arXiv:2501.17637v1 [quant-ph] 29 Jan 2025

SciPost Physics Submission

Exploring the Effects of Mass Dependence in Spontaneous
Collapse Models

Nicolo Piccione!?* and Angelo Bassil*?

1 Department of Physics, University of Trieste, Strada Costiera 11, 34151 Trieste, Italy
2 Istituto Nazionale di Fisica Nucleare, Trieste Section, Via Valerio 2, 34127 Trieste, Italy

* nicolo’.piccione@units.it

Abstract

The Continuous Spontaneous Localization (CSL) model predicts a quadratic mass scaling
of its effects but a linear scaling might be more natural according to some Poissonian
spontaneous collapse models. Here, we first generalize the CSL master equation so that
its mass dependence is a generic function of the mass and show that two key properties,
namely compoundation invariance and the decoupling of center-of-mass motion from
internal motion, remain valid. Then, by focusing on mass dependence as a power of the
mass, we derive approximate formulas for the dynamics of single particles, rigid bodies,
and radiation emission. Finally, we explore how the existing lower and upper bounds
for the standard CSL translate to this generalized version, finding that a higher mass
dependence is unlikely, while a lower one significantly broadens the range of allowed
parameters.
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1 Introduction

Spontaneous collapse models [1-3] constitute a class of theories which aim at replacing stan-
dard quantum mechanics with a self-consistent theory explaining coherently the quantum-
to-classical transition. The first of these models is the Ghirardi-Rimini-Weber (GRW) [4],
which, however, was not directly applicable to indistinguishable particles and fields. The
most studied of these models is the Continuous Spontaneous Localization (CSL) model [5]
in its mass-dependent version [6]. This model, applicable to indistinguishable particles and
non-relativistic fields, has been extensively investigated and several bounds on its two free
parameters have been set [7,8]. Another important example of a spontaneous collapse model
is the Di6si-Penrose (DP) model [9-12], which is based on gravitational considerations.

Both the CSL and DP model dynamics can be obtained by assuming that space is filled with
natural detectors performing continuous weak measurements of the mass density [13-15].
However, if these measurements are not continuous but instantaneous and distributed in
space-time according to a Poissonian distribution, a different kind of spontaneous collapse
model emerge [16], which we denote by Poissonian Spontaneous Localization (PSL). This
model can be seen as a generalization of the GRW model, similarly to the one proposed in
Ref. [17]. On a practical level, these discrete models are equivalent to CSL if the measured
quantity is the square of the mass density; however, the most natural choice for these “nat-
ural detectors” is to respond to the mass density and not to its square. This choice becomes
mandatory if one wants the spontaneous collapses to source a Newtonian gravitational field
in a Markovian way [18], similarly to how Newtonian gravity sourced by continuous collapse
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model has to be based on mass density and not on an arbitrary power of it'. Thus, we are
interested in analyzing the phenomenology of a CSL-like master equation in which the square
root of the mass density appears instead of the mass density itself. For the sake of generality,
however, we will consider an arbitrary function of the mass density, whenever possible, and
an arbitrary positive power of it when needed to obtain more precise results.

In this work, with the above premises, we consider a generalized version of the CSL master
equation where we make use of the collapse operators L(x) = f(M(x)), where f is a generic
well-behaved function. First, we will show that two important features of the CSL model are
retained in the generalized version: compoundation invariance? and the decoupling of inter-
nal and center-of-mass motion®. Then, specializing to the case L(x) = M%*(x), with a > 0,
we will see how this generalization affects the dynamics of single particles, of rigid bodies,
and the spontaneous emission of radiation. Finally, we will use data from experiments in the
literature and analyses of the CSL model to investigate the experimental bounds on these gen-
eralized models. Keeping into account the bound coming from theoretical requirements [22],
the result of this investigation is that models with a > 1 seem highly unlikely to be correct. In
particular, the model with a = 2 has to be already ruled out. On the contrary, the PSL models
(corresponding to @ = 1/2) seem to be more resilient than CSL to experimental confutation.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. 2, we introduce the two models and their gener-
alization, also explaining the reasons behind some choices. In Sec. 3, we prove the compoun-
dation property and the decoupling of internal and center-of-mass motion for rigid bodies.
Then, in Sec. 4, we investigate the dynamics of single particles, the dynamics of rigid bodies,
and the emission of radiation due to the spontaneous collapses. In Sec. 5, we investigate the-
oretical and experimental bounds to these models. Finally, in Sec. 6 we draw conclusions on
our paper.

2 Continuous and Poissonian spontaneous localization models

In the Continuous Spontaneous Localization (CSL) model, the dynamics are governed by the
following stochastic and master equations:

dhp) = [— A+ T f dx[ M)~ (M(0)]dW, (9+

—%fd?’X[M(X)—(M(X)szt]|1/Jt>, (1)
d _ _irp o_n| g3
P = h[H,Pt] 2 Jd x[M(x), [M(x), p.]].

where H is the standard Hamiltonian of the system, dW, (x) is the infinitesimal Wiener incre-
ment such that dW, (x) dW, (y) = 6(x —y)dt, y; is a constant and M(x) is the smeared mass
density operator defined as follows

Fields: M(x)= Z % J dgygrC (y—x)a;;(y)ak(y), Particles: M(x) = Z %grc (x—qs),
k 0 kK 0

(2)

where g, (x) = (Zm‘g)_S/ 2 exp[—x2 / (ng)], mg is the proton mass, and r is the “collapse

radius”. When dealing with fields, m; is the mass of the k-th kind of particle, aZ(y) is the

1This is because Markovian feedback has to depend linearly on the measured quantity [18-20].
2See Ref. [21] for the definition of compounding invariance and its investigation in the usual CSL model.
3For the CSL model, this is shown in Ref. [1], sections 8.2 and 8.3.
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particle creation operator of particle-kind k at y, and a;(y) is the corresponding annihilation
operator. When dealing with particles, q, is the position operator of the k-th particle and
m; is its mass. The stochastic equation gives the actual dynamics followed by the quantum
state |v,) for a given realization of the noise while the master equation gives the dynamics
averaged over the noise, thus providing the empirical predictions of the model. It is important
to recall that the stochastic equation always leads (with extremely high probability) to a fast
localization of macroscopic objects [1, 2], thus solving the measurement problem.

In the models presented in Refs. [16, 17], the dynamics are governed by the following
stochastic and master equations [16]:

dlp,) = | —xHde - f de(l + &) dN, ()~ J &x(L20 —(L2(0))de | o),
h ( iz(x)> 2
3 p=—ttp-1 f Px[L60, [0, pe]]

X (3)
where L(x) is a generic Hermitian operator and we have the Poisson processes dN , (x) such that
dN, (x)dt =0, dN, (x)dN, (y) = §(x—y)dN, (x), and E[dN, (x)] = (v,|L?(x)|¢,) dt. These
dynamics can be visualized as the ones obtained by having spacetime randomly filled with
detectors which click with a probability proportional to (v,|L2(x)|v,) [16]. The happening
of such an event is usually called a “flash”, following standard terminology in the foundations
of physics [23]. For this reason, it makes sense to assume that L(x) = v/ Y1/2M(x), with
Y1/2 > 0 being a coupling constant fulfilling the same role of y; in the CSL model. With this
choice of I.(x), the probability of a jumping event at time t is related to the amount of mass
around point x at time t, loosely speaking. Hereafter, we will refer to the model corresponding
to this choice of L(x) as Poissonian Spontaneous Localization (PSL).

One could wonder why not to consider an operator such as

£00=\ T2 3 /s a0 @
k

instead, in the case of particles. A reason is that this does not lead to a flash probability
proportional to the mass around x in the case of a rigid body of constant density. In fact, let
us consider a body composed of n types of atoms and/or molecules whose distance among
each other is much less than the collapse radius r.. Let us also consider a flash well inside the
volume of space occupied by the body and let us denote by A/ the (constant within the body)
density of objects of type T. Then, we can estimate the action of the operator

— my a0
M,y (x) = Zk:(mo g (x qk)) , (5)
as
M= "N (ﬂ)J Pygt x-g0=> N (ﬂ) eyt (@)‘H
a — my 'c — a3/2 my “my \my >
(6)

where u is the body’s constant mass density due to objects of type T. Taking a = 1/2, we
see that this is not the desired results which is instead that <i2(x)> o< g, where g = Dy U
is the body’s constant density. Additionally, this choice of L(x) does not lead to a model with
compoundation invariance (see Sec. 3.1).
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For the sake of generality, we will consider the following master equation

d i

4 el @
3P =5 A.p.] 2Jdx[f(M(x)),[f(M(x)),pt]], )

where the constant y; depends on the choice of the function f. The above master equation
admits an unraveling both in terms of generalized CSL and PSL models. The CSL unraveling
is obtained by substituting M (x) with f (M(x)) in Eq. (1) while the PSL unraveling by setting
L(x) = VTrf (M(x)) in Eq. (3). It is worth mentioning that Eq. (7) (as the standard CSL
model [24]) also admits a unitary unraveling (see Appendix A):

m% o) =H+V©O) W),  V(O=-hy7s f Exf (ME)wx ) (8)

where w(x, t) is a white noise such that
E[lwx t)]=0  E[w(x, Ow(y,s)]=5(t—s)@(x—y). )

This unitary unraveling proves useful to simplify calculations and it also helps getting an intu-
itive explanation of some of them. One reason for this is that the stochastic potential V(t) can
also be seen as implementing a stochastic force on a system with momentum operator p equal
to k= (i/ h)[V(t), 15] which is the sum of many stochastic and uncorrelated forces*. It follows
that the net effect of these forces on the average of p is null. However, for example, the effect
is not null for (f)2> so that we can immediately understand why, for any system, (§), and (p),
evolve as if the spontaneous collapses were not present, but this is not the case for (c]z> . and
<132>t'

In the following sections, we will show that some important properties of the CSL model
are retained in the generalized CSL and PSL models for reasonable functions f. Then we
will focus on the phenomenology arising from the master equation with f (M(x)) = M%(x),
paying particular attention to the CSL and PSL cases, i.e., the cases ¢ = 1/2 and a = 1. Before
continuing, however, let us comment on a further reason for why the coefficients ¢ = 1/2 and
a =1 are special. These are the only values that allow for the implementation of Newtonian
gravity according to the Tilloy-Didsi prescription [13, 14, 18,25]. This prescription consists
of treating the spontaneous collapses as a spontaneous measurement process whose results
source the gravitational, classical, feedback. In particular, a = 1 allows for a gravitational
Markovian feedback based on continuous spontaneous collapse models such as the CSL and
the Didsi-Penrose models while @ = 1/2 allows for a gravitational Markovian feedback based
on jumping events of the wavefunction [16, 18]. All other values of a would require a non-
Markovian gravitational feedback. This suggests that other values of a make the connection
of spontaneous collapse models and classical gravity more difficult.

3 Two general features retained in the generalized CSL and PSL
models

Here we show how two important properties of the CSL model are retained in the generalized
CSL and PSL models. These are compoundation invariance [21] and the dynamical decoupling
of a rigid body center of mass [1].

“Because V/(t) is given by an integral of operators.
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3.1 Compoundation invariance

An important feature of the standard CSL model is that of compoundation [21]. This property
consists of the possibility, within a given theory and under certain conditions, to treat an object
composed of two or more subsystems as an elementary object itself. A typical examples is how,
within classical mechanics and Newtonian gravity, we can treat planets as point particles at
the solar system scale. In Ref. [21], compoundation is shown for standard quantum mechanics
and the mass-proportional CSL under the condition that there is a unique noise field acting on
quantum matter. Notice that this condition has to hold at the level of stochastic Schrodinger
equation and not at the master equation level. Here we will show that this compoundation
property holds in the generalized versions of the CSL and PSL models.
The scenario considered in Ref. [21] is the following:

* There are a certain number n; of type T of microscopic objects, labeled by the Greek
index w. Objects of the same type are indistinguishable (e.g. two hydrogen atoms of
the same isotope).

* There are particles of kind k within each of those objects. The number of particle of kind
k within an object of type T is ny while the total number of particle of kind k is ny.

A model has the compounding property if its dynamical equation can be written at the level of
the objects alone, while maintaining the same form of that at the elementary particles level.
Regarding the standard CSL model, Ref. [21] shows that if each kind of elementary parti-
cle couples to a different noise, this is not possible. If they all couple to the same noise,
compoundation holds and a natural way to obtain it is to make the interaction strength mass-
proportional.

To generalize the result of Ref. [21] it is sufficient to analyze the action of the smeared
mass density operator. First we rewrite it in terms of center-of-mass coordinates QT’w of the
w-th object of type T and relative coordinates f7,,  ; of the j-th particle of kind k within that
object:

ny Nrg

M(x)—Z Zgrc(qkj —x)= Z’"kZZZng(QMHm] x.  (10)

T w=1j=1

Then, since the objects are microscopic we have that |f‘T,w,k, Jl < 1, allowing us to make the
following approximation:

nr Nk nr Nrk

M(X) kazzzgrc(QTw+rka,]_x) Z Zzzng(QT“)—X) (1D

T w=1j=1 T w=1j=1

At this point, the sum over j gives a factor nr because g, (QT’O, —Xx) is independent of j (and
also of k). Finally, since the mass of an object of type T is my = Y, nymy, we have that

M@ =D TN g (O, —x). (12)
T M0 (—

The final result is that the smeared mass density operator acts at the level of objects in the same
way as at the elementary constituents level. Therefore, these objects can be treated within the
stochastic equations as elementary ones as long as the function f is not too bizarre. Notice that
for the compoundation property to hold also the Hamiltonian has to possess it independently of
the spontaneous collapse part of the dynamics. For example, neutral atoms cannot be treated
as elementary neutral particles for the purpose of calculating the spontaneous radiation in the

6
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X-ray domain because (despite being much smaller than r;) the average distance between
electrons among themselves and with the nucleus is comparable or much higher than the
wavelength of the emitted radiation [26-29].

As anticipated in Sec. 2, we now show that using an operator such as M ,(x) of Eq. (5)
instead of f(M(x)) does not allow to maintain compoundation invariance, further justifying
our generalization of the CSL model dynamics with respect to another one which is, seemingly,
equally natural. In fact, repeating the calculation done above with M ,(x), we have that:

m, \* g o« m ny Nrk
Mo =35 (28] et ans 0= (7 ) L 20t@re+ ey~

ny Nrik

z;(m") PPN AT Z(Z—) ZZnTkgrc(QTw x)#

w=1j=1
2, (—mT) Z gt Qro—x), (13)
T Mo w=1

where in the last line the equality holds only for a = 1 since my = >, nrMg.

3.2 Decoupling of a rigid body center of mass

An important property of collapse models such as the GRW and CSL models is that the dy-
namics of the center of mass of a rigid body decouple from their internal one. Generalizing
this result is quite straightforward as the decoupling is guaranteed by the fact that the action
of M(x) can be approximated as an action on the center of mass degree of freedom. Then,
any sufficiently regular function of M(x) maintains the validity of this approximation. This
decoupling of the action of M(x) is shown, for example, in Sec. 8.2 of Ref. [1]. However, for
commodity of the reader, we repeat here the argument.

We start by considering the smeared mass density operator for N particles in position rep-
resentation. Denoting by g the coordinates of all particles, we get that [cf. Eq. (2)]

(alf (M) = f (Z Z—zgrc(x—qk))w(qx (14)

k

where 1(q) is the wavefunction in spatial representation, m; is the mass of the k-th particle,
and qy is the position of the k-th particle. We can then make the substitution q; = Q + q,(r),
where r denotes internal variables of the rigid body, Q = >, (m;/M)q is the center of mass
position, and M = ), m, is the total mass of the body. We then assume that the wavefunction
of the rigid body can be decomposed as Y(q) = ¥(Q)&(r), where E(r) is sharply peaked (with
respect to r.) around the coordinate r(, which is represents the equilibrium position of these
internal variables. It follows that one can assume that the structure of the rigid body is basically
unaffected by the spontaneous collapses so that, in the collapse operator, r can be substituted
with ry. This implies that

(alf (M) = Ma(Q—W(QE(r),
Meu(@-x) = f (Z g Q) —x)) . (%)

k

Indeed, the above expression for M(x) =~ My (Q —x) only acts on the Hilbert space of the
center of mass. In general, the Hamiltonian of the rigid body can be written as the sum of a
Hamiltonian for the center of mass and a Hamiltonian for the internal structure of the rigid
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Generic Rigid Body

—

Figure 1: Pictorial explanation of the reasoning behind Eq. (16). When computing
M(x) with x at a distance of order r from the surface, we obtain what depicted in
the picture: the surface appears constant on the r lengthscale. The thick vertical
lines represent the Gaussian integration on the direction perpendicular to the rigid
body’s surface. So, if x is outside the body (like point A) the Gaussian integration has
to stop at —|d|, while if x is inside the body (like point B) the Gaussian integration
has to stop at +|d|.

body. Since the collapse operators only act on the center of mass part of the wavefunction,
the dynamics of the center of mass is decoupled from that of the rigid body internal structure
and the spontaneous collapses only affect the center of mass dynamics in this approximation.
Notice that, under these approximations, this holds true at the wavefunction level, not just at
the density matrix one. Moreover, notice that, up to now, we did not make assumptions on
the dimensions or the structure of the rigid body.

Let us now consider a rigid body much larger than the collapse radius r. in all direc-
tions. Then, we can employ the so-called “macroscopic density approximation” [1]° to write
Mceu(x) = (1/mg) f d3y u(y)gr. (x—y), where u(x) is the body’s mass density. In many cases
of interest, we consider rigid bodies with a constant density u,, i.e., u(x) = g xy(x), where
xv(x) is the indicator function associated to the body’s volume and shape with respect to its
center of mass. In this case, a closed formula for My (x) can be found. To do this, we as-
sume the body’s surface to be locally flat on the lengthscale r. For ro ~ 10~’m this appears
reasonable as the surface irregularities due to the atomicity of matter will be on a scale of
1071 —10™°m and thus invisible to the collapse operators. We define a function d(x) that
quantifies the distance between a spatial point x and the rigid body’s surface dV and such that
d(x) > 0 if x is within the body and d(x) < 0 if x is outside of the body. Clearly, when d(x) > 1
one has that M¢y(x) >~ ug/mg while d(x) < —1 implies My (x) ~ 0. Then, it remains to
understand how to compute My (x) for all the spatial points whose distance from the rigid
body’s surface is comparable with r.. Because of our assumptions, at this scale the surface
appears as a plane (see Fig. 1) so that for each point we can choose a coordinate system in

5See Secs. 8.3 and 8.4 of Ref. [1].
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which a variable (say, y3) lies on the line connecting x to V. Formally, this coordinate system
is reached by first making a translation so that x = 0 and then a rotation R which leaves g, (y)
invariant. Then, the Gaussian integration along the orthogonal directions gives one and we
get

M (x) =~ mio f Py po(y)g, (x—y) = :1—2 J Py xy (Ry+x) g, (¥) =

o (2mrE)1/2 73 mg

d.yl d

Mo +00 ) e YiI2re  oyi2rg d e~ Y3/2r? o (d(x)) 16
Mo ) oo 2 (2rr@)l/2 (2nr2)t/2 ’

I'c

where we recall that ®(z) = [1 + erf(z/+/2)]/2 is the cumulative distribution function of the
standard normal distribution®. By taking the limit . — O one obtains the result named “sharp
scanning approximation” in Ref. [1]. Moreover, we can use Eq. (16) as a general formula
for any x as it correctly gives My (x) ~ 0 when d(x) < —1 and My (%) ~ ug/my when
d(x) > 1. This novel way of writing an approximate version of My (x) will be used in
Sec. 4.2 to compute the effects of the spontaneous collapses on the dynamics of a rigid body.

4 Phenomenology of the generalized models

In this section we explore the phenomenology of the generalized CSL and PSL models. In
order to do so, hereafter we specialize to the case in which f (M(x)) = M*(x). Moreover, we
will also write v, instead of v to denote the coupling constant so to remember that now we
are considering only powers of the smeared mass density operator.

4.1 Single particle dynamics

Let us start by considering a single particle of mass m. Neglecting the standard Hamiltonian
of the particle, the density matrix in position representation evolves as follows:

d
o (@]pe]a”) =-Tu(@)(q|p|q"), d:=d'-q",
2a 2a

Y m o o 2_ m _ad?/(4r2

r@="1e (1) f ax[gt - gt =2, (2] [1-eeted],
nri/a 3/2

MO =g @), A LD

My (2711*%)

where q denotes the vector position operator for the particle. We can see that, with just one
particle, the dynamics are functionally (but not physically) equivalent for any value of a. The
most important difference when varying a is the variation of the functional dependence of
the decoherence rate on the particle’s mass. The mass dependence cannot be eliminated in
any way and makes the models behave differently in practice, even if they appear formally
equivalent.

The standard (a = 1) CSL collapse rate [2] amounts to y; ~ 10~2°m?®s™! and corresponds
to A; ~ 2.2 x 1077s7! when choosing r- ~ 10™/m, which could be taken as the reference
value for the collapse radius [2]. The collapse rate A; corresponds to the decoherence rate
I(d) of Eq. (17) when d > r; and m = m,, i.e., when we are studying the dynamics of a

%1t is straightforward to check that if we compute the above quantity near a surface separating two rigid bodies
with densities u; and u, we get Mcy(x) = (u,/m)@(d(x)/rc) + (Uy/my)[1 — @(d(x)/rc)], with d(x) > 0 if x is
within the body with density y;.
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nucleon. Taking this as a reference, we can get the same decoherence rate for a = 1/2 by
simply choosing A/, = 71/, ~ 2.2 x 1077571, Notice that a = 1/2 is the only value of a for
which, once y,, is chosen, A, is independent of r.

The decoherence rate of Eq. (17) is also equivalent to the GRW dynamics of Ref. [4], and,
in fact, when considering a particle with Hamiltonian H = $?/2m, we can directly read the
evolution of the density matrix by looking at Egs. (3.6) and (3.7) [pag. 34] of Ref. [4]:

p.(d,q") = fdkdgxe‘ik"‘Ft(k, 9 —q")p5Mq +x,q9" +x), (18)

1
(2m)3

2a t 2
Ft(k,d):exp{—ka(ﬂ) [t—J exp[—i2 (d—szk) ]ds]}, (19)
mgy 0 4rg m

and pf’Ch denotes the density matrix which evolved uniquely under the standard Schrodinger’s
evolution. From the above equation, following again Ref. [4], one can get the time evolution
for averages of observables. The average values of position and momentum are not affected
by the spontaneous collapses. However, their squares are:

A A Aa 2a y2 . R Aa 2a 2
()= (@) 22 () o ()= 2(m) 5o e

where the subscript j = 1,2, 3 denotes an arbitrary direction and (O)s., denotes the value the
operator would have in absence of spontaneous collapses. We see that different values of a
lead to different dynamics because of the different dependence on the mass, which is indeed
of the same kind as for the decoherence rate.

All of the previous equations have been derived assuming a completely isolated particle.
If this is not the case, the dynamics of the single particle depends on the surrounding masses
when a # 1 and this change is appreciable if these other masses are located within a distance
comparable to r of the particle under scrutiny. We can see this by exploiting the unitary
unraveling of Eq. (8). The stochastic force acting on the particle becomes

where

F=(i/m[V(t),p]= aﬁm(mﬂo) J ExMIX[Ve, (-0 wx 1), (21

where we see that only for a = 1 the force remains the same. For a > 1, every additional par-
ticle within the radius r increases the force felt by the particle under consideration [cf. (2)].
For a < 1, the presence of additional masses lowers the magnitude of the force exerted on
the particle under consideration. In particular, considering N + 1 particles and focusing on the
decoherence of the N + 1-th one (labeled by the subscript p), we get

de

a a2
x[(—grc(x z)+Z grc(zk z)) —( A z)+Z grc(zk ))]

(22)

d Y
_ptp)( p)Yp) zadestzl dSZNpt(xpszl’---:ZN;yP:Zl)---’ZN)X

(p) ™)

If we assume that p, = p*) ® p™ we get that pP( MNP where

Xp;Yp) = _Fa( 5Ypa pt

10
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(N (N
Fa(XprPth )) = ?stngzl "'dBZNpt )(Zb ZN;le'-'JzN)x

a a2
x[(—grc(x z)+Z grc(zk z)) —( 8y — z)+2 grc(zk—z))]

(23)

Focusing on any m;, we can see’ how increasing it increases I, (x s Yps pEN)) if a > 1, leaves
it unvaried for a = 1, and decreases it for a < 1. In the PSL model, the intuition behind this
behavior stems from the fact that the probability of a collapse event is related to the amount
of total mass around the point at which the event takes place. If very heavy masses are nearby
(on the r. lengthscale) two locations at which a small-mass particle is spatially superposed,
the collapse events are mainly due to the heavy masses and so the small-mass particle is not
localized.

4.2 Rigid body dynamics

We now focus on the dynamics of a rigid body. We start by analyzing their decoherence rate,
which is given by [see Eq. (15) and cf. Eq. (17)]

r™(D) = %‘” f B[ M, (x) — ME,(x—D)]*. (24)

Generally speaking, M )(x) is hard to evaluate exactly. However, it can be easily estimated
when considering rigid bodies with dimensions much larger than r in all directions and whose
coarse-grained density u(x) varies on scale larger than r.. Then, the Gaussian convolution
mostly has no effect on the density so that we can write My (x) >~ u(x)/my®. Substituting
this back in Eq. (24), we have:

rM(D) ~ nf—z J &®x {u?*(x) — [u()u(x—D)]*}. (25)

0

When D is larger then the body dimensions (i.e., u(x)u(x — D) = 0 Vx), the decoherence
rate reduces to IM = (y,/my) f d3x u?*(x), which corresponds to the single particle case
[cf. Eq. (17)] only for @ = 1/2. Moreover, for @ = 1/2, the terms in Eq. (25) assume a
clearer meaning. The first one corresponds to the total mass M of the body. The second one
corresponds to the integration of the geometric mean between the densities associated to the
body’s center of mass being in positions 0 and D.

Let us now consider a rigid body whose center of mass is governed by the Hamiltonian
P2/2M, where P is the momentum operator of the center of mass. The decoherence rate is
given by Eq. (24) and does not modify the dynamics of <13> and (Q), where Q is the position

operator of the center of mass’. However, the spontaneous decoherence does modify the

7To see this mathematically, one can take the derivative of the term inside the square brackets with respect to
my./my. The result would be 2ag, (z, —2)[(...)§ — (... )7 ][C... (... );‘1], with implicit meaning of symbols.
For a > 1, the two quantities within square brackets have the same sign while, for a < 1, they have opposite sign.

8This is called sharp scanning approximation in Refs. [1,5].

°See Sec. 8.4 of Ref. [1] or Sec. IIL.B.3 of Ref. [5].
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average of the following quantities'®

A N 2
<Q?> = <Q12'>5ch t7a 3M?2 tSCJ”
A A A K2
({Q;-2}) = ({Q): B} )y + Yaq G (26)

<131'2> - <1512>Sch + 7ot C,

where the subscript j = 1,2,3 denotes an arbitrary direction, <é>Sch denotes the value the
operator would have in absence of spontaneous collapses, and C; = f dsy[angM(y)]z.

In Refs. [1, 5], the quantity C; is estimated for the standard!'! CSL model considering a
parallelepiped of constant density g with edges L, Lo, L3. We greatly generalize this result to
any constant density rigid body whose surface can be assumed locally flat on an r scale and

for a generic exponent a. This is done by employing Eq. (16) (see Appendix B). The result is

2a
Cj=a (%) % nj()ds,  G(a):= f dz 8% 2(z)e ™, 27)
0 c Jav

where JV is the rigid body’s surface, n;(x) the j-th component of the unit normal vector n(x)
to the surface, and ®(z) = [1 + erf(z/+/2)]/2 is the cumulative distribution function of the
standard normal distribution. The function G(a) can be computed exactly for « = 1 and
a = 3/2 giving G(1) = /7 and G(3/2) = +/7/2. Indeed, the value for a = 1 coincides with
the one given in Ref. [5]. In general, we did not find other special cases but G(«a) is easy to
compute numerically. We report its graph in Figure 4 (see Appendix B). The numerical value
fora=1/21s G(1/2) ~ 5.675.

From Eq. (27), using the fact that >’ i njz.(x) =1and M = uyV, we can write the following
formulas:

A A Yo [ Mo \2* H2a?G(a) A . . Uo \2* H2a?G(a)
(@=(@ha+ 35 (ne) e va BI=harra(f2) A

(28)
where A is the surface area of the rigid body. In the above formulas, the only extensive prop-
erties of the rigid body are its area and its volume. So, we see that by increasing the body’s
dimensions the impact on the momentum dispersion increases but that on its position dis-
persion decreases. Moreover, also the impact on the rigid body’s energy decreases with the
dimensions of the rigid body as we have

4(B ) rldol ()t a 09
dt \ 2mM 4nremg  \myg vV’

Two comments on Egs. (28) and (29) are in order. First, a comparison with the single
particle case [cf. Eq. (20)] shows that in the constant density rigid body’s case the role of the
particle’s mass m is taken by the rigid body’s density and not by its total mass M. Second, the
dependence on A and V hints at how the effects of the spontaneous collapses can be maximized
so to obtain more stringent experimental bounds on the free parameters of the spontaneous
collapse theories. For example, if we were interested in maximizing the energy increase we
should search for a body shape which maximizes its surface area for a given volume, keeping
in mind that we still need it to always be large with respect to r. for the formulae to hold. In

19By redoing the calculations, we noticed that the result in Refs. [5] and [1] contains an erroneous 1/2 factor.
"More precisely, the CSL model which is not mass-proportional. However, for bodies with constant density the
two models are equivalent up to a numerical factor.

12



SciPost Physics Submission

other words, its thickness should be much larger than r, everywhere. This idea has already
been explored for the standard CSL model in Refs. [30-32].

As a final note, we think that the appearance of the rigid body’s surface area in Eq. (28) can
be intuitively understood as follows. Let us look at Eq. (8) with M(x) ~ Mu(x) [Egs.(15)
and (16)]. Well inside the rigid body, the collapse operator becomes proportional to the iden-
tity while well outside the body is vanishing. So, the stochastic force acting on the center of
mass is applied on the rigid body’s surface and this explains why the momentum dispersion
changes proportionally to the area of the rigid body. Moreover, the proportionality of this force
to (ug/mg)® is again clear from Egs. (8) and (16).

4.3 Spontaneous Radiation

One of the most striking consequence of spontaneous collapse theories is that they entail the
emission of spontaneous radiation from charged particles [24]. This is easily understood by
unraveling the master equation of Eq. (7) by means of a stochastic potential, which acceler-
ates charged particles in random directions. This unraveling is discussed in Appendix A. In
addition, this peculiar phenomenon can be used to put some of the most stringent bounds on
the parameters of the standard CSL model [28,29, 33].

Let us start by considering a single charged particle with mass m and charge e (the electron
charge). Exploiting the unitary unraveling of Eq. (8), we can see how the particle is subjected
to the force (see Appendix C)

= /mV0.p] =7 () f X[V (@—RW(x, 0, (30)

which accelerates the particle and, therefore, makes it emit radiation by bremsstrahlung. In
Appendix C, by employing Larmor’s formula'?, we derive the radiation emission rate'® dI' / dE,
which turns out to be:

moy

ar [ ( m )2“—2 ahe? ] b, (nr2/a)’? -
dE 4m2ggmirac3 | E’ « = Ta (27”%)30 ’

where g is the vacuum permittivity and E is the energy of the emitted radiation*. We notice
that the radiation emission is independent of the particle mass only for a = 1. In fact, when
a = 1, the stochastic force is proportional to the mass thus giving an acceleration that is
independent of it. For a > 1 we have the peculiar prediction that by increasing the mass of a
particle we also increase its spontaneous radiation. On the other hand, for a < 1 we have that
the radiation increases by decreasing the mass of the particles.

Eq. (31) has been derived under the assumption that the radiating particle is isolated.
Intuitively, this holds approximately true as long as there are no other masses within a distance
rc from the particle under consideration. If there are other masses within this radius, the
collapse operator changes and, therefore, also the stochastic force on the particle. In particular,
the force acting on the particle becomes that of Eq. (21), where we see that only for a =1 the
force remains the same. For a > 1, every additional particle within the radius r increases the

12Even if this calculation is not fully quantum-mechanical, it agrees with the fully quantum-mechanical one, as
shown in Refs. [26,34].

13This is the number of photons at a given energy, emitted in all directions, per unit time. Notice how, in Eq. (31),
the term within square parentheses is dimensionless.

14Eq. (31) contains an apparent infrared divergence which, citing Ref. [24], can be treated in a standard way.
It poses no physical consequences as the total power is given by P(t) = de E[dI' /dE]. On the other hand, this
integration leads to an ultraviolet divergence. This has to be ignored because the emission of high energy photons
could only be treated within a relativistic spontaneous collapse theory.
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force felt by the particle under consideration [cf. (2)]. For a < 1, the presence of additional
particle decreases the force exerted on the particle under consideration, thus decreasing the
amount of emitted radiation.

Now let us consider the radiation from a body, analyzing the case in which this body’s
dimensions are much larger than . One could be tempted to make the rigid body assumption,
compute the acceleration of the center of mass due to spontaneous collapses and use that
acceleration to compute the emission. This would be wrong, as shown in Appendix D. The
physical reason is that one needs to consider the actual (but still semiclassical) force exerted on
each particle individually, as that is the force causing the acceleration that makes the particles
emit photons. This stochastic force depends, loosely speaking, on the amount of mass in a
ball of radius . around the particle. Therefore, one qualitatively expects to substitute the
mass in the above formulas with the density of the body. Another effect to consider is whether
the particles emit coherently or incoherently. If the wavelength Ay, of the emitted photons
is much larger than the distance d, between the particles and d, < r¢ then this lump of
particles behaves as a single particle of charge Q, where Q is its total charge, because of the
compoundation property. In the regimes d, > A, or d, > r¢ we instead expect an incoherent
emission. In the former case due to the fact that the electromagnetic wave can resolve the
individual position of the emitters and in the latter to the fact that their accelerations will be
uncorrelated. In our case, we will be interested in X-rays experiments, which offer the most
useful data, so that we can consider the protons in nuclei to emit coherently but the electrons
to emit incoherently. By applying the above considerations to a body of constant density made
of Np atoms, we get (detailed calculations in Appendix D):

20—2
ar _ a7/2(l‘0(mr6)3) ANy [Q} +Nee*] | 2,

— (32)
dE 4n2ggmirécd | E

mo
where g is the vacuum permittivity, u, is the constant density of the emitting body, Qy = Ze is
the nucleus charge and N, the number of electrons (in each atom) participating in the radiative
process. If, instead, we consider r- to be much larger than the emitting body’s dimensions,
the stochastic force exerted by the spontaneous collapses will be the same for all the atoms in
the body. Thus, we just have to use the single particle formula [Eq. (31)] for the emission rate
but with charge Np [Q% + N,e?]:

20-2 N, [ Q% + N, €2
%:[a(M) e\, ©3)

4n2eomiricd | E

Mo
where M is the total mass of the body. For a = 1, Egs. (32) and (33) are equivalent and
correspond to Eq. (5) of Ref. [28]. This is again a consequence of the stochastic force being
proportional to the mass. Notice, moreover, that the above equation is derived under the
assumption that there are no additional masses within a radius r. of the body. If this is not
the case, the same considerations expressed under Eq. (21) hold: additional masses would
increase the amount of emitted radiation for a > 1 and decrease it for a < 1.

As a final comment, let us notice how Eq. (32) on the one hand and Egs. (31) and (33)
on the other show us a different behavior with respect to the collapse radius r. In the single
particle case [Eq. (31)] and when r is larger than the emitting body [Eq. (33)], increasing
rc lowers the spontaneously emitted radiation, as expected from the fact that ro — oo cor-
responds to standard quantum mechanics. However, for r smaller than the emitting body’s
dimensions [Eq. (32)], this behavior changes whether a < 4/3 or a > 4/3. For a > 4/3 we
have the counterintuitive effect that by increasing r we also increase the amount of emitted
radiation. On the contrary, for both the PSL (o = 1/2) and CSL (a = 1) models, increasing r
decreases the amount of emitted radiation in both regimes (small and large r).
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5 Theoretical and experimental bounds on the generalized models

Given the results of the previous section, we now discuss the lower and upper bounds on
the parameters A, and r. of the generalized CSL and PSL models. In Secs. 5.1, 5.2, 5.3, we
explain how these bounds are obtained and refer the reader to the appendices for the detailed
calculations. Then, in Sec. 5.4, we compare the models with different values of a.

5.1 The lower bound: localization of a thin graphene disk

Spontaneous collapse models aim at explaining the emergence of the macroscopic world. This
implies that the impact of the collapses on the standard unitary dynamics cannot be arbitrarily
small. So, there have to be lower bounds dictated by this necessity. Here, we follow the
requirement proposed in Ref. [22], even if other choices are possible [34-36].

For the standard CSL model, the theoretical lower bound is obtained by requiring that
a single-layered graphene disk of radius rp = 10™°m is localized within 7, = 1072s when
starting in a spatial superposition of two locations separated by the same distance rj. These
values of r; and 7, are chosen as an estimation of the spatial and time resolution of the human
eye [22]. The graphene disk is made of atoms occupying an area nr> where r, = 107'm
and each of them has mass m, = 12m,. Assuming they fill the space of the disk, the disk
contains n, = (rp/r,)*> = 10'° atoms. In Appendix E, we obtain a generalization of Adler’s
formula [22], first obtained in Ref. [34]. This formula quantifies the decoherence rate of the
graphene disk’s center of mass. Its generalized version is

2a
(D) ~ A, [1 _e—aDz/(4rg)i|’ A, = N, (man(rc)) A

a n(re) My
1, re <Tg, (34)
n(re) =1 (re/ra)? rq ST¢ <Tp,
Mg, I'p <T¢,

where D is the distance between the two positions of the center of mass on the plane of the
graphene disk. The formula is not exact, but a more sophisticated analysis gives the same
qualitative results. Since the theoretical lower bounds already contain a noticeable degree
of arbitrariness, the error of the generalized Adler’s formula is completely negligible (see Ap-
pendix E for more details). It is worthwhile noticing that Eq. (34) is different from Eq. (25),
which was derived under the assumption of a rigid body whose extension is much larger
than rc in all directions. Here, the graphene disk is instead considered to be basically two-
dimensional, hence the difference. A particular case of interest is obtained for @ = 1, which
gives Ay/9 = (M/mg)A, /5 independently of r, where M is the total mass of the graphene
disk. In other words, the decoherence rate is exactly the same of a single particle of mass M
[cf. Eq (17)].

The theoretical lower bound can now be found by requiring that I“(SM(rD) > 1/tp = 10%Hz:

2a
Aa(rc)z[rp ng (man(rc)) (1_6—(a/4)rg/rg)] . (35)

n(re) mg

Notice that this bound has been derived assuming that, for any r, there are no other masses
nearby the graphene disk in that radius. This makes no difference as long as r- < rp but it can
drastically change the decoherence rate for r >> rp, [see the discussion below Eq. (21)]. When
a > 1, the presence of other masses increases the decoherence while for a < 1 it decreases it.
Therefore, the theoretical lower bound obtained in Sec. 5.4 is valid in empty space and should
actually be much higher when considering more realistic situations.
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5.2 Upper bounds from spontaneous radiation

One of the strongest bounds on the standard CSL noise comes from the spontaneous radiation
of free or quasi-free particles [28,29, 33], the strongest being the one presented in Ref. [33].

In the experiment of Ref. [33], the radiation from 44.1 kg of Germanium is measured in
the range [19 — 100 keV]. The atomic radius of Germanium is'® 1.22 x 1071%m, its lattice
constant is 5.66 x 1071°m, and its mass density is u, = 5327 kg m~>. For ease of notation, let
use introduce [dI' /dE]|, and [dT' / dE]|gp,, which are, respectively, the theoretical prediction
on spontaneous radiation and the (total) measured radiation. The experimental upper bound
is obtained by imposing [dI" / dE]|, < [dT' / dE]|gy, because if this were not true, the predicted
spontaneous radiation should be higher than the detected one, thus experimentally refuting
the model. If some of the sources of the measured radiation are characterized, their radiation
can be subtracted from [dI' / dE]|g,, in order to attain even stronger bounds on the collapse
parameters.

An analysis of the kind above is conducted in Ref. [33]. Since we are interested in bounding
A4 as a function of r it is convenient to write [dI' / dE]|, = A,K(a). The result of Ref. [33]
isthat 1; < rg x 4.79 x 10~ 's7'm™2, which we use to get

< dr/dElExp _ dF/dElExp K(l) _ zK(l)
= K(a) = K1) K(a) CK(a)
where, denoting by D the typical dimensions of the emitting body, [cf. Eqs. (32) and (33)]

X 4.79 x 107 's'm2, (36)

2—2a

K| _ o | Ho(v27re) K :a—l(M)Ha (37)
K(a) re€D mgy ’ K(a) re>D mgy .

These formulae allow to compute the upper bounds, despite not having a formula for the
regime ro ~ D. This is achieved by analyzing where the bounds coming from the regimes of
small and large r. intersect and by joining the two curves (see Sec. 5.4). We also point out
that the above formula for the regime ro < D is valid for r; > 5.66 x 1071%m, the lattice
constant of the Germanium crystal. This is not a problem because r. < 10~m is not allowed
(see Sec. 5.4).

In Eq. (37), for ro > D, we used M = 44.1 kg. This value does not keep into account
the exact geometry of the experiment and, most importantly, does not keep into account the
presence of other masses around the Germanium emitters. Following the discussion below
Eq. (21), what this implies is that the estimated bounds that we derive are conservative for
a > 1 and stronger than the actual ones for a < 1. For a = 3/2 or a = 2 (the values used for
Fig. 2), this is not a problem as we will see that already with this value of M the conclusion
to be drawn is that the models with @ > 1 have to be discarded. For a = 1/2, the upper
bound due to spontaneous radiation when r > D is much higher than those coming from
gravitational wave detectors (see Sec. 5.3).

5.3 Upper bounds from gravitational wave detectors

The gravitational wave detectors Advanced LIGO and LISA Pathfinder are characterized by an
extremely small noise. As such, their calibration can be used to put bounds on spontaneous
collapse models [37]. Here we generalize the analysis performed in Ref. [37] to case of the
generalized CSL and PSL models.

15See https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Germanium. We point out that, in the experiment of Ref. [33], a large part
of the Germanium is enriched. Therefore, its atomic weight and other properties are slightly different than those
used here for our estimations. These differences are hardly appreciable at the level of resolution of the exclusion
plots of Sec. 5.4. Therefore, this discrepancy does not change the conclusions that we draw at the end of this
section.
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LIGO LISA
Mass [kg] 40 1.928
a[m] 4x10° 0.376
L [m] 0.02 0.046
R [m] 0.017 N/A
Skxp [kg°m?s 7] | 9.025 x 10* | 2.5091 x 10~

Table 1: This table shows the parameters used in Ref. [37] to compute the standard
CSL bounds. Notice that the experimental force noise spectral density of LIGO has
to be divided by 4 while that of LISA by 2 when comparing them with Eq. (38).

Both LIGO and LISA monitor the distance a between pairs of masses. In the former case,
there are perpendicular two arms in the detector and in both of them two cylindrical masses of
radius R and length L are separated by a distance a along the arm. In the latter case, there is
only one arm and the masses are cubes of side L. These quantities are reported in Table 1. The
derivation of the upper bounds, in this context, is based on the rigid body assumption and on
approximations allowed by the fact that the displacement of each particle in the apparatus is
small with respect to r.. In particular, one exploits the unitary unraveling of Eq. (7) to analyze
the stochastic force acting on the centers of mass of the bodies composing the apparatuses in
the frequency domain, so to obtain the so-called force noise spectral density S'® which has to be
compared with the experimentally measured one Sg,,,, reported in Table 1'7. The theoretical
force noise density, computed in Appendix F, is equal to

2a
3
S| P G0 TGO S aS/ZhZAa(M)Zaf (o)
= 5 =——7F| — —al,
re<L,R a m, 27‘[5/21'3 p re>L,R 4ﬁr2 m, S re
(38)

where i, is the bodies density, Ap the area of their cross-section'®, and f(x, a) is a function
reported in Eq. (FE6) of Appendix F. Contrary to what has been done in Ref. [37] we did not
find expressions of S valid for any value of r.. The method employed there could not be
used in this more general case due to the higher mathematical complexity of the models with
a # 1. However, as already discussed for the radiation bounds, we can plot the two curves
corresponding to the regimes of small and large r. and join them where they intersect. The
error made in the region where is neither much smaller or much bigger than both L and R does
not change the qualitative results of Sec. 5.4. As a final note, we mention that the experimental
noise of LIGO has to be divided by 4 because there are two arms in the experiment and the
noise is measured with a one sided-spectrum [37]. Similarly, for LISA, we have to divide the
experimental noise by 2 because of the one-sided spectrum used in measurements [37].

5.4 Comparison of the models and exclusion plots

Having collected all the bounds for the experiments considered in Ref. [37] and Refs. [28,33],
and having computed the theoretical lower bounds following Ref. [22], we can compare the
different models. The results are presented in Fig. 2.

Taking for granted the theoretical lower bounds, we see that the model with a = 2 is
experimentally excluded; in particular, the radiation bounds alone are sufficient to exclude

161n Ref. [37], this is denoted as Spz(w). However, we will see it is actually independent of w as we are dealing
with a white noise force.

7In Ref. [37], the data reported are the square-root noise spectrum for LIGO and the acceleration noise for LISA.
In the table, we report the minimum of the force noise spectral density coming from those data.

184, = L2 for the cube and A, = nR? for the cylinder.
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Figure 2: Exclusion plots for different values of a. The lower bound is computed by
means of Eq. (35), the radiation bounds by employing Egs. (36) and (37), and the
LIGO and LISA bounds by employing Eq. (38) and Table 1.

it. The model with a = 3/2, instead, is almost excluded but the GRW value ro ~ 107m is
nevertheless ruled out. For a = 1, corresponding to the standard CSL model, we have the
exclusion plot reported in [38]. The errors due to using approximate formula with respect
to Ref. [37] have no consequences on the shape and dimensions of the allowed parameter
region. Finally, the PSL model (a = 1/2) turns out to be the most resilient to the experiments
considered, showing a non-bounded region of allowed parameters. Focusing on the region
around rc ~ 1077m we see that the allowed values of 1, /2 comprise an interval that is different
orders of magnitude higher than for A,. Indeed, experiments that we have not considered
because they were not providing additional bounds for @ = 1 could instead be the source of
significant bounds for a = 1/2. Moreover, as discussed in Sec. 5.1, the theoretical lower bound
could be much higher starting from r. 2 107> m because the presence of other masses in a
radius r. of the disk decelerates its decoherence. So, to localize the disk within the required
time, the collapse rate A, /, should be higher.

Future experiments could rule out the CSL model (a = 1) while still leaving a region of
allowed parameters for the PSL model (a = 1/2). In Fig. 3, we show how the exclusion plot of
the PSL model changes when we artificially modify the experimental data so that they would
exclude the CSL model. We can see that in all three cases considered, a complete refutation of
the CSL model would not rule out the PSL model. We stress again, however, that the theoretical
lower bound are quite debatable.
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Figure 3: Exclusion plots of the PSL model for different modifications of the experi-
mental data such that the CSL model would be experimentally ruled out.

6 Conclusions

In this paper, we introduced generalized versions of the Continuous Spontaneous Localization
(CSL) model [2] and of the Poissonian Spontaneous Localization (PSL) model [16]. In both
cases, this general version leads to the same master equation in which the collapse operators
are functions of the smeared mass density. We have shown how these generalized models
retain two important properties such as compoundation invariance [21] and the decoupling
of the center of mass dynamics. Then, we have specialized to the case in which the collapse
operators are generic powers a of the smeared mass density operator and derived general
formula for their phenomenology. Then, these results have been used to compare the theoret-
ical predictions with experimental data, as already done for the standard CSL model, and we
concluded that models with a > 1 seem unlikely while the PSL model (a = 1/2) seems to be
more resilient than the CSL one to experimental confutation.
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A Unraveling by means of a Stochastic Potential

Here we show that the master equation (7) admits a unitary unraveling, a standard result used
in the context of collapse models since Ref. [24]. More in general, let us consider a master
equation of the following kind:

d i

-~ — _ I _1 3 3 e e
3P = h[H,pt] 5 J xdyD(x,y)[Lx),[Ly), pc]], (A.1)

which corresponds to Eq. (7) when D(x,y) = y6(x—y). The unitary unraveling is given by
adding the following stochastic potential to the Schrodinger equation:

V()= hJ dBxLxw(x, t), (A.2)

where w(x, t) is a white-in-time noise characterized by
E [W(X, t)] = 0) E [W(X: t)W(Y)S)] =0 (t _S) D(X, Y), (A?’)

where D(x,y) = D(|x—y)|).
To prove the validity of the unraveling one starts with a density matrix p, and evolves in
time to t + &t, up to second order in 6t, according to a certain realization of the noise with

t+6t

U(t+6t,t)= Texp{—%J

t

H’(s)ds} o~

i t+ot 1 t+6t prty
~]1—— H'(s)ds— — H'(t))H'(t,)dt,dt,, (A.4)
h t hz t t

where H’(t) = H + V(t). The average density matrix is obtained by taking the average over
the noise of p, 5, = U(t + &t,t)p, U'(t + &t,t) and keeping only terms up to first order in
5t. The heuristic argument’® to do so is to consider [w(x, t)] ~ 6t~ 1/2 so that, for example,

a term like fﬁV(tz)dtl dt, and f\?(tl)V(tZ)V(tg)dtl dt, dt5 are both of higher order and
t+6t A

have to be neglected. Then, one must use equalities such as E [ f V(s) ds] =0,

t

t+6t pt+6t
E U J dt; dt, V(tl)pt\?(tz)] = ﬁ25tJ EPxdyDx,y)L(x)pLly),  (A5)
t t

and

19This connected to the idea of writing w(x, t) = dW,(x) / dt, where dW, (x) is the generalized Wiener increment
such that dW, (x) dW, (y) = D(x,y)dt. This kind of generalized Wiener increment can be obtained by convoluting
the usual Wiener increment. See page 22 (492) of Ref. [2].
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t+6t ity
E[f f dey de, V(f1)V(f2)Pt] =
t t

t+5t pt
= f? |:J J o(t; —ty)dty dt21| J Exd’y D(x, MLE)L(y)p, =
t t

= %hZJ d3xd3yD(x,y)IA,(X)f,(y)pt_ (A.6)

The master equation is finally obtained by writing p, = lims,_,o(0¢+5: — )/ 5t.

Since we provided a unitary unraveling with a white noise potential, one may wonder if
the same can be obtained with a Poissonian potential. We did not find any such unraveling.
However, by slightly generalizing the Poisson noise, we can find one which is unitary albeit
non-linear in the case when D(x,y) = y6(x—y). We use a Poisson-like function N (x, t) which
can take positive and negative values, i.e., it can assume only the values —1, 0, and +1 with
+1 being equiprobable and their probability infinitesimal. So we have N2(x,t) = |N(x,t)],
E[N(x,t)]=0,E[IN(x,t)]]=(L%(x)), and E[N(x, )N (y,5)] = (L2(x)) 5 (t—s)5 ) (x—y). We
can now define our stochastic Hamiltonian as H'(t) = H—h/7 f d*x L(x) <i2(x) >_1/2 N(x,t).
The same procedure as before leads to the correct master equation with D(x,y) = y6(x—y).

B Calculation of momentum spread for a general rigid body

We compute the quantity C; = f d3x|:3ngM(x)]2 appearing in Egs. (26) and (27). To do
this, we use Eq. (16). Then, a simple substitution gives

2a —dz(x)/r?7
cj:JdBX[angM(x)]zzaz(&) Jq>2a—2(d(x))e —[0d] d*x.  ®.1)

mg rec 27'CTC

To proceed with the calculation we have to consider that all non-negligible contributions
to the above integral come from spatial points near the surface. In particular, we can evaluate
0;d(x) by considering that, for all relevant points (like those depicted in Fig. 1), a small dis-
placement v changes the distance from the surface by n(x)-v, where n(x) is the unit normal vec-
tor to the surface 8V on the closest point to x. Then, one gets?® that —0;d(x) = n(x)-e; = n;(x),
where e; is the unit vector in the j-th direction. Let us now choose a point on the surface and
a local orthogonal coordinate system such that two coordinates vary on the locally flat surface
and the third one, which we denote by z,, varies perpendicularly to it. With these coordinates,
we get that EZP n(x) = 0 and d(x) = 2, so that we can integrate along the z, coordinate:

+00 g —z2/r2 1 +oo
f (I)Za—z( % )e s, f $202 (5) e dg = S\ (B.2)

2 =
rc/) 2mrg 27re ) _oo 27re

The function G(a) has to be computed numerically. A plot of it is given in Fig. 4. The remaining
integration to do is a surface integral of the scalar function nJZ.(x), ie.,

M 1 2a
Ci=a’ (——) Gla) n?(x)ds. (B.3)
mgV 2nre Jay

For a parallelepiped, for example, we have that n%(x) = 1 on the faces perpendicular to the
third direction and zero otherwise. The integral then gives fav nlz.(x) dS =2L,L,, thus giving
back the result obtained in Ref. [1,5].

20The minus sign is due to our convention choice for d(x).

21



SciPost Physics Submission

_' T T T T T T T T T

5F .

4t y
~ L

S 3r ]
S

2F .

1F .

0__1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 17

0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2 1.4 1.6 1.8 2.0

a

Figure 4: Plot of G(a).

C Semiclassical derivation of the emission rates from Larmor’s
formula

We compute the emission rate of a free particle by means of a semiclassical derivation based
on Larmor’s formula. This approach can be found in Refs. [26,28,34].
The power of radiation emitted by a point particle with charge q is

72 > 3
1 — ~ ~
PO= gsat= L o | dware 0 0 o),
. j= (C.1)
dar
P(t) :f dwhw—-y,
0 dw’

where the first equation is Larmor’s formula and d;(w) is the Fourier transform of a;(t). The
second equation is the integration over all frequencies of the rate of photons emitted at a given
frequency times their energy. According to our unitary stochastic unraveling [see Appendix A],
the free particle is subjected to the following acceleration:

59 i[x“/() 1= lr(moﬂ @x[87(@=0,p; Jwix,0) =

m  hm m

3 @ (A B
m (mo) de[ajgrc(q x)w(x, t) =
:h — (ﬂ)aJdBX[ajggc(q—X)]Jda)ﬁ/(X,w)e—iwt' (C.2)
s

m mg

| 3

2
Thus, we have
T

m

m \* . .

(=) f dx (38 (4—x)1i(x, ). ©3)
mg c

We can now compute the average power in frequency. Using

E[w(x, 0)w(y, w)] = 8(w + )6 (x—y), (C.4)
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we get

q2h2 3 5
E[P(t)]= W( ) Zfdxdydwdv{

(18,82 (@— 011882 (@—y)]) Elw(x, »)iv(x, w)]e—f”+w)f} =

3

%y, ( Za
 12m2gyc3m?2

R L 2“ 3
—0Q

So, by comparison with Eq. (C.1) we get that

dr(e) q*hy, m 2 S 3 " )
dw ~ 6m2eyc3m2w e ; d°x[9;¢; (X)]°. (C.6)

Jdgxdw ]g @ (x)]? =

For a point particle we can analytically solve the integrals and we get

32, dr akeq’h m \*
JERTI 2 9 —Ba _ - __ "rad - (—) s C.7
J X108 (I = 572 - (2mrg) dw  4m2eocm?riw \mg “7

which is Eq. (31).

D Semiclassical derivation of the emission rate of a large body

In this Appendix, we derive Eq. (32) and Eq. (33). First, we do it by considering the emission
of each particle independently and using heuristic arguments on whether the emissions sum
coherently or not. Then, we follow Ref. [28] and make a more sophisticated calculation.
Finally, we show how using blindly the rigid body assumption leads to an incorrect result.

D.1 Derivation with heuristic arguments

Starting from the actual formula for M(x) we get that the acceleration of a single particle is
m . . Fi(w)
ME) =D e, (@—x), = d(w)=——
X mgy m

:ahmﬂ f BrM(1)[8;g,. (D, w),
0

(D.1)
where m is the particle of the mass under consideration. This expression does not depend on
the type of particle because we are assuming that the nuclei and the electrons occupy basically
the same place on a scale of r- and almost all emitting particles are well-within the body.
When r is much smaller than the body’s dimensions, we can employ the macroscopic density
approximation and the sharp scanning approximation to get

dj(w)=a m ud~ 1Jd3 0; &, (1) J(r, w), (D.2)

which is the same acceleration as that of a single particle with the replacements m — m¢/a,
(m/my)* — ,ug_l, and g;"c — g,.- Then, summing the charges according the whether the
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emission is expected to be coherent or incoherent according to the discussion in Sec. 4.3, we
can immediately write down the final result:

dar(t) 2 a’fiy, §2e2 3 2 _
Ao =Np [QN +N,e ]67T2£ T E d°x[d;g(x)]" =
zhzaz 7/2)”72 23a2a2
Uy (2rnrg)
=Np[ Q2% +N,e? =Np[Q2% +N,e? D.3
p[Q +N. ]32n7/260c3 2212w p[Q +Nee?] 32n580c3m%0‘r8w (b-3)

The formula for r much larger than the body’s dimensions is simply the formula for a
single emitting particle with Np [QIZV + Neez] in place of ¢2.

D.2 More rigorous calculation

Here we adapt the calculation presented in the Appendix of Ref. [28] to our generalized CSL
models. The first part of the appendix is devoted to finding approximate formulas for the
power of the emitted radiation at long distances from the source. This is independent of the
spontaneous collapse model we use and will be our starting point. We have that?

1 [ee] +00
P(t)=—F— f dcof dyel @Ry /N g.q iJ; j(w, ), (D.4)
64miegcd | e lZ]: P

where Rq, is the radius of the sphere over which we measure the emitted radiation, n is the
unit normal vector on the sphere surface and pointing outward, and

Ji,j(w’ V) =

-4 [fi(w) : fj(v)(b2 — Dsin(b) + bcos(b)

b3

2 .
—i‘f(w)i‘?(v)(b 3)s1n(ll))3+3bcos(b):|’
(D.5)

where b = |co (r;) + v(rj)|/ ¢, with r; the position of the j-th particle, and we are using the
convention that upper indices denote the spatial direction. To get to the above formulas, one
has to heavily rely on the idea that R, and [r| are both much larger than (ry), so that we can
use almost everywhere this average in place of r;, the actual position of the particle. This
average does not change in time.

The acceleration of the particles in frequency domain is

r’(a)) = a— J d3r M 1(r)[8]grc(qk —1)w(r,w), where Ww(r,w)= | dte tw(r,t).

(D.6)
With the conventions we are using, we have E[#(r, 0)W(r’, )] = 26 ®)(r—r')6(w+ 7). Again
we exploit [r| > (g) to make the substitution g, — (r) both in g, (x) and M(x). So now we
can compute the averages

E[#(w) - £ ()] = 2’ —Z J Pr M2 07 g,, (1) =D v, () — 016 + ),

2

E[#}(w) - i, (v)] = 2ma® ;:n fdg M2 (0)[0% g, (1) = 0)1[0% g, (1) —1)15 (e + ).
0
D.7)

ZlContrary to the rest of this work, for ease of comparison with Ref. [28], we will use their conventions for
Fourier transforms.
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We can assume that, for the vast majority of particles within the emitting body, all directions
look the same so that we can write ]E[i‘;{(w) . '1";<,(v)] = (1/3)E[#(w) - T} (v)], for all directions
j. This leads to

8msin(b)

azhz_}f 1672 sin(b)
3b 2

E[Ji,j(w, v)]= 3b

E[f(w) -t (v)] = 6(w + v)fi - (D.8)

0
where

fp =, f Er M2 (0)[07g,, (1) D@ g, (1) — 1)1 (0.9)
j

Substituting this in the expression for the power, we get

a’h? J+°° sin(b; j(w,—w))
dw :

Y
P(t)= ——— T q:f
(¢) 127r260c3m(2)izj:qlqul’] b j(w,—w)

where b; ;(w,—w) = (w/ c)| (r;) — <rj>|. Comparing this result with the decomposition of P(t)
as an integral over the emission rate one gets

, (D.10)

dr, sin(b; j(w, —w))
iqif; - D.11
do 67128 c?’m0 lZJ:q Ui b; j(w,—w) (b-11
Now we consider two relevant regimes:
dr; a’hy
|<ri> ( >’ > A, = do = 6r2e, c3m wzqk'fkk’
(D.12)

dr;
|<ri>_<rj>’ <<)Lw = d_ai = 67'[28 c3m wquq]fl])

where A, = 27c/w is the wavelength of the emitted radiation. Since the case we are interested
in is that of a solid composed of only one type of atoms, we can simplify the calculation by
exploiting the compoundation property for the nuclei. We treat each nucleus as a single particle
of mass My and charge Q. Electrons are instead always taken as being at distances much
larger than A, among themselves and with the nuclei. However, since an atom has dimensions
much smaller than r¢, their position can be taken to always coincide with that of the nucleus.
The contribution of each atom is the same so we have just to compute it for one of them and
multiply by Np, the number of atoms in the emitting body. Moreover, we notice that fj j is
the same for both nuclei and electrons once one makes the approximations that the electrons
average position is at their nucleus position. Therefore we get

dr; 2 2 a’hy
— =N, + N, _— 5 D.13
dw P [QN e ] 6n2£0c3m2wfk’k ( )

where N, is the number of electrons participating in the emission. Using the macroscopic
density approximation and the sharp scanning approximation, we can substitute M(x) with
Wo/my, the density of the emitting body. Thus we get

SMZa —2 2 2a
2a—2 2 2 3 i 2 _ o
fkk —3‘U1 a— aJd l‘[algrc(r)] = T/Zg (D.14)
The final formula is then
dr Zh 20—2 7/21 h(znr2)3a 2a—2
t_NP[QN 2] - Yz - 5_NP[Q12\I+Nee] 24,8,
dw 32m2e5cdmy®w m3/2r 32m5e0c3myriw
(D.15)

which is the same as Eq. (D.3).
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Figure 5: Theoretical lower bound for the localization rate A, as a function of . The
curves obtained using Eq. (35) are denoted by the subscript “Adler” in the plot legends
while those obtained using Eq. (E.16) are denoted with the subscript ro < rp. The
parameters used are r, = 10_10m, rp = 10°m, m, = 12mg, ny = 1010, T = 10_25,
ID| = rp. There is a good agreement in the region 1071°m < ro < 10™°m, as ex-
pected. For rc > 10~°m there is no need to make comparisons because Eq. (E.19)
and Eq. (34) give the same results.

D.3 Getting the wrong result by blindly using the rigid body assumption

When treating an ideal rigid body, we assume that all particles undergo the same exact accel-
eration, i.e., that of the center of mass. Based on their distances compared to the wavelength
of the emitted radiation they can emit coherently or not. As explained in the main text, we
consider that protons in nuclei emit coherently while electrons and different nuclei do not.
Charges emitting coherently are first summed and then squared in Larmor’s formula while for
incoherent emission one just adds the square of the charges. Repeating the calculation of the
single particle case with M¢,,(x) would get us to

dr(e)

fiyq : a
= Np[Q% +N,e? | ——2—— ;J d*x[FM* (%) T, (D.16)

6m2enc3m2w
where the integral seems exactly as the one we computed in Appendix B. If we were to treat

as in there, we would get

dr(t)
dw

= Np [Q% + N,e?]

2 2a
* My (Kl) G(a) (D.17)

612e0c3M2w \my V 27re

where A is the surface area of the rigid body. Indeed, the above equation does not coincide
with Eq. (32). As predicted, the complete rigid body assumption is not appropriate for this
problem.

E Localization of a thin disk

We explain how to obtain Eq. (34) of the main text in Sec. E.1. We also get a more sophisticated
formula in Sec E.2. The two results are compared in Fig. 5.

E.1 Generalized Adler’s formula

As explained in Sec. 5.1, we consider every atom (of mass m,) of the graphene disk to occupy
an area nrf, while the disk has radius rp.
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If r > rp, because of compoundation (see Sec. 3.1), we get that

M 2a
I™(D) = A, [1 — e—aDZ/(‘“%)], where A, = (—D) Ay, (E.1)
Mo
where M, is the total mass of the disk.
In the opposite regime, r. < r,, we can write

M(x) = Z—j}Zngmk —x)~ Z—Zgrc(ch(x—é)—x) (E.2)
k

where q,(x—Q) is the position of the closest atom to the spatial point X, given a certain position
of the center of mass of the disk. If there is more than one atom minimizing this distance, than
we are sufficiently far away from all of them that M(x) ~ 0, therefore it does not matter that
there are more contributions from equidistant atoms, since all of them are negligible. In this
case we get [cf. (24)]

2

2 0 ’

m 2a
~N,Y, (m_a) d3ngca(x).
0

We have made the approximations to neglect the cross terms because for most values of D the
lattices correspondent to the two center of mass superpositions will not overlap over a coarse
grain of ro < r,. Performing the calculation, we get

[M(p) o Ya (Z_)Zf d*x[ g2 (9.0 —x) — g2 (q.(x— D) —x—D)]
(E.3)

m 2a ) , m 2a
IM(D) ~ 2v/2n, (—“) Ay ~ Ay [1 —e oD /(4rc)] , where A,=n, (—a) Ao- (ED)
my my

The last substitution has been made in order to obtain the same result of Adler’s formula for
re L rg [22].
Finally, let us consider r, < r- < rp. In this case, we write

M(x) = 2—0 > g (@—x~ Z—Zn(rc)grc(é—x), (E.5)
k

where n(r¢) = (r¢/r,)? estimates the number of atoms giving a meaningful contribution to
the action of M(x) on the center of mass. The number of circles of radius r- covering the
disk can be estimated as (rp/rc)? ~ ng/n(rc). Then, since yafd?’ngc"‘ ~ Mg Lcf. Egs. (17)
and (17)], we can estimate the total decoherence rate as

2a
IMD) ~ Ay [1—e /WD, where A, = —° (man(rC)) A, (E.6)

The three formula obtained above can be put together as follows

(re) 2a 1, re <Tg,
n m, n(r
Ay =—5 ( a ¢ ) Ag> where n(rc) =1 (re/ra)? rq <rc<rp, (E.7)
n(re) mgy n <y
a» D C-

This is the generalized Adler’s formula.
To be sure of the validity of our generalized Adler’s formula, we deal with this same prob-
lem in a more sophisticated way in the next subsection.
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E.2 Homogeneous thin disk calculation

Here we compute the decoherence rate of the disk generalizing the calculations detailed in
section 4 of Ref. [22]. Unfortunately, the generalization cannot be done by following exactly
the same steps due to the higher mathematical complexity of the generalized CSL and PSL
models. We stress that these calculations are valid for ro > r,.

In this regime, we can assume that the coarse-grained density is constant and we write it
as follows:

_ Mp _ Mp/myg 3 (_(X—Y)z)
u(x) = mlz)ng(X), = Mcu(x) = (mge)(%@wfd y xp(y)exp a2 ) (E.8)

where Mj, is the total mass of the graphene disk, rp, is its radius and y, is an indicator function
for a disk of radius r and depth £. To compute the convolution we exploit the convolution
theorem?? and first compute the Fourier transform of the Gaussian and of the indicator func-

tion?? yz
o 1 ik- _ 272
g(k) = (27_[)3/2 J d3yexp(—ﬁ)elky = rge rck /2,
) rn€ k € (Eg)
7 (K) = 3 iky _ D 1. Dsi ( - )
¥p(k) (27:)3/2Jd yxp(ye —mlkD|J1(rD| p|)sinc 5 )

where k;, denotes the projection of k on the k,-k, plane and J; denotes the Bessel function
of the first kind?*. Considering that the graphene is a single layer we have that ¢ < r so we
can take ¢ — 0 to simplify our calculations. We get

3
Mp/m rer J1(rplk .
Menx) = — o/ % 3/2 — sy 1Un ko) Dl)e_rgkz/ze_lx'k,
(nri)(2nrE)3/2 Von Ikp|
_5
_ Mp 2 (E.10)

=————Gy(r,rp,rc),

GZ(r’rD’rC):J dkp Jo(rkp)Jy (rpkp)e*o7e/2,
0

where x; is the z-component of x and r is the radial one on the x-y plane. It does not seem
possible to derive an explicit (non-integral) expression for G,(r, rp, r) except for the following
special cases:

2 /.2
1— e To/2r2 1—e_rD/rCIo(rg/r(27)
G5(0,rp,1r¢) = ——, Go(rp,p,T¢) = >

E.11
D 2rp ( )

where I, denotes the modified Bessel function of the first kind®>. These two cases give the
value of My (x) at the center of the disk and at its border. We can also find approximate
values in the two regimes ro < rp and r; > rp. When r < rp, we can set r = 0 while for
the other regime we must expand J;(rpkp) to first order. We get

1 n _.270.2
Gy(r,1rp,0) = —Oy(rp —r), Go(r,1p, Tl e —DZ e /e, (E.12)
185 2rg

22Notice that because of the convention we are using for the Fourier transforms, the convolution theorem gets
the form F {f » g} = (2n)*2F {f} F{g}.

ZNotice that we take the disk to be planar on the x-y plane.

24See https://reference.wolfram.com/language /ref/BesselJ.html?q=BesselJ.

%5See https://reference.wolfram.com/language/ref/Bessell.html.
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G,(r,rp,0) corresponds to the two exact cases calculated before when setting ©4(0) = 1/2
and taking the limit r; — 0. On the other hand G,(r, p, 7¢)|;, <. corresponds to both exact
cases when they are expanded to first order in ry,.

The general formula for I‘(SM is now given by

2a 2a
rgM(D):Y_a(%) ( 2 ) ;arCJdZX[Gg(x)—Gg(X—D)]Z, (E.13)

2 \m (2n)3/2rerp

where we used fexp(—ozz2 / rg) dz = v/mre/+/a and the fact that D is assumed to lie in the
x-y plane.

Let us start by considering the case G,(x, rp,0). Then, the integral in Eq. (E.13) evaluates
to1/ rlz,a times the area of the non-overlapping regions of two circles of radius rj and distance
ID|. This area is 27r2 if d = |D| > 2r), while it is given by

A(d) = 2nr2 —4r? { arcsin 1— (i)z — i 1-— (i)z (E.14)
oD b 2rp 21y 21y ’ '

for 0 < d < 2rp. By defining dp, = d/(2rp), we get
r‘™(p)=

Cva(Mp V[ 2\ R 2 N e U o
_?(m_o) ((271:)3/27‘07'[)) Ja @{H—Z[arcsm( 1—dD)—dD 1_dD:|}’

(E.15)

from which we can compute, in analogy to Eq. (35)%°,

Aa(rc)z[TD%(zmﬁ)za(:—C)M—Z(n—Z[arcsin(\/1—&12,)—&1) 1—&]_2,])]_1. (E.16)
0 D

Indeed we have Fo(,,:M (0) = 0. Some special cases of interest are

o= o () (2 ) e 2B (2, ),

2 \m, (2m)32rcrp Ja r3*\3 4
_ M,
Iy (rp) > 6.1x 107" x Yl/zm_D (E.17)
0
Mp)\* 1 Mp)\* 1
IM(rp) =55x10"%x 1, (—D) =5.5x 1072 x A, (4nr2)>? (—D) 5
my ) rerk Mo/ Tclp
Let us now consider the case G,(x, rp, ¢)lr, <r.- We get
2 a a 2 rC27 D 2 —ad?/4r?
d2x[G4(x) — G(x—D)] =S|k [1-e ], (E.18)
c
so that ,
M a
r™ (D) = 1, (—D) [1—eedrart], (E.19)
mo

as expected from compoundation. Indeed, this is the same result of the generalized Adler’s
formula [Eq. (34)] for re > rp.

263ee also Eq. (17) for the definition of A,.
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F Analysis of the spontaneous collapse noise for LIGO and LISA
Pathfinder

The goal of this section is to derive Eq. (38) of the main text. We will make a unified analysis
valid for both LIGO and LISA Pathfinder in the two regimes ro < L,R and r; > L,R [cf.
Table 1].

E1 Large collapse radius regime

Let us start with the regime - > L,R. In this case, every body B in the experiment can be
considered as a point particle of mass M and position operator Qz. Moreover, we consider that

the displacement AQz = Qp — Q(O) of each body from its rest position Q%O) is much smaller
than r. So, we can write:

M= () [Zng(QB x)]a
( )[Zgrc(Q“” X)— ZVng(Q(O)—x)-AQB]a,
(L) [Stot o] ~a() [Zoeia o] Soseia-n-s6

B B’
(E1)
Due to the unitary unraveling of Eq. (8), we can consider as if on each of them acts a stochastic
force given by:

Fu(0) = 70,0 ] =anvra (20 ) [ s {Zgrc(o“’)—x)] V8, (0 —x0w(x, ),
0

(E2)
where w(x, t) is a white noise with E[w(x, t)] = 0 and E[w(x, t)w(y,s)] = 6(t —s)6) (x—y).
The physical quantity discussed in Ref. [37] is the force noise spectral density?” S which is
defined in terms of Fourier transform?® of the stochastic force along a specific direction that
we will call x;, as S(w) :=(1/2) f E[{F(w),F(w')}]dw’. The stochastic force has the same
form as above with the substitution w(x, t) — w(x, w), where w(x, w) = 1/% f w(x, t)e'“tdt.
Asimple calculation® shows that E [w(x, w)w(y, w’ )] = 5(w+w')5® (x—y). For the LIGO and
LISA detectors discussed in Ref. [37] the considered stochastic force is F(t) = [F;(t)—F5(t)]/2
so that its force noise spectral density reads®°

232 2a
S(w)z%(mﬂ) x
0
x f (2. (Q1 —%) + g, (Qy =] [ 8,8 (Q1 =) — 8, &, (Qu —x) ' d®x, (E3)

where we see that, as expected, S(w) does not depend on w due to the noise being white in
time. Since the two bodies are displaced along the x;-axis, we can immediately perform the

?7In Ref. [37] is denoted as Spr(w). However, we will see it is actually independent of w as we are taking a
white noise force.

28 Contrarily to Ref. [37], we define the Fourier transform with the prefactor 1/+/27 instead of 1.

2For simplicity, let us consider w(t) such that IE[w(t)W(t )1=6(t —t’). Then,
E[w(w)w(w)] = (l/Zrt)fIE[W(t)W(t Yeietel't e de’ = (1/2n)fel(°’+“’ dt = 5w+ w).

30Hereafter we write Qy instead pf Q(o) to lighten the notation.

30



SciPost Physics Submission

integration over the other directions. We can also change coordinates for x; so that Q; = 0
and Q, = —a, obtaining:

2 2a
S= ofyq (M) X

_4a+1n2a—1réa—2 my
saa [ X1g, (x1)—(x; +a)g, (x1+a)]?
Xf[grc(x1)+grc G +a)]™ [ & > e dxy, (E4)
C

where g, (x1) = [V2mr 7Y exp[—xf/ng]. By making the substitution @ = a/r; and
X = x;/rc one gets

alt?y, M %@ a a2, [ M \2* a
5= gt (my) 5 ee)= ot () 5Goe)

where
- o 20—2 - s 2
fo(d, ) = J [e75/2 4 /2] ¢ (£ — (% + @)e &0 2] 4z (E6)

We have that

2 V/T(3+4ala—1))

a5/240—2

, f(a>>1,a)=ﬁ (E7)

f(a<<1:a)=a (13/2’

and

fla,1)= ﬁ[1 - (%az — 1) e—a2/4]’

f(a,3/2) = % 2?” [1 + (§a2 — 1)e—a2/3], (E8)

f(a,2)= %\/g[l + (Sa2 — 1) g2 4 2a2e_(3/8)a2] .

Unfortunately, we could not analytically solve the integral for « = 1/2. However, a simple
analytical function sufficiently similar (for our purposes) to it is

fla,1/2) ~2v2m (1—e"972). (E9)

On can check that this has the correct limiting behavior for d < 1 and @ > 1.

E2 Small collapse radius regime

In the regime r- < L, R we have to consider the constituents of the rigid bodies. However, we
will still consider values of r- much larger than the distance between the atoms and molecules
composing the rigid bodies.

We denote each particle with two indexes: B and k. Index B denotes to which macroscopic
body the particle belongs to, while index k enumerates them within the B-th body. In this case,
we can write the smeared mass density operator as follows

MO =D M), Mp(0 =3 2 g (G5 —%), (F10)
B k 0

where qp ; denotes the position operator of the k-th particle within the B-th body. As in the
previous subsection, we consider rigid bodies oscillating around their equilibrium positions.
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We write qp j = quo)k +AQg . + Qp, where q is the equilibrium position of the k-th particle

in the B-th body, Qj is the displacement operator of the B-th rigid body center of mass®!, and
AQp  is the remaining displacement operator at the level of single particle and not accounted
for by Qp. However, under the rigid body assumption, this last operator can be neglected as
all particles are assumed to move together. Moreover, assuming that the displacement of each
rigid body is much smaller than r., we can expand at first order in Q/r. and write®?

My 2 35 (a0 (0 =) Qo] = MP00 - VP00 @y, D)

where /\/lg))(x) Dk ”:,fo" ( E;O)k —x). We also define MO (x) = 3, Mgo)(x). Since we are

interested in the generalized case with collapse operator M*(x), we write
M*(x) = (Mm)(x) ~ 2, VM- QB) ,
B
~ (MO)* —a (M) > v MP) - Qs
B
a a—1 A
(MOE)* -~ aZ (MP)" YMP ) Qs,

= (M) ZV(M(‘”(x)) -Gy,

(E12)

12

where, for the last line, we have exploited the fact that different bodies occupy different posi-
tions33.
ions
We need the stochastic force acting on a body in the direction x:

Fy(w)= hmJ Exd,, (MP ) Wix, ). (E13)
Then, as before, we compute the spectral density S related to F(t) = [F,(t)—Fy(t)]/2:
= Yol
4
| xflen (4000) T+ [o (M) T 2o, (100) 22, (+200) ]}

(F14)

Since the second body is identical to first but displaced along the x;-axis by a length a, we can
write M(ZO)(X) = M(lo)(x— ae, ), with e; the unit normal vector on the x-axis. It follows that

5= %ﬁz J @x{[ e, (MP00) ][, (MP) 8, (MPx—aen) ]} @19

We recall that we are considering objects of volume V = Ap L, where Ap is the (constant)
cross-section perpendicular to the x;-axis and L is their length across the x; axis. Their centers
are separated by a distance a along this same axis. Then, for each them we can write

M0 = 2, = (MP0) = (L) sttt @10
mgy my

31With respect to an equilibrium position Q(O).
32Notice that V denotes the gradient with respect to the position vector x.
33This approximation is debatable when r. > a. However, in this regime we always have r. < L S a.
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Figure 6: Comparison between the approximated bounds derived from Eq. (F19) for
a =1 and the more exact result of Ref. [37].

where xp = (x5, x3) are the coordinates on the plane perpendicular to the x;-axis and yp(xp)
denotes the indicator function for the constant cross-section of the rigid body under consider-
ation. Indeed, this cross section must be characterized by a radius R > r. for our approxima-
tions to work. The function s;(x;) is given by

) +L/2d e~ (x=y)’ /21 1[ f(L+2x) f(L—2x)]

s1(x) = — = —|er +er ,

! L D ez 2T\ avar Woin
e—(L+2x)2/8r§ _ e—(L—zx)Z/Srg

LY 27Trc

(E17)

si(x) =

which in turn implies 0, (Méo)(x))a = a(ug/mgy)* ;(p(xp)s‘f_l(xl)s’l(xl). To compute the
integral in Eq. (E15) we can neglect the second term because r < a. We get

B2 R 2 2a [t ,
S YTJdSX[axl (Mg))(X)) ] =a2ApY_(&) f dx; [5(11_1(951)51(’“1)]2:

2 mo — oo

3
2, Tal® (Mo Gl@) _ ) 12 (o @74pGla) (27r2) ™
=aAp—|— | —=A,—|— 2 (E18)
2 \mg mre 2 \mg m5/2r p
E3 Comparison with exact results for standard CSL
Summing up, the results we obtained in the previous subsections are:
S N "2 [ M \2@ a7/2APG(a) (27-”.2)30‘ S aS/ZhZAa M 2 d
lreer = ey (m—o) Vaarsiad s Slrest = W (m—o) f; (E,a),
(E19)

where V = LAp is the volume of the rigid body, L its length, and Ap the area of its cross-
section®#. The above formulae, corresponding to Eq. (38) of the main text, can be used to set
upper bounds on the spontaneous collapse parameters. In Fig. 6, we compare the bounds set
by them with the more precise ones obtained in Ref. [37]. We can see how the two methods
give the same result.

34A, = L? for the cube and A, = mR? for the cylinder.

33



SciPost Physics Submission

References

[1] A. Bassi and G. Ghirardi, Dynamical reduction models, Physics Reports 379(5-6), 257
(2003), doi:10.1016/S0370-1573(03)00103-0.

[2] A. Bassi, K. Lochan, S. Satin, T. P Singh and H. Ulbricht, Models of wave-function col-
lapse, underlying theories, and experimental tests, Rev. Mod. Phys. 85, 471 (2013),
doi:10.1103/RevModPhys.85.471.

[3] A. Bassi, M. Dorato and H. Ulbricht, Collapse models: A theoretical, experimental and
philosophical review, Entropy 25(4) (2023), doi:10.3390/e25040645.

[4] G. C. Ghirardi, A. Rimini and T. Weber, Unified dynamics for microscopic and macroscopic
systems, Phys. Rev. D 34, 470 (1986), doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.34.470.

[5] G. C. Ghirardi, P Pearle and A. Rimini, Markov processes in hilbert space and continuous
spontaneous localization of systems of identical particles, Phys. Rev. A 42, 78 (1990),
doi:10.1103/PhysRevA.42.78.

[6] P Pearle and E. Squires, Bound state excitation, nucleon decay experiments and models of
wave function collapse, Phys. Rev. Lett. 73, 1 (1994), doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.73.1.

[7] M. Carlesso and S. Donadi, Collapse models: main properties and the state of art of the
experimental tests, In Advances in Open Systems and Fundamental Tests of Quantum Me-
chanics, pp. 1-13. Springer, doi:10.1007/978-3-030-31146-9 1 (2019).

[8] M. Carlesso, S. Donadi, L. Ferialdi, M. Paternostro, H. Ulbricht and A. Bassi, Present
status and future challenges of non-interferometric tests of collapse models, Nature Physics
18(3), 243 (2022), d0i:10.1038/s41567-021-01489-5.

[9] L. Didsi, A universal master equation for the gravitational violation of quantum mechanics,
Physics Letters A 120(8), 377 (1987), doi:10.1016/0375-9601(87)90681-5.

[10] L. Didsi, Models for universal reduction of macroscopic quantum fluctuations, Phys. Rev. A
40, 1165 (1989), doi:10.1103/PhysRevA.40.1165.

[11] R.Penrose, On gravity’s role in quantum state reduction, General relativity and gravitation
28, 581 (1996), doi:10.1007/BF02105068.

[12] R.Penrose, On the gravitization of quantum mechanics 1: Quantum state reduction, Found.
Phys 44, 557 (2014), do0i:10.1007/s10701-013-9770-0.

[13] A. Tilloy and L. Di6si, Sourcing semiclassical gravity from spontaneously localized quantum
matter, Phys. Rev. D 93, 024026 (2016), doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.93.024026.

[14] A. Tilloy and L. Diési, Principle of least decoherence for newtonian semiclassical gravity,
Phys. Rev. D 96, 104045 (2017), doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.96.104045.

[15] J. L. Gaona-Reyes, M. Carlesso and A. Bassi, Gravitational interaction through a feedback
mechanism, Phys. Rev. D 103, 056011 (2021), doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.103.056011.

[16] N. Piccione, A proposal for a new kind of spontaneous collapse model, Found. Phys. 54, 4
(2023), doi:10.1007/s10701-023-00739-1.

[17] R. Tumulka, On spontaneous wave function collapse and quantum field theory, Proceedings
of the Royal Society A: Mathematical, Physical and Engineering Sciences 462(2070),
1897 (2006), doi:10.1098/rspa.2005.1636.

34


https://doi.org/10.1016/S0370-1573(03)00103-0
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.85.471
https://doi.org/10.3390/e25040645
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.34.470
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.42.78
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.73.1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-31146-9_1
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41567-021-01489-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/0375-9601(87)90681-5
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.40.1165
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02105068
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10701-013-9770-0
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.93.024026
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.96.104045
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.103.056011
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10701-023-00739-1
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspa.2005.1636

SciPost Physics Submission

[18] N. Piccione and A. Bassi, Newtonian gravity from a poissonian spontaneous collapse model,
In preparation (2025).

[19] H. M. Wiseman, S. Mancini and J. Wang, Bayesian feedback versus markovian feedback in
a two-level atom, Phys. Rev. A 66, 013807 (2002), doi:10.1103/PhysRevA.66.013807.

[20] A. Tilloy, General quantum-classical dynamics as measurement based feedback, SciPost
Phys. 17, 083 (2024), doi:10.21468/SciPostPhys.17.3.083.

[21] A.Rimini, Compound objects as particles in quantum mechanics, Found. of Phys. 27, 1689
(1997), doi:10.1007/BF02551445.

[22] M. Toro$ and A. Bassi, Bounds on quantum collapse models from matter-wave interferom-
etry: calculational details, Journal of Physics A: Mathematical and Theoretical 51(11),
115302 (2018), do0i:10.1088/1751-8121/aaabc6.

[23] R. Tumulka, Foundations of quantum mechanics, vol. 1003,  Springer Nature,
doi:10.1007/978-3-031-09548-1 (2022).

[24] Q. Fu, Spontaneous radiation of free electrons in a nonrelativistic collapse model, Phys.
Rev. A 56, 1806 (1997), doi:10.1103/PhysRevA.56.1806.

[25] A. Tilloy, Ghirardi-rimini-weber model with massive flashes, Phys. Rev. D 97, 021502
(2018), do0i:10.1103/PhysRevD.97.021502.

[26] S.Donadi, Electromagnetic Radiation Emission and Flavour Oscillations in Collapse Models,
Ph.D. thesis, University of Trieste (2014).

[27] S. Donadi and A. Bassi, The emission of electromagnetic radiation from a quantum system
interacting with an external noise: a general result, Journal of Physics A: Mathematical
and Theoretical 48(3), 035305 (2014), do0i:10.1088/1751-8113/48/3/035305.

[28] S. Donadi, K. Piscicchia, R. Del Grande, C. Curceanu, M. Laubenstein and A. Bassi, Novel
csl bounds from the noise-induced radiation emission from atoms, The European Physical
Journal C 81(773) (2021), doi:10.1140/epjc/s10052-021-09556-0.

[29] S. Donadi, K. Piscicchia, C. Curceanu, L. Didsi, M. Laubenstein and A. Bassi, Un-
derground test of gravity-related wave function collapse, Nature Physics 17 (2021),
doi:10.1038/s41567-020-1008-4.

[30] A. Vinante, M. Carlesso, A. Bassi, A. Chiasera, S. Varas, P Falferi, B. Margesin,
R. Mezzena and H. Ulbricht,  Narrowing the parameter space of collapse mod-
els with ultracold layered force sensors,  Phys. Rev. Lett. 125, 100404 (2020),
doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.125.100404.

[31] S. L. Adler, A. Bassi and M. Carlesso, The continuous spontaneous localization layering
effect from a lattice perspective, Journal of Physics A: Mathematical and Theoretical 54(8),
085303 (2021), doi:10.1088/1751-8121/abdbc8.

[32] L. Diési, Two invariant surface-tensors determine csl of massive body wave function, In
Do Wave Functions Jump?, pp. 217-226. Springer, doi:10.1007/978-3-030-46777-7 17
(2021).

[33] Collaboration, Search for spontaneous radiation from wave function col-
lapse in the majorana demonstrator, Phys. Rev. Lett. 129, 080401 (2022),
doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.129.080401.

35


https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.66.013807
https://doi.org/10.21468/SciPostPhys.17.3.083
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02551445
https://doi.org/10.1088/1751-8121/aaabc6
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-09548-1
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.56.1806
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.97.021502
https://doi.org/10.1088/1751-8113/48/3/035305
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-021-09556-0
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41567-020-1008-4
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.125.100404
https://doi.org/10.1088/1751-8121/abdbc8
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-46777-7_17
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.129.080401

SciPost Physics Submission

[34]

[35]

[36]

[37]

[38]

S. L. Adler, Lower and upper bounds on csl parameters from latent image formation and
igm heating, Journal of Physics A: Mathematical and Theoretical 40(12), 2935 (2007),
doi:10.1088/1751-8113/40/12/S03.

A. Bassi, D.-A. Deckert and L. Ferialdi, Breaking quantum linearity: Constraints from hu-
man perception and cosmological implications, Europhysics Letters 92(5), 50006 (2010),
doi:10.1209/0295-5075,/92/50006.

W. Feldmann and R. Tumulka, Parameter diagrams of the grw and csl theories of wavefunc-
tion collapse, Journal of Physics A: Mathematical and Theoretical 45(6), 065304 (2012),
doi:10.1088/1751-8113/45/6/065304.

M. Carlesso, A. Bassi, P Falferi and A. Vinante,  Experimental bounds on col-
lapse models from gravitational wave detectors, Phys. Rev. D 94, 124036 (2016),
doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.94.124036.

D. G. A. Altamura, M. Carlesso, S. Donadi and A. Bassi, Noninterferometric ro-
tational test of the continuous spontaneous localization model: Enhancement of the
collapse noise through shape optimization, Phys. Rev. A 109, 062212 (2024),
doi:10.1103/PhysRevA.109.062212.

36


https://doi.org/10.1088/1751-8113/40/12/S03
https://doi.org/10.1209/0295-5075/92/50006
https://doi.org/10.1088/1751-8113/45/6/065304
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.94.124036
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.109.062212

	Introduction
	Continuous and Poissonian spontaneous localization models
	Two general features retained in the generalized CSL and PSL models
	Compoundation invariance
	Decoupling of a rigid body center of mass

	Phenomenology of the generalized models
	Single particle dynamics
	Rigid body dynamics
	Spontaneous Radiation

	Theoretical and experimental bounds on the generalized models
	The lower bound: localization of a thin graphene disk
	Upper bounds from spontaneous radiation
	Upper bounds from gravitational wave detectors
	Comparison of the models and exclusion plots

	Conclusions
	Unraveling by means of a Stochastic Potential
	Calculation of momentum spread for a general rigid body
	Semiclassical derivation of the emission rates from Larmor's formula
	Semiclassical derivation of the emission rate of a large body
	Derivation with heuristic arguments
	More rigorous calculation
	Getting the wrong result by blindly using the rigid body assumption

	Localization of a thin disk
	Generalized Adler's formula
	Homogeneous thin disk calculation

	Analysis of the spontaneous collapse noise for LIGO and LISA Pathfinder
	Large collapse radius regime
	Small collapse radius regime
	Comparison with exact results for standard CSL

	References

