.
Thus, the corresponding change in the kinetic energy
T is
dT = q̇ dp.

[P̂ − C(q̂)]2
Ĥ =
+ U (q̂).
2m

(20)

This is the most general form of the Hamiltonian of a
spinless system compatible with Galilei invariance and
GUP in one dimension. We notice again that the form
of the generator Ĥ is extremely similar to that of the
Hamiltonian in ordinary quantum mechanics. Nonetheless, we can see that, in models characterized by a modified position-momentum commutator, it cannot be directly associated with the energy of a system.
A.

Energy

To identify the physical quantity energy, we will start
from classical mechanics. Furthermore, for the moment
we will consider the case of a vanishing function C in
Eq. (20).
Consider a force as the physical quantity measured by
a dynamometer. Furthermore, we define the physical
momentum p of an object acted upon by a system of
forces as the quantity such that
F = ṗ,

(21)

with F the net force acting on the object and where a
dot signifies a time derivative. Given the relation between the physical momentum p and the canonical momentum P in (12), we can write
F = f (p)Ṗ .

(22)

(26)

(27)

Since from the correspondence principle applied to (18)
we find
q̇ =

P
,
m

(28)

we get the following equivalent expressions for the kinetic energy
Z
T = q̇ dp
Z
1
P (p) dp
=
(29)
m
Z
1
=
(f ◦ p)(P )P dP,
m
with the arbitrary constant being fixed so that T = 0
for p = 0 or P = 0. Furthermore, it is worth noticing
that, since P , and therefore q̇, does not need to be an
odd function of the physical momentum p, depending on
the specific model, we may find left- and right-moving
particles characterized by the same physical momentum
but different kinetic energies, as we will see below with
an example. Finally, we observe that the kinetic energy
has the correct limit for small values of the physical and
canonical momenta. Specifically, we get
p2
+ O(p3 )
2m
P2
=
+ O(P 3 ).
2m

T =

(30)
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However, it is important to notice that, in general, the
p2
P2
kinetic energy cannot be associated with 2m
or 2m
.
The expression we got for the kinetic energy T corresponds to the energy of a free system up to a constant.
With the introduction of a potential-like term in (20),
we can find an expression for the potetial energy. Specifically, we will define as potential energy related to the
function U (q) in the Hamiltonian the work, with opposite sign, done by the corresponding force. From (24),
we get that the force related with the term U (q) is
F = ṗ = −f (p)

dU
.
dq

(31)

It is worth observing that such a force depends on the
momentum p. Since in general the momentum p depends implicitly on the position because of the forces
acting on the system, we can write for the potential energy UE
dUE = −ṗ dq = f (p(q))

dU
dq.
dq

dUE P
dT dU
−
= 0,
dq m dP dq

(33)

(34)

where the Poisson bracket has been computed in terms
of the conjugate variables q and P [27, 28].
Now, we are going to promote the classical quantity E
to an operator. A first result we can obtain is that the
dispersion relation for non-relativistic particles is preserved. To see this, consider a free system, for which
we have (14). An eigenstate of the generator of translations is also an eigenstate of the generator of time
evolution. In (quasi-)position representation, the spatial dependence is given by a phase characterized by a
wave number k = P̃ /~, with P̃ the eigenvalue of P̂ [15].
Furthermore, the time dependence, by (13), is given by
a phase characterized by an eigenvalue of Ĥ, ~ω. Applying the operator Ĥ to such a state, we obtain
2 2

Ĥ|Ψ(t)i =

~ k
|Ψ(t)i.
2m

~k 2
,
2m

(36)

corresponding to the ordinary dispersion relation of nonrelativistic free particles.
We conclude this section by noticing that, for any
specific choice of the model, summarized in the choice
of the function f in (1) and relating the momentum
operator p̂ and the generator P̂ , energy can be written
as a function of the physical momentum and position,
p̂ and q̂. However, it is worth highlighting again that
in general the kinetic term T̂ 6= p̂2 /2m. Such a feature
has drastic consequences on the energy spectra of all
physical systems, as we will see with some examples
below.

B.

It is worth observing that, given the definitions of kinetic
and potential energies, the sum between the two is a
constant. This statement can be made more precise by
noting that the Poisson bracket between the energy in
(33) and the classical counterpart of the Hamiltonian in
(20) vanishes. Specifically,
{E, H} =

ω=

Second degree model

(32)

Thus, to find the potential energy of a system, one first
needs to find how the physical momentum p depends on
the position q. This can be done by first solving the
equations of motion (23) and (24), as we will see in an
example below. Finally, the energy can be found as the
sum of the kinetic and potential terms, from (27) and
(32),
E = T + UE .

Thus, the relation between frequency and wave number
is given by

(35)

As a specific case, let us consider a model characterized by the following modification function [15]
f (p̂) = 1 − 2δ p̂ + (δ 2 + )p̂2 ,

(37)

with
δ=

δ0
,
pP

=

0
,
p2P

(38)

pP the Planck momentum, δ0 and 0 two dimensionless
parameters. With this model, we find the following relations between P and p


1
−δ + (δ 2 + )p
√
P (p) = √ arctan


 
1
δ
+ √ arctan √ ,
(39)


√
tan ( P )
√
√ .
p(P ) =
(40)
δ tan ( P ) + 
We then obtain the following form for the kinetic energy
P (p̂)
[p̂(δ 2 + ) − δ]
(41)
m(δ 2 + )


log 1 − 2δ p̂ + (δ 2 + )p̂2
−
2m(δ 2 + )
√
√
√
√
P̂
 sin( P̂ ) − δ cos( P̂ )
=
√
√
√
m(δ 2 + ) δ sin( P̂ ) +  cos( P̂ )


√
√
1
δ
√
log
+
sin(

P̂
)
+
cos(

P̂
)
.
m(δ 2 + )

(42)

T̂ =

We then see that such expressions are different from
p̂2
P̂ 2
both 2m
and 2m
, as shown in Figures 1 and 2 for
two specific models. Furthermore, it is worth noticing
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where we have assumed that the potential term retains
the usual dependence on the position operator. Because
of the first of (8), we can define an operator â given by
!
r
mω
P̂
â =
q̂ + i
,
(44)
2~
mω

0.5

0.4

0.3

0.2

0.1

-1.0

-0.5

0.5

and write the generator of time evolution as


1
Ĥ = ~ω â† â +
.
2

1.0

FIG. 1. Comparison between the kinetic energy T (solid,
p2
P2
blue line), the quantity 2m
(dashed, orange line), and 2m
(dotted, green line). The momentum on the horizontal axis
is presented in Planck units, while the three quantities above
are presented multiplied by the mass m of the system. Here,
we used δ0 = 0, 0 = 1 [11]. The vertical axis is given in SI
units.
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FIG. 2. Similar to Figure 1. Here, we used δ0 = 1, 0 = 3
[13]. It is worth observing that left- and right-moving particles characterized by the same physical momentum p have
P2
.
different kinetic energies T and different values for 2m

that, as P̂ is bounded for this model [15], free particles
are characterized by a frequency that is bounded from
above. In other words, with a maximum wave number,
corresponding to a minimum length, comes a maximum
frequency, corresponding to a minimum time.
We can now use these results to study some exemplificative physical systems.

1.

Particle in a box and square potential barrier

Such systems have been studied in [15] by first looking
for momentum eigenstates. Those results still hold, with
the only difference of a modified energy spectrum for the
particle in a box and modified resonance energies in the
transition through the barrier.

2.

Harmonic oscillator

In this case, the generator Ĥ reads
Ĥ =

1
P̂ 2
+ mω 2 q̂ 2 ,
2m 2

(43)

(45)

We thus obtain the usual stationary states for a harmonic oscillator when expressed in terms of the physical
position q̂ and the canonical momentum P̂ .
As mentioned above, the canonical momentum P may
present a bounded spectrum [15]. We then expect the
Hamiltonian to have a finite, discrete spectrum, with an
upper bound determined by the bound on the operator
P̂ . Furthermore, since the left and right bound of P̂
may be different, as in the case δ0 = 1 and 0 = 3, the
bound on the Hamiltonian depends on the smallest of
the two bounds of P̂ . To see why the Hamiltonian (43)
has to be bounded and to find the maximum value of the
quantum number corresponding to such a bound, first
notice that the expectation value of P̂ on any stationary
state vanishes. As for P̂ 2 , we have
√ 
arctan2 δ
hn|P̂ 2 |ni = p20 (2n + 1) ≤
,
(46)

whereqwe introduced the characteristic momentum
p0 = ~ωm
2 . We then get the following expression for
the maximum value of the quantum number n
√ 




 arctan2

δ
1
.
(47)
−
nmax = 
4p20 
2
Notice that no physical stationary state is allowed when
√ 
arctan |δ|
√
p0 ≤
.
(48)
2
Furthermore, the stationary states |ni are characterized
by a maximum phase frequency depending on the mass
m
√ 


 arctan2
δ
1
=
Ω ≤ ω nmax +
.
(49)
2
2~m
Such a maximum frequency can be understood as the
limit for time intervals over which changes can be detected. That is, it sets a minimal uncertainty in time.
We can easily find the stationary states in the P representation, that is, in the representation in which P̂
acts as multiplication by P . In such a representation,
the position operator is given by [15]
q̂ = i~

d
.
dP

(50)
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Thus, stationary states are expressed in terms of Hermite polynomials as in ordinary quantum mechanics,
namely


P2
n
P
, (51)
φn (P ) = hP |ni = N 2− 2 e− 2mω~ Hn √
mω~
where N is a normalization to be set considering that
Z Pmax
|φn (P )|2 dP = 1,
(52)
Pmin

with Pmin and Pmax two two bounds on P̂ .
To find the energy, let us start from the classical equations of motion. Since the Hamiltonian (43), written in
terms of canonical variables, is identical to the ordinary
one, we have
r
2H
q(t) =
cos(ωt),
(53)
mω 2
r
√
√
mω 2 q 2 (t)
P (t) = − 2mH sin(ωt) = ∓ 2mH 1 −
,
2H
(54)
where we have expressed the two quantities in terms of
the constant value of the classical Hamiltonian H. The
two signs in the last expression correspond to different
directions of oscillation. Specifically, the negative sign
corresponds to a movement to the left, while the positive
sign a movement to the right.
Using (32), we can find the potential energy for a harmonic oscillator, obtaining, up to an arbitrary constant,
√

UE =

√
√
√
P (q) δ cos ( P (q)) −  sin ( P (q))
√
√
√
m(δ 2 + ) δ sin ( P (q)) +  cos ( P (q))
√
√
√
log [  cos ( P (q)) + δ sin ( P (q))]
−
, (55)
m (δ 2 + )

where, for compactness, we have used used the notiation P (q) to indicate the expression of P as a function
of q as in (54). It is worth observing that, as a classical
quantity function of P , this expression is equal to the opposite of the kinetic energy in (42), thus confirming the
conservation of energy. As for the arbitrary constant, it
can be set so that the lowest value of the potential energy in a period vanishes. Then, since the Hamiltonian
can be written in terms
of the momentum oscillation
P̃ 2
amplitude P̃ as H = 2m
, while the total energy is only
kinetic when the potential energy is zero, we have for
the total energy
h
√
i
√
|δ|
 2Hm √
+
tan
2Hm
1

√

E=
|δ|
m (δ 2 + ) 
√
1 −  tan
2Hm

√
 |δ|
√

+ log cos
2Hm − √ sin
2Hm
. (56)

Promoting all physical quantities to operators, we then
find that the energy operator Ê and the Hamiltonian
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FIG. 3. Energy spectrum En of a harmonic oscillator as a
function of n for three different models: δ0 = 0, 0 = 1 [11]
(solid, blue line); δ0 = 1, 0 = 3 [13] (dashed, orange line);
ordinary quantum mechanics (dotted, green line). Furthermore, the vertical lines correspond to the maximum value of
n allowed in the given models. We used a value p0 = 0.05pP
for the characteristic momentum of the oscillator. The vertical axis is given in SI units.

Ĥ are one function of the other. Thus they commute
when considered on the intersection of the respective
domains. On such an intersection, they share the same
set of eigenstates. However, the energy and Hamiltonian eigenvalues are different. Specifically, by (56), the
energy eigenvalue associated to the eigenstate |ni in the
intersection of the domains is
1
En =
m (δ 2 + )
h
 p
i
 p
|δ|
 p0 2(2n + 1) √
+
tan
p
2(2n
+
1)
0


 p
×
|δ|

1 − √ tan p0 2(2n + 1)
h
 p

+ log cos p0 2(2n + 1)
 p

|δ|
√
sin p0 2(2n + 1)
. (57)
−

It is worth noticing that the spectrum diverges when
n → nmax , as show in Figure 3. Thus, the bound of
the Hamiltonian is associated with a diverging energy
and the two operators Ĥ and Ê share the same domain.
In other words, energy eigenstates are stationary states
and viceversa.

II.

Three spatial dimensions

Let us now turn to a generic three-dimensional model
of the form


p̂i p̂j
~
(58)
[q̂ i , p̂j ] = i~ δji f (p̂2 ) + 2 g(p̂2 ) = i~ f¯ji (p̂),
p̂
with p̂2 = p̂i p̂i . Similar considerations presented for the
one-dimensional case apply here as well, the main difference being the presence of rotations as further space
symmetries. Thus, in this case, a generic transformation
~
consists of a displacement characterized by a vector d,
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a time translation by an interval τ , a rotation Rn (θ)
about some generic axis n and by an angle θ, and a
change of reference frame with relative velocity ~v
~q →~q0 = Rn ~q + d~ + ~v t,

t →t0 = t + τ.

(59)

Considering the three-dimensional extension of the operators in (5-7), with the addition of the generator of
rotations
Unitary operator
Rotation about n

Ûn (θ) = e

ˆ
~
−in·Jθ

Generator
~ˆ (60)
J,

the transformation laws in (59) imply the following set
of commutation relations [25]
[Q̂i , Q̂j ] = 0,
[Jˆi , Jˆj ] = i~ijk Jˆk ,
[Q̂i , Jˆj ] = i~i jk Q̂k ,
[P̂i , Jˆj ] = i~ij k P̂k ,

[P̂i , P̂j ] = 0,
i

[Q̂ , P̂j ] =

i~δji ,

(61a)
(61b)

[Q̂i , Ĥ] = i~P̂ i /m,

(61c)

[P̂i , Ĥ] = 0,

(61d)

[Jˆi , Ĥ] = 0.

(61e)

A model such as (58) implies in general noncommutative coordinates. To see this, it is conve~
nient to introduce the vector of operators Q
/̂ such that
i

i~δji .

[Q
Then, it is easy to see that, up to an
/̂ , p̂j ] =
uninfluencial ordering prescription [18],
j
~Q
q̂ i = hij (p̂)
/̂ .

Finally, we can write
#
"
j
i
fˆĝ
i j
0
ˆ
ˆ
[q̂ , q̂ ] = 2i~ (f + ĝ)f − 2 (p̂i Q
/̂ − p̂j Q
/̂ ),
2p̂

(63)

(64)

~
Thus, both vectors of operators Q̂ and ~q̂ fullfil similar
commutation relations. However, because of (61a), we
cannot identify the two vectors. Let us then consider
~
the difference ~q̂ − Q̂. Such a difference clearly commutes
~
with P̂ . Therefore, the difference between the operators
~
~
~q̂ and Q̂
has to depend at most on P̂ . Let us thus assume
that we can write
q̂ i = Q̂i +

P̂ i
P̂

W (P̂ 2 ),

g(p̂2 ) =

(65)

2p̂2 fˆ0
ˆ0

1 − 2p̂2 ffˆ

.

(67)

~
In this case, we have that Q̂ = ~q̂, i.e., the generator of
~
changes of reference frame Q̂ can be identified with the
~
position operator ~q̂. Similarly, we find that p̂~ 6= P̂ , but
[q̂ i , p̂j ] = i~

dj
∂p
∂Pi

dj
∂p
= f¯ji (p̂2 ).
∂Pi

⇒

(68)

As for the generator of rotations, we find
~ ~
~
Jˆ = Q̂ × P̂,

(62)

where for ease of notation we wrote fˆ = f (p̂2 ) and
ĝ = g(p̂2 ), and where the prime indicates a derivative with respect to p̂2 . It is then possible to find that
Galilean transformations (59) are not compatible with
non-commutative coordinates. Specifically, considering
spatial translations, as done for one spatial dimension,
it is possible to prove that
[q̂ i , P̂j ] = i~δji .

p
with P̂ = P̂ i P̂i and W a function of P̂ 2 only. It is
then easy to find that
"
# "
#
j
i
P̂
P̂
[q̂ i , q̂ j ] = Q̂i ,
W (P̂ 2 ) − Q̂j ,
W (P̂ 2 ) = 0.
P̂
P̂
(66)
We then obtained that Galilean transformations, imposing the set of commutators in (61), necessarily require
commutative coordinates. This is consistent with what
considered, for example, in Doubly Special Relativity
and non-commutative geometries [29–31]. Thus, from
here on, we will consider only the case of commutative
coordinates while maintaining Galilean symmetry, consistently with the scope of this paper. Specifically, from
(63), we can find a relation between the two functions
f and g in (58), namely

(69)

~
with the possible presence of a further quantity Ŝ in
case of systems with an internal structure. We will not
proceed further with the physical identification of the
~
quantity associated with Jˆ as this is not the scope of
the present work. Rather, we notice that, in case of a
free, spinless system, and following the same arguments
used for one spatial dimension, the generator of time
evolution is
Ĥ =

P̂ 2
.
2m

(70)

Once again, we find that the Hamiltonian is not the
energy as the latter, following the same procedure of the
one-dimensional case, results to be, for a free system,
Z
1
~ ~
Ê =
P̂ · dp̂.
(71)
m
Furthermore, we notice again that the kinetic energy is
p̂2
modified and, specifically, it is not equal to 2m
nor to
P̂ 2
2m .

Finally, when interactions are considered, we see
that the generator of time evolution may include terms
in both the kinetic and potential parts, that is
Ĥ =

(P̂ i − C i (~q̂))(P̂i − Ci (~q̂))
+ U (~q̂),
2m

(72)
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thus indicating that a minimal coupling would affect
~
the generator of spatial translations P̂ rather than the
~
physical momentum p̂, consistently with what presented
in [27]. Thus, the total energy would be written as
Z
1
~
~ · dp̂~ + UE (~q̂).
~ p̂))
Ê =
(P̂ − C(
(73)
m
As for the potential energy UE , following the same argument applied to the one-dimensional case, we find
dUE (~q) = f¯ij (~
p(~q))

dU i
dq .
dq j

(74)

where p~(~q) corresponds to the relation betwen the physical momentum p~ and the physical position ~q as obtained
from the classical equations of motion
∂H
,
∂Pi
∂H
Ṗi = − i ,
∂q
∂pi
ṗi =
Ṗj = f¯ij Ṗj .
∂Pj
q̇ i =

(75)
(76)
(77)

Thus, similarly to what we have found for the onedimensional case, we notice that the equations describing the motion of systems in models with a minimal
length, that is, the equations involving the generator
Ĥ, remain identical to those of standard quantum mechanics since they are written in the ordinary form
in terms of operators whose commutator is given by
[q̂ i , P̂j ] = i~δji . Nonetheless, one needs to notice that
the representation and features of such operators may
differ from those in the ordinary case. For example, as
~
already mentioned above, P̂ may be bounded [15]. As
for the energy, not only such an operator is not in general the generator of time evolution, but the kinetic term
p̂2
does not even take the usually assumed form 2m
, thus
presenting further modifications than those commonly
presented in the literature.
III.

the momentum conjugate to position, in general, distinct from the physical momentum, p̂. Furthermore,
the generator of changes of reference frame can be identified with the position operator, q̂, with no room for
non-commutativity of coordinates. As a consequence,
the Hamiltonian, corresponding to the generator of time
evolution, retains the usual form from quantum mechanics when written in terms of P̂ and q̂. Therefore, the ordinary dispersion relation is recovered. Moreover, since
such a dispersion relation consists in an equation between the wavelength and frequency associated with a
system, a minimal wavelength due to the presence of
a minimal length implies a maximum frequency, which
can be interpreted as a minimal uncertainty on measurements of time intervals. Finally, it is worth pointing out
that, depending on the specific deformation, the generator P̂ may be bounded, inducing a similar feature for
the Hamiltonian.

Conclusions

The presence of a minimal uncertainty in position has
become an important feature suggested by many approaches to quantum gravity. A phenomenological proposal that would realize such a minimal uncertainty in
quantum mechanics consists in deforming the positionmomentum commutator, thus obtaining a modified uncertainty relation via the Robertson-Schrödinger relation. However, little is usually said regarding other aspects, such as the form of the Hamiltonian and energy
operators in these models, as well as the influence of
space and time transformations. In the present work,
we have clarified these aspects. To do so, we explicitly employed Galilei Relativity. We then obtained that
the generator of spatial translations, P̂ , corresponds to

Using classical definitions and arguments, we have
shown that energy and Hamiltonian are two distinct
physical quantities, although related. Specifically, we
have identified kinetic and potential energy. The kinetic energy cannot be written in terms of the physical
p2
momentum as T = 2m
, as usually assumed in the literature. As for the potential energy, it is related to
the potential term in the Hamiltonian with a further
factor deriving from the deformation of the positionmomentum commutator. Nonetheless, given the definition of kinetic and potential energies, the total energy
is still conserved when all forces can be related to a
potential term in the Hamiltonian. From a quantum
point of view, the conservation of energy implies that
energy eigenstates are still stationary states as energy
and Hamiltonian commute. However, the two operators
have distinct spectra.
In this work, we have applied these results to three
exemplificative cases, namely the problems of a particle in a box, a square potential barrier, and a harmonic oscillator. While the first two problems result to
be straightforward, with the only difference from previous works concerning a slight deformation of the energy
spectrum, the most interesting features have been found
for the harmonic oscillator. Specifically, we have found
that the algebra of ladder operators is not affected by
the deformation of the position-momentum commutator. However, since the Hamiltonian is bounded, only
a finite number of stationary states are physical, with
the possibility of having no state at all when the characteristic momentum of the oscillator is larger than the
bounds on the spectrum of the canonical momentum.
Furthermore, the energy diverges when approaching the
limiting stationary state. Energy is not defined beyond
such a state.
Concluding, it is worth mentioning that the results
presented in this work depend on Galilean invariance.
In case other symmetries and transformations are considered, a different structure is expected to appear.
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