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On the effectiveness of the collapse in the Didsi-Penrose model
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The possibility that gravity plays a role in the collapse of the quantum wave function has been
considered in the literature, and it is of relevance not only because it would provide a solution to the
measurement problem in quantum theory, but also because it would give a new and unexpected twist
to the search for a unified theory of quantum and gravitational phenomena, possibly overcoming the
current impasse. The Didsi-Penrose model is the most popular incarnation of this idea. It predicts
a progressive breakdown of quantum superpositions when the mass of the system increases; as such,
it is susceptible to experimental verification. Current experiments set a lower bound Ry > 4 A for

~

the free parameter of the model, excluding some versions of it. In this work we search for an upper
bound, coming from the request that the collapse is effective enough to guarantee classicality at the
macroscopic scale: we find out that not all macroscopic systems collapse effectively. If one relaxes
this request, a reasonable (although to some degree arbitrary) bound is found to be: Ry < 10° A.
This will serve to better direct future experiments to further test the model.

Introduction. — Quantum Mechanics (QM) and Gen-
eral Relativity (GR) are the two pillars of modern
physics, the former governing the microscopic world and
the latter the macroscopic one, with a significant overlap.
Yet, a unified description is still missing and also experi-
mentally we are essentially ignorant about the behaviour
of gravity in the quantum domain. For example we still
do not know what the gravitational field generated by a
spatial superposition of matter is.

The standard and by far most studied approach to uni-
fication consists in quantizing gravity [1-6]. But, in spite
of many important results, a comprehensive theory of
Quantum Gravity is still missing. More recently, an alter-
native approach is slowly emerging, aiming at modifying
the structure of QM in order to accommodate gravita-
tional effects [7—13]. This approach is also motivated by
the desire of finding a solution to the well-known quan-
tum measurement problem [14].

One of the best examples of this line of research is pro-
vided by the Didsi-Penrose (DP) model [15-19], which
belongs to a wider class of so-called collapse models [20—
24]. The DP model predicts the existence of a sponta-
neous collapse related to gravity. As the mass of the
quantum system increases and its associated gravita-
tional field strengthens, the likelihood of spatial super-
position of collapsing into well-localized states increases.
As described below, the model is parametrized in terms
of a length Ry, which smears the mass distribution of
point particles. Equivalently, it can be seen as a high
energy cutoff determining the strength of the collapse.
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The different dynamics of the DP model with respect
to QM allows testing it, placing experimental bounds on
Ry. Specifically, these will be lower bounds, since the
smaller the value of Ry, the higher the cutoff and the
stronger the collapse affecting the wave function. Sev-
eral experiments have been considered: matter-wave in-
terferometry [25], neutron star heating [26], gravitational
waves detector [27], heat leakage in experiments with ul-
tralow temperature cryostats [28] and spontaneous emis-
sion of photons from bulk materials [29, 30]. Currently,
the strongest bound is Rg > 4 x 1071%m [30], which has
excluded one version of the model.

While experiments keep running, it would help to con-
strain as much as possible the parameter space in order
to better direct future tests. Here we investigate possible
upper bounds, as already considered for another collapse
model, the Continuous Spontaneous Localization (CSL)
model [25, 31]. The theoretical bound comes from the re-
quirement that the collapse dynamics serves its main pur-
pose of justifying why we do not see macroscopic quan-
tum superpositions, thus solving the quantum measure-
ment problem. Therefore, one can claim that — to the
least — it should collapse quantum superpositions of any
macroscopic object before we can potentially see them.
Clearly there is a lot of ambiguity in this request, given
that the macroscopic domain cannot be defined precisely.
We can try to remove part of this ambiguity by sharp-
ening the request as follows: a collapse model explains
classicality of the macroscopic world if a delocalized state
of the smallest object which can be directly seen by the
human eye collapses within its perception time. If this
happens, the quantum state of any larger object will col-
lapse even faster and classicality is secured.

Our analysis will show that the DP model, strictly
speaking, does not satisfy this requirement and therefore
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it does not guarantee classicality. However, we will also
show that the collapse becomes rapidly effective as soon
as the mass of the object increases.

The model. — The master equation describing the time
evolution for the statistical operator p(t) of a generic N-
particle system under the DP dynamics is given by

d
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where Hy is the standard N -particle Hamiltonian and
[a(x), [a(r), p(1)]]

D) = — 47 / / dr’ .

describes the DP non-unitary term. This term is the one
responsible for the collapse, whose strength is determined
by the Newtonian interaction (with G the gravitational
constant) and by the mass density operator fi(r) of the
system. To avoid the standard divergences that occur
when dealing with point-like masses, the mass density is
smeared out over a width Ry, which is the only free pa-
rameter of the DP model. Specifically, by assuming for
convenience that the mass density as well as the smear-
ing are of a Gaussian form [31], for a system of N distin-
guishable particles of radius R;, mass m; and of position
operator X;, one has
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where Reg; = /R2+ R? is the effective radius of the
particle. In the limit of a point-like particle, R.g ; reduces
to Ry. In the following, we will focus on the dynamics of
the center-of-mass (CM) degrees of freedom alone, which
can be obtained by tracing Eq. (1) over the relative de-
grees of freedom. When working with solid state materi-
als, for values of Ry which are not experimentally ruled
out, one can safely neglect the contributions from elec-
trons and focus on that of the nuclei because of the mass
scaling of Eq. (3).

We assume that the system’s CM is free (I;TCM = %,
with M = )", m;). In the Supplementary Material (SM)
[32] we show that for suitably short times and large su-
perposition distances, one can neglect the Hamiltonian
contribution to the dynamics (Hgy — 0). Correspond-
ingly, when represented in the position basis, the CM
density matrix evolves according to

(Xlpern(®)]y) ~ (xlpeu(0)ly) exp [-t/7(x —y)],  (4)

with 7(d) = h/AE(d), where
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quantifies, in the Newtonian limit, the difference between
the space-time curvatures generated by two well localised
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configurations superimposed at a distance d = |d|. Here,
u(r) takes the form of Eq. (3) with X; replaced by the
coordinate x;. Merging this equation with the explicit
form of p(r), and assuming that the N particles have the
same mass m, we obtain

N N
AE(d) = 87Gm? Z Z f(rij, Ro, d), (6)
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where
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with r; =X; —Xj and Tij = |rij|'

Application. — We now fix the system of interest that
will be used to quantify the theoretical upper bound
on Ry. We consider a plate made of a single layer of
graphene [33], with a side length of L = 25 um corre-
sponding to about the smallest space resolution of the
eye [34]. For the sake of simplicity, one can take the sys-
tem as having a square shape, corresponding to a total
number of carbon atoms N = 2 x 10'°. We assume that
the CM of the system is prepared in a spatial superpo-
sition of two wavepackets of width o at a superposition
distance d = |d|, with ¢ < d, where d has been fixed
to 4L = 100 pm. This value is such that the two spatial
configurations are distinguishable (namely, d > L and
d > o), which is the requirement to have an actual cat
state. As discussed in the Introduction, the goal is to
compute the collapse time 7(d) of this superposition and
compare it with the resolution time of the human eye,
Tobs = 0.01s [34].

We can quantify 7(d) by explicitly evaluating the sum
in Eq. (6). Given the large value of N, which includes N?
terms, a direct summation is not feasible. Nevertheless,
since f(r;j, Ro,d) depends only on the relative distance
r;j, we can rewrite the double sum in Eq. (6) as a single
weighted sum. Namely,

N N
ZZ (rij, Ro,d) —Zw(r)f(r,RO,d), (8)
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where w(r) is the number of atoms at a distance r within
the domain D, which accounts for every possible distance
among the atoms in the considered system. Correspond-
ingly, the calculation strongly simplifies once considering
that the atoms lie in a periodic lattice, and thus r be-
comes a function of the primitive vectors a; and lattice
index n;. For a two-dimensional lattice with primitive
vectors a; and as and respectively N7 and N, sites along
these directions (where Ny Ny = N), the domain is given
by

D={| nia; + ngaz|, where n; € [—-(N; — 1), (N; — )]},
9)
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FIG. 1. 7(d) as a function of Ry for different sizes (equiv-
alently, number of atoms) of a graphene square plate. The
plate is assumed to be in a superposition of two localized
states at a distance |d| = 4L. The red dashed line indicates
Tobs. Values of Rg for which 7(d) > 7obs do not guarantee
classicality. We also report the values that are currently ex-
perimentally excluded (gray shaded region) [30].

and the weights read
w(ni,nz) = (N1 — |n1|)(N2 — |n2|). (10)
Thus, the Eq. (8) becomes

N;—-1 Ny—1

> X

ny=—(Ny—1) ng=—(Na—1)

w(ni,ne) f(niar + noag, Ry, d),

(11)
which involves the sum of (2N; —1)(2Ny—1) ~ 4NNy =
4N terms. Then, a speedup from a quadratic to a lin-
ear scaling in N is obtained, which is significant for
N ~ 10'%. To be quantitative, we estimated in [32] that
the evaluation of the sum for N = 2 x 100 takes around
5 minutes on a personal laptop by using Eq. (11), while
it would take around 13000 centuries by using the left-
hand-side of Eq. (8): see SM [32], where we derive explic-
itly the expressions in Eq. (9) and Eq. (10), and extend
this approach to a more general lattice. The expression
in Eq. (11), and thus 7(d), is computed numerically for
different values of Ry and N, and by accounting for the
actual geometry of the graphene lattice.

Figure 1 shows the value of 7(d) compared with Tops.
According to the analysis, the chosen graphene plate
(corresponding to the green line) collapses on a timescale
that is two orders of magnitude larger than 7.s, for any
value of Ry. The model does not collapse the plate fast
enough with respect to the resolution time of the human
eye.

The analysis also shows that, to make the collapse time
shorter than 7ops, one should take 74,5 ~ 3s, which is
a too long time for requiring a macroscopic object to
localize. Therefore our result is robust against changes
of Tobs -
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FIG. 2. 7(d) as a function of Ry for different values of the
superposition distance d, for a graphene square plate with
N = 2 x 10'° atoms (length L = 25um). The value of d =
4L = 10° A (green line) corresponds to that studied in Fig. 1
(green line). The gray region is excluded experimentally.

A natural question is what happens if the superposi-
tion distance d = |d| changes. Figure 2 reports 7(d) for
different values of d, while keeping the size of the system
fixed (L = 25um and N = 2 x 10'%). With respect to the
case studied in Fig. 1 where d = 4L = 100 pum (red line in
Fig. 2), we see that the collapse effect becomes stronger
for larger values of d but only for values of Ry > L. Con-
versely, for smaller values of d, the collapse effect loses
strength for all values of Ry. In all cases, the collapse is
not fast enough to occur before 74,s. Therefore our result
is robust against changes in the delocalization distance.

The next relevant question is how the collapse time
7(d) changes when modifying the system. We first
checked what happens when increasing the size of the
plate. Fig. 1 shows that 7(d) becomes smaller than 7ops
when the system length L is about ten times larger than
the resolution distance of the human eye (L = 246 um,
purple line in Fig. 1). In this case, we obtain an upper
bound on Ry at 10~*m (= 106 A).

Next we study what happens when the system has
a three dimensional structure. Specifically, we consider
a cubic system made of stacked layers of graphene
of length L and require again that the DP dynamics
collapses it on the time-scale 7o = 0.01s. The analysis
is analogous to that performed in the two-dimensional
case and the results are shown in Fig. 3. In particular,
we see that a system with L ~ 1.0 um is sufficiently
large to collapse within 7ops for Ry < 103 A. We estimate
that for an object of L ~ 10 ym, such as that considered
in Ref. [35], the collapse takes place much faster (with
7(d) ~ 6 x 10785 at the plateau) and up to a value
of Ry < 5 x 10%A. Such an estimation is provided by
analytical calculations since the numerical approach is
impractical for such a large number of atoms N ~ 10
(see SM). We checked that the theoretical estimates
match the numerical ones for smaller N. The reason
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FIG. 3. 7(d) as a function of Ry for different number of

atoms N (and thus length L) of a cubic graphene system in a
superposition of two states at distance |d| = 4L. The dashed
curve provides an estimate of 7(d) (see SM). The gray region
is excluded experimentally.

why a three-dimensional system collapses much more
effectively compared to the case of a plate considered
above is that, for the same length [, one has many more
atoms involved, ~ (L/a)® vs ~ (L/a)?, where a is the
lattice step. Moreover, when taking the same number
of atoms, the atoms are much more densely disposed
in a cube than in a plate, and this makes the collapse
strength grow much faster due to Newton’s law in Eq. (2).

Modifications. — Last, we study how robust the previ-
ous analysis is with respect to physically-motivated mod-
ifications of the model. Specifically, in the standard DP
model, one assumes the noise responsible for the collapse
to be white, with a Dirac-delta as the two-time correla-
tion function. Assuming that the collapse dynamics has
a physical origin, a more realistic, colored noise should
be considered. The latter will be characterised by a non-
trivial two-time correlation function f(¢). Details in the
derivation of the colored collapse dynamics can be found
in the literature [36-38]. Here we report the correspond-
ing dissipator D[p(¢)] approximated to the second-order
expansion in the noise, which reads

o [

x [ﬂ(r’), [ehHNMﬂ(r)enHN<“>,ﬁCM<t>H 7

Dlpen(t)
(12)

and substitutes that in Eq. (2). One recovers the stan-
dard DP model when f(t — s) = d(t — s). Along the
lines of the previous analysis, we can neglect the Hamil-
tonian evolution and we find that the CM density matrix
evolves as in Eq. (4) with a time-dependent timescale

7(d, t) reading
ht

d,¢ 13

r(d.1) = 37 (13)
where g(t) = 2f0d Jods' f(s — & and AE(d) as in
Eq. (6).

An already considered choice for the two-time correla-

tion [39, 40] is f(t) = Qce~!!/2, which leads to

g(t>0)= {1 = % (1- e“ct)}, (14)

where the frequency cutoff Q¢ becomes a further
parameter of the DP model. In the limit of Q¢ — oo,
one recovers the standard, white noise DP model, with
g(t) = t. Tt is clear from Eq. (14) that one has g(t) < t
for all finite values of Q2c > 0. Consequently, the time
of collapse in the colored version of the model, given by
7(d,t) in Eq. (13) is always larger than that of the stan-
dard DP model. Therefore, classicality takes longer to be
achieved. Although one could make different choices of
f(t), the physically motivated ones should decay in time
and we do not expect qualitative differences in the result.

Conclusions. — The DP model finds a unique place in
our efforts to understand of the quantum/gravity inter-
play. It proposes a new path towards the formulation of
a quantum theory of gravity, by assuming that the lat-
ter is responsible for the collapse of the wave function.
The model has been and is still subject to experimen-
tal verification, with different platforms. In this work we
studied how effective the DP collapse is in predicting the
emergence of a macroscopic classical world from an un-
derlying quantum structure. The conclusion is that not
all macroscopic objects collapse effectively, meaning that
there are some objects that do not collapse within the
perception time of the human eye although they can be
directly seen by it. This implies that, in principle, we
should see quantum effects (whatever that means) with-
out the need of devices, like magnifying glasses, if the
macroscopic system is sufficiently well isolated. If its size
increases by a couple of orders of magnitude in length or
thickness, the collapse becomes fast enough.

Our analysis, therefore, shows that the quantum-to-
classical transition occurs roughly at the border (1019 —
10'2 atoms) between what we consider meso and macro.
In this region, the collapse is roughly independent from
Ry for a large range of values (1—10° A). This is relevant
because the existence of Ry seems artificial, and in fact,
in the past, ways to removed it were proposed [15, 18,
19], which however were not successful [29, 31]. It will
be interesting to see whether this boundary set by the
gravitational collapse of the wavefunction is more than a
coincidence.
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APPENDIX
Appendix A: Dynamical evolution of the center of mass of a system of N particles in the Diési-Penrose model
1. Diédsi-Penrose equation for the center of mass of the system

We start from the master equation of the DP model for N particles, which is Eq. (2) in the main text. Under the
assumption of a rigid body, we can rewrite every position operator x; (i = 1,..., N) of each i-th particle as

)A(i = )A( —|— XZ(-O), (Al)

where X is the position operator of the center of mass (CM), and x( ) is the classical displacement of the particle with
respect to it. We substitute Eq. (Al) in Eq. (3) and merge the latter with Eq. (2), where for the sake of simplicity
we take all Reg; = Reg to be equal. This gives

D) = - 7@ / / A et o). s (A2)

where ficy(r) is the mass density of the center of mass, which reads

N (0) 2
(x+x;,’—r)
o) = 3 g O |~ (43)
Then, by tracing over the internal degrees of freedom, and expressing the CM mass density in Fourier space
N my; (0) 2 2
o) = 3 s [aqeateox?n st (A1)
i=1
we find the master equation for the center of mass: & pou(t) = — % [ﬁCM, [)CM(t)] + D[pcem(t)], where
D [pen(t)] =
47TG/ /dI‘ /| Z mzmj /dq /dke RZy(q? +k2)/ iQ'(xgo)*r/)efik(x;D)7r) [efiqic’ [efzk x,ﬁ( )H
(A5)
We can simplify such an expression through the use of the following identity
1 1 e~ (r=r’)
=— [dp——— A6
o] a2 P (A6)
and straightforward calculations lead to the following dynamical evolution of the center of mass of the system
dpen(t i A A ipX A —ip-X _ A
poul?) = —— |Hew, pou(t)| + [ dp F(p) (e P X pon(t)e P — Pcm(t)) ) (A7)
dt h
where we introduced
N 2 2
4G e~ flewp”™ 0 0
— ) - ip(x; —X; )
F(p) = — ”2;1 mimn;—— ¢ P ; (A8)

which is the form factor accounting for the dimension and form of the system. Equation (A7) is the master equation
of the DP model for the center of mass of a N-particle system.



2. Analytic solution of the equation for the center of mass

To solve the master equation for the CM, it is convenient to introduce the characteristic function x [41, 42], which
is defined as

X, p,t) ="Tr ﬁCM(t)e%(“'*+“'f’) ) (A9)

For the sake of simplicity, we assume that the CM is free, i.e. Hoy = p?/2M. Thus, given the master equation (A7)
for a free particle, one finds that the characteristic function satisfies the following equation [42]

S t) = 3w V(s st) + 5 (B() — E(0) x(w, ), (A10)

where
E(w) = h [dp F(p)e™, (A11)

The solution to Eq. (A10) is given by [42]

t
X 10,2) = X0 1+ V. ) exp [; [ ar B+ vz - B0) . (A12)
0
where xo(v, p, t) satisfies

d 1
(EXO(Va N7t) = MU : V;LXO(V>IJ/7t)7 (Al?))

and corresponds to the characteristic function for the Hamiltonian dynamics. This corresponds to the standard
quantum mechanical predictions.
To reconstruct the matrix elements of jon(t), one employs [42]

~ 1 —Lu~ X
(Xlien(t)ly) = G [dve Iy wx v, (A14)

We can express (x|pcum(t)]y) in terms of the matrix elements of pa (¢), which is the statistical operator corresponding
to the quantum dynamical evolution (that related to xo alone). Such a relation reads

(xlpou0ly) = gy [ [amet (o x|+ y) exo [; / ar (B (vl ex-y) - E(O))] . (Al5)

with E(x) being defined as in Eq. (A11) and which takes the explicit form of

(o)
2Rett
E(p) = 87G Z mim;———g; , (A16)
=1 |x; X+
for the DP model. Finally, the expression in Eq. (6), namely
N erf( Lij ) erf(ldH”‘)
AE(d) = 87Gm> Y M) T\ e ) (A7)

bt Tij |d + 1]

is obtained with AE(d) = E(d) — E(0).

3. Neglecting the free evolution Hcy in the Didsi-Penrose master equation

In the following, we investigate the conditions under which one can safely neglect the free evolution (i.e. H’CM) when
quantifying the collapse action of the DP model on the center of mass (CM). Specifically, we focus on the matrix



element of Eq. (A15) for the case of an initial state ¢ (x,0) being in a superposition of two equal Gaussians centered
in +d/2. Hence, we have

Y(x,0) = % [6_2%2("_‘1/2)2 + 6_2(’%(”(1/2)2} , (A18)
where
N = [2(\/%)3 (1 + e_%” v (A19)

is the corresponding normalization constant, d = |d|, and o is the Gaussian spread. The free, quantum mechanical
evolution of the CM, where Hc,, = p?/2M, leads to the following expression for the state at a time ¢

1 3 _ _Gxta/2)? _ _(x=a/2)?
= g <€ 2(02+1j@t) +e 2(02+11\f2t)> ) (AQO)

l/J(th) =
N /0_2_"_%

We now focus on the matrix element (—d/2|pcy(t)|d/2), which measures the coherence between the two wave packets.
Due to the spatial decoherence induced by the DP model, we expect this term to decay. Our goal is to understand
under which conditions, when computing this term, H.y can be neglected.

From Eq. (A20), we can directly calculate the matrix element for the density operator in the standard quantum

mechanical case as
_ _Getd/2)? _ _(x—d/2)? _ _(y+d/2)? _ (y—d/2)?
o5 e 2(172—‘1{—’;) +e 2(027%) e 2(a2+%) +e 2(02+%)

1
(xlpenly) = ¥*(x, )¥(y,t) = 17 3 . (A21)
72
N (0" + (3 2)
which can be then inserted in Eq. (A15). After integrating over z, we obtain
(—d/2|pem(t)|d/2) = K1 + K2 + K3, where K, = /du e_"z]-"(d/Q7 v)G;(d/2,v). (A22)
where we defined
Ql(d/Z, I/) = 1,
d? 2ht v-d
L+ (3772)
2 . .
G3(d/2,v) = exp <4dQ) exp thtQ v-d > X 2 cos ELQ , (A23)
7 MRVRSC) 71+ (1)
1 t T v
F(d/2,v) = 573 €XP /dT f d+20¥7 — f(0)
0

w3202 (14 (3)]

We notice that, the exponential factor in Eq. (A22) limits the main contributions to C; to the vectors v such that
|v| < 1. Moreover, for d > o, we can approximate the argument in the exponential of F(d/2,v) in Eq. (A23) as
(f(d)— f(0))t, which is possible since v is limited. These two approximations allow to easily compute K;, which read

3/2
1 1
K= N2 (H(W) exp [(f(d) — f(0)) 1],

Mo?

2 252
Ko = exp [(‘52 (1 th)] K1, (A24)

 M2g4 1252
Ks=2e¢ —d—272M204 cos 7M02th d—z K
37T 2P\ Ty M2ot 212 M20% 4 212 202 ) 1



For small times, satisfying ¢t << Mo?/h, we see that the expressions for K; reduce to
1
K1 = 57 explf(d) = £(0))1],
2
’CQ = ef%lcl, (A25)
d2
’Cg = 267ﬁ’c1,
and therefore

1 4 \?
(=d/2[pem(t)d/2) = <= (1 + 6‘20"‘) exp [(f(d) — £(0))t], (A26)

which is the expression that one would obtain if the evolution due to the Hamiltonian Hew is neglected. Indeed,
when neglecting Hom, one has that Eq. (A10) changes in

Xt = () — F(0)) x(w, ), (a27)
whose trivial solution is
x(v, p,t) = x(v, p,0) exp[(f(d) — f(0))t], (A28)

where x(v, ,0) can be obtained from Eq. (A9) by setting ¢ = 0. Correspondingly, Eq. (A15) changes in

(Xlpeu(B)]y) = (xIpcu (0)ly) exp[(f(d) — f(0))t], (A29)

where

(x| (0)]y) = ¥7(x,0)3(y, 0). (A30)

The trivial substitution of the latter expression in Eq. (A29), and setting x = —d/2 and y = d/2 leads to Eq. (A26).
Thus, under these assumptions, we can safely neglect the evolution due to Hcy, in the Didsi-Penrose model.

Appendix B: Analytical study of the behaviour of AE(d)

We study the behaviour of AE(d) for a crystal of N atoms of mass m. We study a two-dimensional crystal with
a monoatomic square lattice with the same lattice step a, and with crystal’s sides of approximately the same length
L. Accordingly L ~ v/Na. One can trivially generalize to the case of different length sides. Specifically, we analyze
the case of a spatial superposition of the form in Eq. (A18), where the two branches of the superposition are well
separated with respect to L. Hence, the length hierarchy is given by a < L < d. With this setting, the vectors r;;
can only take discrete values, namely r;; = a (né —nd, n; — n;), where ni e 7.

In the following, we analyze analytically the behaviour of AE(d) in Eq. (A17) for different values of Reg. Specifically,
we provide the contributions to the sum from the first and second term in the square bracket. Namely, these are

erf( Tij )
2Refr
Si=> ——+
i,j=1 t
(B1)
N |[d+ri;|
g Z erf s
’ d+ri;|

ij=1

so that AE(d) = 8mGm?(S; — S2). The analytical expressions will be then compared with those obtained numerically
in Fig. 4.
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FIG. 4. Analytical upper (red line) and lower (blue line) bounds for AE as a function of Reg. The dashed black line provides
a better estimation of the lower bound for values of Reg ~ L and (d — L)/2 by exploiting the monotonicity of AE(d). For
comparison, we reported the exact values computed numerically (orange dots). The vertical arrows correspond to the values
of Reg equal to a, L and (d — L)/2 (from left to right). The values of the parameters are: @ = 1.0A, N = 10'°, L = 10° A and
d=50L =5 x 10°A.

1. Analytical estimation of the first contribution to the sum S;

The first contribution to the sum S; is analysed in four different intervals of interest: Reg < a, a < Reg < L,
L < Ref < d and d < Reg. We split the sum in S; in two contributions: the sum of the terms with i = j and the sum
where i # j.

When ¢ = j, we have r;; = 0 and thus the corresponding sum reads

N erf(QE“ ) N 1
eff
_— , B2
= Tii ri;—0 — \/’TTRcff ( )
and we have
N erf(Z;éi“)

S1=——+ , B3
1 ﬁReH = Tij ( )

which we will study below.

a. First interval: Reg < a

Consider the case Reg < a. For all terms with ¢ # j, we have that 7;; > a. Indeed, the minimal value of 7;; = a is
attained for the first nearest neighbor atoms. This implies Reg < ;. In particular, we can divide the contributions
to the sum in two cases

,
for 1 < £2 <4, <erf(i) <1,

Tij Tij
Rest? erf ( 2Reff> ~ 1.

B4
for 4 < (B4)
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We can then employ these to set an upper and lower bound on the sum by approximating that all the terms weight
the same independently of the value of 7;;. We have then

T4
Y1 al erf(m]ff)

Z§;j§2 o Z* (B5)

hy = Ty

i,j=1 i,j=1 ig=1""

i#j i#j i

Then, both limits depend on the same sum, which can be rewritten as
N
1

Z T (B6)
=1 i=1 a\/(ngC —nz)? + (ni, —ny)?
i#j i#]

where nj, € [~V N/2,VN/2]. We first fix the i-th particle as that at the center of the lattice with n/, = n! = 0 and
sum over j. This term provides an upper bound on the other contributions of the i-sum, since fixing the i-th atom to

any other in the lattice would provide a smaller contribution. Then, the corresponding vector r;; = a(—n?, —nZ/) has

a length of r;; = ay/(n})? + (n})2. We obtain

N N VN /2 1 N VN/2 1
> <22 —= Y (B7)
=t =gy p0A (1) 4 (1) T =2 () o (03)?

(nz,n3)#(0,0) (n%,ny)#(0,0)

The contribution in right hand side of Eq. (B7) can be approximated with the following integral

f/2 VN/2 1 NVN
N | _ NN, (B3)

dy =
VN/2 VN/2 T2+ y? a

where 7, = 21n(3 4 2v/2) ~ 3.5.
Similarly, if we fix the ¢-th atom to the corner of the lattice, we provide a lower bound. The corresponding vector

rij=a(—V/N/2—ni,—/N/2 - nd) has a length of r;; = a\/(\/]V/2 +n2)2 4 (VN /2 +nd)2. Thus, we have

N VN/2

Yo 1
PO DS _ —. (B9)
G T way (VN2 4+ 0d)? 4 (V2 4+ )2
i (TL‘;;,’IL{I)#(O,O)
Similarly as done before, we can approximate the sum to an integral, which reads
VN /2 VN/2
N 1 2n_Nv N
T _ NN (B10)
VN/2

IR (VR

where n_ = arcsinh(1) ~ 0.9. By merging the inequality in Eq. (B5) with those in Eq. (B7) and Eq. (B9), we find
the bounds on Eq. (B3) being

N _NVN N NV N
+ 1 <8 < LA (B11)
ﬁRCﬁ a ﬁRCH a

Specifically, for

Reff S - (B12)

the first contribution is stronger and corresponds to a behaviour going as ~ Re_ﬁl. Conversely, for larger values of Reg
(but still within the first interval, Reg < a), the first term in Eq. (B11) is negligible with respect to the second one,
which is independent from Reg.
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b. Second interval: a < Reg < L
In the second interval, a < Reg < L, we have that r;; can be comparable with Reg. Namely, for i # j, we have

a<ry < V2L. Due to the comparable interval of r;; and Req, we have several edge effects that make the analytical
estimation more difficult. Since one can approximate fairly enough the error function to

erf(g) ~ {\%’ =22 (B13)

L z2>2

we divide the sum in terms for which r;; < 2R.g and terms for which r;; > 2R.g.
For r;; < 2R,

Tij
erf(chff) 1
— )
Tij \/EReH

(B14)

and, given the i-th atom, there are roughly (2Req/a)? atoms j that are at most at a distance 2R.g. Thus, the
contribution to the second term in Eq. (B3) for r;; < 2R.g can be evaluated to

N erf(z?é’jff) 2R\ 1 Regt
> ——=l~Nx < ° ) N 4Nﬁ. (B15)
a T R Ta

s
ij=1 "
175, 7 <2 Retr

For r;; > 2R,

erf(?EZfJ oL (B16)

Tij Tij

Then, the corresponding contribution to the sum can be rewritten as

N Tig N N
erf ( Rt ) 1 1
— "~ — - E — (B17)
ros o ros
6§ =l + ij=1"" ij=1 i
17, Tij 22 Rets i#j 17#5, 715 <2 Regt

where the upper and lower bounds to the first sum are respectively given by Eq. (B7) and Eq. (B9). Also the second
term can be bounded. A lower bound is given by setting all the r;; to the maximum distance being 2R.q, namely

N N 2
1 1 2R g 1 AN Reg
> = N x = . B18
ijzzl Tij ijzzl 2Ry < a ) 2Req a? 1)
i#£g, T,ij <2Rest i#£], T,ij <2R.gf

An upper bound is instead obtained by fixing the i-th atom to the center of the lattice, and approximating the sum
over j to an integral in spherical coordinates. Namely,

al 1 _ 27N S 9N (2R
Yo —<Z ]-"G/ Car="L FG( *’ff—l), (B19)
1

Tij a

i,j=1
1#7, 745 <2 Rogt

where F¢ is a geometrical factor accounting for couples of atoms (i,j) that are counted in the sum but do not
appertain to the lattice (indeed, one can have that 2R.g = 2L > v/2L being the maximum distance ri;), and accounts

for the ratio of the area of a square lattice of length 2R.g with the spam of the considered r;;, namely that of a planar
toric lattice of internal radius a and external radius 2R.g:

L2 ARZ,

Fo = :
“ 7 L2 4 4LR.g + 7 R2; n(4R%; — a?)

(B20)
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By summing the contributions from Eq. (B15) and Eq. (B17), we find that Eq. (B3) is bounded as follows

N g NVN  4NRg 27N _ (2R. N NVN  4ANR,
n-NVN L fc( ﬂ—l)ssl< NN AN Rer

1
——1]. B21
VT Regt + a + Vra? a = /T Regt a a? (ﬁ ) ( )

Specifically, for small values of Reg 2 a the main contribution comes from the second term, i.e. no Nv/N/a, being
independent from Reg. For large values of Reg < L, the third and fourth terms become the dominant ones. In

~

particular, a change in the R.g dependence of S; appears from values of

> Nt NV N7a
off & T

R (B22)

c.  Third interval: L < Reg <d

In this regime 7;; < Reg for r;; < L. However, one also has distances such that L < r;; < V2L for which one can

have r;; > Reg. Nevertheless, we have that V2L < 2L < 2R, which implies that r;; < V2L < 2Reg. Consequently,
we can employ the small distance approximation in Eq. (B13) for all r;;, and Eq. (B3) becomes

N Y1
Sy~ S B23
! ﬁReff + MZ:; ﬁReff ( )
i#]
where there are N(N — 1) terms in the sum. This gives
N2

ﬁReﬂ ’

whose behaviour with respect to Reg is the same in the entire interval.

d. Fourth interval: d < Ry

For the last interval, similar considerations are applied and the terms of the sum are approximated to their small
distance limit. Consequently, we obtain

N2
\/77—Reff ’

exactly as in the third interval.

2. Analytical estimation of the second contribution to the sum S>

For the second contribution to the sum [cf. Eq. (B1)], one needs to compare Reg with |d + r;;|. Considering that
d is orthogonal to one of the sides of the cubic lattice, we have the following bounds on |d + r;;:

d—L<|d+r;| <+\(d+L)?+L?><d+2L, (B26)

The second contribution is analysed in three different intervals of interest: Reg < (d — L)/2, (d — L)/2 < Reg <
(d+2L)/2 and (d + 2L)/2 < Reg.

a. First interval: Reg < (d—L)/2

In this interval, we have Req < (d — L)/2 < |d +r;;|/2. Thus, we can safely apply the long distance approximation
in Eq. (B13) to S3 in Eq. (B1), thus obtaining

DY # (B27)
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By applying the bounds in Eq. (B26), we can derive an upper and lower bound to Sy, which read

N2 N2
— <5 <
d+2L ="~ 4d-L’

(B28)

where the N? factor follows trivially.

b. Second interval: (d —L)/2 < Rey < (d+2L)/2

In the second interval, (d — L)/2 < Reg < (d + 2L)/2. Thus, by combining the definition of the interval with
Eq. (B26), we obtain

d—L <|d+rij|<d+2L
d+2L ~ 2R ~— d—L°

(B29)

|d+

Since the terms of the sum in S, are monotonically decreasing with respect to ‘54l l , for each of them we have

1 erf(—“fj‘ff) B erf(ildz';::l) B 1 erf(dﬁL)

B30
er  TEL S ddry| 2R AL (B30)
It follows that
e_N? €L N?
<8, < , B31
2Re ~ °~ 2Req (B31)
where
d—r \ !
erf[(d+2L) ]
€r = , (B32)

which can be quantified once fixed the ratio between L and d. For example, for d = 4L, we have e_ ~ 0.5 and e, ~ 1.

c.  Third interval: (d+ 2L)/2 < Regy

In this interval, Reg > (d 4+ 2L)/2 > |d 4 r;;|/2. So we can apply the short distance approximation in Eq. (B13),
which trivially gives

N2

So ~ ——. B33
2 ﬁReﬁ ( )

3. Both contributions

The sum of the two contributions to AE(d) = 8mGm?(S; — Sa) can be computed case by case depending on
the value of Reg compared to the other lengths involved. There are a total of six different intervals. Notably,
when bounds are involved, one should account that min(AE(d)) = 87Gm?(min(S;) — max(S2)) and max(AE(d)) =
87Gm?(max(S;) — min(S3)). The intervals and the corresponding equations to be used are reported in Tab. I. In
particular, for (d+2L)/2 < Regr < d and d < Reg, we have that the dominant contributions cancel, namely S; —Ss ~ 0.
For these intervals, one needs to consider also second order terms of the expansion. These give

2 U |d+rij|2 2 2 d2—|—2 rij d
~ - = - —_— B 4
8rGm ]g 1( NI + 2R, VTGm E (B34)
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Interval for Reg Value or bounds on AE( )/(87er2) =51 -5 =AS
flon = a ﬁ%eff = JZW = \FR iy m]\;\/ﬁ - deL
T (* 1) 2852 g 2t gt s (o)
LS R 5T i~ LS89 g -
WD) < Ryp < 420) e T
% S Reg < d AS = 12]\\7;}%22“
d < Reg AS = #‘ﬁzﬁ

TABLE I. Summary of the results of the analytical study of the Reg dependence of AE(d) for different values of Reg.

However, since r;; = —r;; for all 4 and j, then Zmzl r;; = 0, and one obtains

d2

AE(d) ~ fmezNQR

(B35)

Table I summarises the analytical study of AF(d), which is graphically reported in Fig. 4 where it was compared
with the numerical evaluation of the sum. Finally, a last comment is due: AFE(d) is a monotonically decreasing
function of Reg, and this can be employed to estimate its values in those intervals where an analytical estimation is
hard to be obtained. In particular, we exploited this for Reg just below L and around (d — L)/2, to approximate the
behaviour of AFE(d) with the black dashed line in Fig. 4.

Appendix C: Plateau dependence on the dimensionality

Here, we quantify the dimensionality dependence of the plateau of 7(d), and thus AFE(d), for Reg ~ a. For the
sake of simplicity, we assume our system to be a sphere in D > 2 dimensions. Namely, this corresponds to a disk for
D = 2 and a sphere for D = 3 both of radius L/2. For Reg ~ a, S2 can be safely bounded with Eq. (B28), which
is independent from the dimensionality of the problem and from R.g as expected for the plateau. Conversely, from
Eq. (B3) we have

N Tij
N erf(z—z)
S1= =t ;1 o (C1)
i#j

Since, independently from the dimensionality of the problem, Eq. (B5) still holds, one only needs to evaluate

Mo a 1

o Z 1 (C2)
L D i )2

i#j Py o 2k= (g, —ny)

By following the reasoning described above, we estimate the latter with its upper bound (see Eq. (B7), which provided
a very good estimate for Sy for Reg ~ a):

XN: L > . (C3)

;]75]1 {n’“} =1€5p (Zk 1(n ))é

\ =

This is the generalization of Eq. (B7) to D dimensions, with Sp = {n], | 0 < | a(n],...,n})| < L/2} identifying a
D-dimensional sphere on which the lattice is defined. Such an expression can be simply approximated to a 1/r integral
in D dimensions, i.e.

D—1

Q /ND/2 pil N 27P?2  N7B
TTeED

z  aTl(D/2)201(D—-1) (C4)
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FIG. 5. AF as a function of N for different two- and three-dimensional systems and comparison with the analytical behaviours.
We numerically computed and compared the two- and three-dimensional cases. For the two-dimensional case, we took a sheet
of graphene (blue dots) and a sheet of a material with a simple cubic lattice (blue squares). For the three dimensional case, we
considered a cubic stack of graphene sheets (red dots) and a cube of material with a simple cubic lattice (red squares). The
corresponding lines are obtained from Eq. (C5) for the simple cubic lattice, while are instead fitted for the case of graphene with
the same dependence from N as in Eq. (C5). The values of the parameters are: a = 1.0A, d = 5x 10° A and m = 2.0 x 10~ kg
for the simple cubic data and d = 1 x 10 A for the graphene one. In all cases, we fixed Reg = 1 A.

where Qp = 27°/2/T(D/2) is the D-dimensional full angle. Correspondingly, for Reg ~ a, one obtains

AE(d)NS?TGm2 xD/2 N
B a T(D/2)2P-2(D—1)’

(C5)

which is plotted in Fig. 5 with the black and orange lines for D = 3 and D = 2 dimensions respectively. For
comparison, we report the numerical estimations of AE(d).

Appendix D: Algorithm for the numerical calculation

The evaluation of Eq. (6) involves the calculation of the term

N N
> > f(rij Ro, d), (D1)

i=1 j=1

where 7 and j run across all the N lattice sites and f(r;;, Ro, d) is a function that depends on the distance r;; between
the sites i and j. In this form, the evaluation of Eq. (D1) requires the sum of N2 terms. Given the large systems
considered in this work (N ~ 10'°), a direct evaluation of this sum is not feasible on a personal computer or even on
a dedicated computer facility. However, since the summed terms in Eq. (D1) depend only on the distance between
the sites, we can rewrite such an equation as a single weighted sum across the lattice sites

N N
S5 (v Rovd) = 3 w(v) f(x, Ro, d), (D2)

i=1 j=1 reD

where D is the set of every possible distances r between the lattice sites, and the weight w(r) is the number of pairs
of lattice cells that are at a distance r apart.

We consider a general two-dimensional lattice, with primitive vectors a; and as, and basis b, with a =1,..., K
being the index of the particles in the unit cell. For instance, the graphene is a two-dimensional lattice with primitive
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a=la;l =la,l

FIG. 6. Graphical representation of the graphene lattice that was employed for the numerical summation. The lattice vectors

a(1,0) and a; = a(,¥3). For each cell, we have two carbon atoms, which are identified by b; = (0,0) and

are aj 3776

b2 = a(%7 %)

2072 6
Each site of the lattice can be written as a linear combination of the primitive vectors with integer coefficients,
Xio = nja; + njas+by, with nj,ny € Z. Therefore, also the distance between two sites can be written as a linear
combination of the primitive vectors. Namely

vectors a; = a(1,0), a3 = a (1 ‘/5), and basis by = (0,0), by = a (%, ﬁ), where a = 2.46 A is the lattice step [43].

Tijaf = Xia — Xj 8 = n’ijal + ngjag—i—bag, with nij,ngj €7z, (D3)

Joai J

Y= 1, ng =nb—n) and bag = by —bg. Then, the distance between two lattice sites can be written

where ny =nj —n
as a function of two integers n; = nj’, ny = ny and a vector ¢, = b,3. Namely, we have

r(nl,ng,’y) =niai —+ n2a2+c,y, (D4)
with nq,n9 € Z and
¢, €Dy ={bs—bs|a,B=1,...,K}. (D5)

Suppose that the lattice is finite, with IN; and N, cells along the first and the second primitive vectors, respectively.
In this case, the coefficients for the position of the i-th site are ni € [0, Ny — 1] and n} € [0, Ny — 1]. Similarly, the
coefficients that define the distance between the sites are nj’ = (n} —nJ) € [-N; + 1, N; — 1] and ng = (ny —nj) €
[-N2 4+ 1, N2 — 1]. As a result, the set of all possible distances between the lattice sites is

D:{r(nlaHQaFY) |n16 [7Ni+1aNi71}7c’y€Db}7 (DG)

where the form of r(nj,ns,7) is defined in Eq. (D4).

The weights w(r) are given by the number of pairs of lattice cells connected by the vector r. The explicit value
can be computed by accounting that the distance r(ni,ns, ) links two cells that are separated by n;a; along the i-th
direction. Since the lattice is finite, there are N; — |n;| pairs of cells at such separation. Therefore, we have

w(n1,n2,7) = wy (N1 — [n1]) (N2 — |n2]), (D7)

where w, is the number of pairs of atoms in the same cell that are c, apart. For example, for a lattice with a single
atom per unit cell there is only one basis vector b; = (0,0) and only one possible (null) distance between atoms in
the same cell. Thus, D, = {c; = (0,0)} and wy = 1. Conversely, for the graphene plate, which is the case of interest,
one has by = (0,0) and by = a(3, %) According to Eq. (D5), we have

Dy = {c1 =b; —bj,co =b; —by,c3 =by — by, ¢y = by — by},

DS
={c1 = (0,0),co = —a(}, %), c5 = a(}, ¥3),cq = (0,0)}. (D8)
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Since ¢4 = ¢, we can neglect ¢4 and count twice c;. Then, we find w; =2 and wy = w3 = 1.
By considering the explicit form of the weights, Eq. (D2) becomes

Ni—1 Ny—1

Y w(®)f(r,Rod) = > Yoo D WV = m)(Nz = [nel) f(x(n1,n2,7), Ro, d). (D9)

reD n1=—Ni1+1ne=—Na+1c €Dy
Such an expression involves the sum of

14+ K(K —1)]

(2N; — 1)(2Ng — D)[1 + K(K — 1)] ~ 4N, Na[1 + K(K — 1)] = 4 -

N (D10)
terms, where we used that the total number of atoms is given by the product of the number of cells per direction
times the number of atoms per cell, i.e. N = N1 NoK. These expressions are valid for any two-dimensional lattice,
but can be easily generalized to higher dimensions.

As shown by Eq. (D10), the sum involves a number of terms that scales linearly with the number of atoms. Such a
scaling needs to be compared with the quadratic one provided by Eq. (D1). Correspondingly, we obtain a speedup in
the numerical summation for N > 20, which reaches a factor of 10'° for N ~ 10'°. Figure 7 provides the comparison
of the execution time for the numerical summation when employing Eq. (D10) (blue dots) and Eq. (D1) (red dots),
for Ro = 1A and d = 10 A. For the summation we employed a simple in-house python code with numba just-in-time
compiler [44] on a personal laptop with Intel processor i7-8750H. We extensively verified that the results of the two
sums coincide to the same value, up to the machine precision for system with N< 2 x 10° particles. Moreover, when
we evaluated Eq. (D1) for very large systems and d < a, we found that the accumulation of rounding errors produced
an overall error that can reach the order of magnitude of the entire sum, thus making the estimation of the sum
worthless.

10* p
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E 1:)(31 / /
g 107 // / / Smart Sum —— |
A3 / . Direct Sum —— | ]

10—4 / BN — | ]

10 A O C.N?
10
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Number of Particles

FIG. 7. Execution time for the numerical summation as a function of the number of particles N for a plate of graphene. Each
point corresponds to a single evaluation Eq. (D10) (blue dots and fitted line) and Eq. (D1) (red dots and fitted line). The
purple and orange lines provide the scaling laws for Eq. (D10) and Eq. (D1) respectively.
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