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The Chandrasekhar limit for white dwarfs has been confirmed by many astrophysical observations.
However, how to obtain it theoretically in models which rely on other-than-Heisenberg’s uncertainty
principles, which are predicted by some quantum gravity theories, is not a trivial task. In this
manuscript, we will derive the Chandrasekhar mass assuming an uncertainty relation proposed in
the framework of Doubly Special Relativity, exhibiting both a minimal length and a maximum
momentum. We will show how to re-obtain an asymptotically vanishing radius for the star in the
limiting subcase of the Heisenberg uncertainty principle: this is the same behavior as in the original
Chandrasekhar’s derivation, but not when the more popular Generalized Uncertainty Principle is
assumed. We will argue that this is related to the difference in the classical limit of these two different
generalized uncertainty principles, enlightening that the modified uncertainty parameter considered
here behaves like a finite temperature. The role of a maximum momentum in guaranteeing the
stability of the configuration, and in providing a finite pressure for the degenerate electrons’ gas, is
also analyzed.

I. INTRODUCTION

The three fundamental constants ~, c and G represent the realm of quantum mechanics (via Heisenberg’s uncertainty
principle), special relativity (via the dispersion relation between energy, mass and momentum), and gravity (via the
Newton’s force law). In the modern formulation according to which the latter two theories are merged, both c and
G enter Einstein’s equations of general relativity, which up to date have passed various observational tests, with
remarkable precisions. On the other hand, there is still no universal consensus regarding if – and how – c and G should
play some role in modifying Heisenberg’s uncertainty principle. According to the so-called “Generalized Uncertainty
Principle” (GUP) the Heisenberg principle should be modified as

∆x∆p ∼ ~
2

[1 + β2(∆p)2] , (1)

where β = 1/(Mpc) with Mp =
√

~c
G being the Planck mass; switching off gravitational effects by considering G→ 0

the textbook uncertainty relation is reproduced. One advantage of this proposal is that a minimal length naturally
arises as postulated by various quantum gravity theories/models [1–6]. Interestingly, this modification of quantum
mechanics affects the Hawking evaporation of black holes in such a way that stable remnants may exist [7], and even
constitute viable candidates for dark matter [8]. Since laboratory settings are far from probing this energy regime,
astrophysical phenomena constitute the only available arena with recent claims that the observed baryon asymmetry
may be due to GUP-induced effects [9], while another signature would be a weaker stochastic gravitational wave signal
sourcing from the phase transition in the early universe [10].

Furthermore, one possible remedy for the Greisen-Zatsepin-Kuzmin (GZK) anomaly in the production of cosmic rays
through particles collisions with the cosmic microwave background radiation might be by requiring also a maximum
value for the momentum [11]. A specific uncertainty relation which accounts for the existence of both a minimal
length and a maximum momentum has been constructed in [12, 13] and slightly modified recently in [14] to an
expression which is not restricted to even functions of the momentum; in this latter paper the toy-models of the
one-dimensional box and harmonic oscillator problems have been studied. The existence of maximum/minimal values
for the momentum/length may potentially cure also the IR/UV divergences that plague the field theory computation
of the value of the cosmological constant [15]. It is clear that meaningful extensions of the Heisenberg principle should
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not only tame open tensions but also being consistent with all the previously well established physics. For example,
when describing the matter content of white dwarfs and neutron stars adopting the GUP, (re-)obtaining the maximum
value for the stellar mass has required some not-so-trivial thinking [16–19]. This is a crucial test that newly formulated
theories need to pass because a maximum value for such masses has been theoretically predicted by various authors like
Chandrasekhar [20, 21], Landau [22], Stoner [23], Tolman-Oppenheimer-Volkoff [24, 25] and confirmed observationally
[26, 27]. Therefore, an assessment of the uncertainty relation proposed in [14] with respect to these astrophysical
requirements is in order. We refer the reader also to [28–32] for some further investigations of the properties of stellar
configurations in gravitational equilibrium in other-than-Heisenberg models.

The major concern here pertains to a peculiar phenomenon that was soon noticed when applying GUP to white
dwarf physics – the Chandrasekhar limit seems not to exist anymore under GUP correction; see [16, 18]. Among the
possible resolutions to this puzzle is to take into account general relativistic effects properly. The reason is simple: if
quantum gravitational effect like GUP is already important, then surely general relativity needs to be considered. In
fact it was already suggested in [16] that the GUP-corrected Tolman-Oppenheimer-Volkoff (TOV) equation would be
required to fully model the stars; though in that work it was instead suggested as a possible solution that perhaps
the GUP parameter is negative. Subsequently, in [19, Sect.3.1.2] it was explained how to obtain the maximum value
for the mass of a white dwarf in the high-momentum limit by implementing the equation of state of a degenerate
electron gas, which is sensitive to the GUP corrections, into the Tolman-Oppenheimer-Volkoff equations; the procedure
worked as follows: the mass-radius relation was obtained, the maximum radius of the configuration was estimated
and then used in that equation to get the maximum value of the mass. Although this result has resolved the tension
between astrophysical observations and some GUP models, it may not fully reflect Chandrasekhar’s way of thinking
who emphasized that his mass limit actually arises when the size of the white dwarf is vanishing1 [21]. In this paper,
we will show that following the same method of [19], but adopting the uncertainty principle called GUP* formulated
in [14], it is possible to re-obtain the Chandrasekhar mass consistently with his point of view. In fact, we will show
that in the limiting subcase in which corrections beyond the Heisenberg uncertainty principle are switched off, the
radius becomes zero. We will claim as well that another advantage of considering a formalism exhibiting a maximum
momentum is that the pressure of the degenerate electrons’ gas in not anymore diverging in the high-momentum limit,
consequently implying that the gravitational pressure balancing it is always finite as well.

Another objective of our work is to show that just like GUP, the newly proposed GUP* also allows white dwarf
solutions once general relativistic effect is properly considered, and so cannot be ruled out at this stage as a possible
viable candidate of modified uncertainty principle. There are, however, noticeable differences in the two modifications,
as already mentioned. The Chandrasekhar mass is a consequence or manifestation of microscopic (quantum) effects in
the macroscopic world; the fact that this limit behaves qualitatively differently when GUP and GUP* are adopted may
be related to their classical limit ~→ 0 being different. Indeed, if one sets β = 1/(Mpc), the term ~β2 → const. 6= 0
and for (1) we get ∆x ∼ G∆p/(2c3), while the classical limit of the uncertainty relation proposed in ([14]) is ∆x∆p ∼ 0,
as is also the case for the original Heisenberg one. Although this may represent a tiny discrepancy from the numerical
perspective (~ being tiny anyway), it constitutes a clear conceptual difference. We will return to this issue in the
Discussion section VII.

Our distinctive assumption of a maximum momentum for the electrons constituting the white dwarfs can also
be interpreted from the following perspective. As the electrons get more and more packed during the compression
of the star, their interaction force F , which generates the pressure counter-balancing gravity, increases. Here we
are assuming that this interaction force should not diverge. Recalling that F = dp/dt, and writing F = pmax/tp =(~c
G

)1/2 · c · (~Gc5 )−1/2
= Fmax, where the latter is, up to a O(1) proportionality factor, the maximum force conjectured

by Gibbons [34, 35] and Schiller [36, 37]. The maximum force conjecture implies that only a maximum amount of
power can be radiated [38], and indeed white dwarfs explode into supernovae which are standard candles [26, 27].

Our paper is organized as follows: in Sect. II we review some basic properties of the uncertainty principle we
are adopting and quantify its effects on the number density, energy density and pressure of a degenerate electron
gas. In Sects. III and IV we inspect the condition for having a gravitational equilibrium within Newtonian gravity
and assuming the electrons to be non-relativistic and relativistic particles, respectively, and the consequences of the
existence or lack of a maximum momentum are examined. The purpose here is to make clear comparisons with the
previous literature in the context of GUP. In Sect. V we move to the general relativistic formulation using the GUP

1 A body with a vanishing size and a finite mass has infinite density and is thus unphysical. However, the point is that this is a limiting
configuration that is not attainable. In the regime of ultra-relativistic electrons, should the star get compressed, the matter pressure and
the force of gravity increase at the same rate safeguarding the equilibrium condition and forcing the star to become arbitrarily small [33].
However, the Chandrasekhar limit constitutes an asymptotic state beyond which the matter pressure would be so strong to make the star
collapse into a black hole [33]; this is consistent with astrophysical observations which point out that the mass of white dwarfs are below
and not at the Chandrasekhar limit. See more comments in the Discussion section VII.
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Sign + in (4)

β > 0 ∆x > 3β~/2
β < 0 Not applicable

Sign − in (4)

β > 0 ∆x > 3β~/2
β < 0 ∆x > −β~/2

TABLE I: The Table summarizes the ranges of applicability of the two roots in (4) depending on the sign of the free parameter β; the existence of
a minimal ∆x is pointed out when appropriate.

corrected Tolman-Oppenheimer-Volkoff equations; we will obtain the Chandrasekhar limit and comment on the crucial
difference with the previously-considered GUP formalism – notably, in our case the size of the star is asymptotically
vanishing; we also establish the stability of the configurations. In Sect. VI we will show that our main conclusion
on the existence of the Chandrasekhar limit still holds also in a class of modified theories of gravity in which the
Vainshtein screening mechanism is broken, and we will argue that the specific deviation from the Heisenberg principle
assumed in this paper behaves like a temperature effect. We conclude in Sect. VII summarizing our work and putting
it in the perspective of possible future investigations.

II. INTRODUCING THE GUP* IN THE CONTEXT OF WHITE DWARF

In [14] the following higher order generalized uncertainty principle (GUP*) has been proposed:

∆x∆p ∼ ~
2

[
−β∆p+

1

1− β∆p

]
, (2)

which, among other properties, comes with a maximal momentum and a minimal length2. It is straightforward to check
that in the classical limit for which ~→ 0, using β = 1/(Mpc), we obtain ∆x∆p ∼ 0, just like the usual Heisenberg’s
uncertainty principle. This uncertainty relation has been derived from the position-momentum commutation rule

[x̂, p̂] =
i~

1− βp
, (3)

which, should one choose a positive β, comes with the maximum momentum pmax = 1/β for the particle it describes,
which is consistent with the requirements of the theory of Doubly Special Relativity [39–42]. In [43], corrections to the
Jeans mass predicted by such a new form of uncertainty principle have been computed claiming that it affects the
estimate of the potential energy in a way that may account for the gravitational collapse and star formation in the
Bok globules [44]. It is therefore interesting to examine other astrophysical consequences of GUP* to see if it is indeed
viable.

Solving (2) we can obtain two roots for the momentum:

∆p ∼ 1

2β

[
1±

√
2∆x− 3β~
2∆x+ β~

]
. (4)

Thus, if we choose the solution with the + square root we necessarily need to require β to be positive and ∆x > 3β~/2
(the latter for having a positive argument in the square root), while if we pick the solution with the − sign we will
have the following possibilities: if we choose β > 0 we would need the argument of the square root to be smaller than
one which is automatically guaranteed as long as ∆x > 3β~/2, while for a negative β such argument should be larger
than 1 which would deliver just the restriction ∆x > −β~/2 since the denominator should be positive. We summarize
in Table I the restrictions for the applicability of the two roots in (4).

2 Another model with these properties was recently explored in [32].
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At the level of first approximation we can describe a white dwarf as having a volume V ∼ R3 with R being its
radius, and having a number density n := N/V = M/(meV ) ∼ ∆x−3, where M is its mass and me the mass of an
electron. The gravitational energy of the white dwarf is

Eg ∼ −
GM2

R
. (5)

A. Exploring the GUP* Corrections to the Equation of State of a Degenerate Electrons Gas

The material of which white dwarfs are made can be approximated as a degenerate gas of electrons (fermions) at
temperature T ∼ 0. The uncertainty principle affects the properties of such a gas, like the density of particles, its
pressure and total energy, which may have further consequences on the condition of gravitational equilibrium governing
the existence of the star [19, 28–30]. These quantities can be computed from the grand canonical partition function
as done in [18] for GUP, just by modifying the size of the phase space volume accordingly. Taking into account the
correction to the phase space volume [45, Eq.(9)] implied by the commutation relation (3), the number density is found
to be

n =
1

π2~3

∫ pF

0

p2(1− βp)dp =
p3
F (4− 3βpF )

12π2~3
=
ξ3α(4− 3β̃ξ)

12mec2
, (6)

where pF is the Fermi momentum, and where in the last step we have defined3 ξ := pF /(mec), β̃ := mecβ and
α := m4

ec
5/(~3π2). We note that although the commutation relation (3) is different than the one arising in the context

of the more well-known generalized uncertainty principle GUP, for the scenario consistent with doubly special relativity
requirements (β > 0), they both have the effect of rendering the momentum phase space volume smaller [46]. Moreover,
the pressure of the degenerate fermions gas would be given by

P =
1

π2~3

∫ pF

0

p2(1− βp)(EF − Ep)dp , (7)

where

EF =
√

(cpF )2 + (mec2)2 , Ep =
√

(cp)2 + (mec2)2 . (8)

An explicit computation delivers the result

P =

2c

[
15(mec)

4

16 ln

√
(mec)2+p2F+pF

mec
+
(

5p3F
8 −

3βp4F
8 + pF (8βpF−15)(mec)

2

16 − β(mec)
4
)√

(mec)2 + p2
F + β(mec)

5

]
15π2~3

=
α

20

[
5

2
ln(
√
ξ2 + 1 + ξ)−

(
β̃ξ4 − 4β̃ξ2

3
− 5ξ3

3
+

8β̃

3
+

5ξ

2

)√
ξ2 + 1 +

8β̃

3

]
. (9)

Moreover, the internal kinetic energy of the degenerate electron gas is given by

ε =
1

π2~3

∫ pF

0

p2(1− βp)(Ep −mec
2)dp (10)

=

c

[
χ
√
p2
F + (mec)2 − 15(mec)

4 ln

√
(mec)2+p2F+pF

mec
− 16mec

(
β(mec)

4 − 15βp4F
8 +

5p3F
2

)]
120π2~3

(11)

=

[
β̃ξ4

4
− ξ3

3
− 2β̃

15
− ln(

√
ξ2 + 1 + ξ)

8
−

(
β̃

5

(
ξ4 +

ξ2 − 2

3

)
− ξ

4

(
ξ2 +

1

2

))√
1 + ξ2

]
α ; (12)

χ = 8β[2(mec)
4 − (mecpF )2 − 3p4

F ] + 15pF [(mec)
2 + 2p2

F ] . (13)

3 While ξ and β are dimensionless, [α] = M/(LT 2).
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The energy density is given by the sum of the kinetic contribution and of the rest mass density ρ0 = muµen(ξ) as:

ε̃(ξ) = ρ0(ξ)c2 + ε(ξ) , (14)

where mu = 1.66× 10−24 g is the atomic mass unit (also known as a “dalton”) and µe = A/Z with A and Z being
the mass and atomic numbers respectively. In what follows, we will denote j := muµe/me. Finally, the relativistic
adiabatic index γ for the degenerate electrons gas taking into account the corrections given by the GUP* is given by

γ =
ε̃+ P

P

dP

dε̃
(15)

=
5ξ5(3β̃ξ − 4)2[

30 ln(
√
ξ2 + 1 + ξ)− 2

(
6β̃ξ4 − 8β̃ξ2 − 10ξ3 + 16β̃ + 15ξ

)√
ξ2 + 1 + 32β̃

]
(1− β̃ξ)

√
ξ2 + 1

, (16)

where we have computed the derivative by applying the chain rule via the quantity ξ, and where it should be remarked
that the contribution of the rest mass density drops out from the final result. We can note that the corrections to the
number density, pressure and kinetic energy are linear in the GUP* parameter β̃, while for the relativistic adiabatic
index at the leading order we have

γ ≈
8ξ5

[
15
(

1− β̃ξ
2

)
ln(
√
ξ2 + 1 + ξ) +

(
β̃ξ4 − β̃ξ2

2 + 10ξ3 + 16β̃ − 15ξ
)√

ξ2 + 1− 16β̃
]

15[ξ(2ξ2 − 3)
√
ξ2 + 1 + 3 ln(

√
ξ2 + 1 + ξ)]2

√
ξ2 + 1

+O(β̃2) . (17)

We should also appreciate some drastic differences in the behavior at high Fermi momentum ξ →∞ of the degenerate
electron gas in the framework of the GUP* as compared to that of the GUP explored in ([19, 28–30]): (i) the number
density no longer approaches a constant but is rather diverging as it would be predicted by the usual Heisenberg’s
uncertainty principle; (ii) the same would be for the internal kinetic energy; (iii) the pressure is diverging faster
compared to the usual GUP approach; (iv) for the relativistic adiabatic index we obtain γ → 5/4 ≈ 1.25 for ξ →∞,

which is in better agreement with the result of an ideal gas γideal = 4/3 ≈ 1.333 than the result of γ ≈ πβ̃3

16 found in
the context of GUP. More quantitatively, we should note that the highest power term in ξ may actually be diminished
by some factor in β̃, and thus the asymptotic expression to consider are

Pξ→∞ ≈
αξ4

4

(
1

3
− β̃ξ

5

)
, εξ→∞ ≈

αξ4(5− 4β̃ξ)

20
, ε̃ξ→∞ ≈

αξ4

4

[
1−

(
j +

4ξ

5

)
β̃

]
, (18)

which for the case consistent with doubly special relativity requirements (β > 0) are well-defined only if β̃ξ = βpF < 5/4,
since the internal kinetic energy and pressure should be positive. We see that this condition is automatically satisfied
because p < 1/β is required by the commutation relation (3). It should be noted also that for both pF → 1/β and
pF → 0, Eq.(6) becomes n ∝ p3

F , which is the relation we will use in Sects. III-IV, while in Sect. V we will employ the
parametric GUP*-corrected equation of state P = P (ε̃). We should also note that in the small ξ limit the subleading
term is further suppressed by the smallness of the GUP* parameter:

Pξ→0 ≈
αξ5

3

(
1

5
− β̃ξ

8

)
, εξ→0 ≈

αξ5

2

(
1

5
− β̃ξ

6

)
, ε̃ξ→0 ≈ c2ρ0ξ→0 ≈

jξ3α

3
. (19)

Thus, the electron rest mass is dominating the energy budget in the low momentum limit with respect to the
contribution of the internal kinetic energy, but it may bring forth a correction in the high momentum approximation.
In Fig. (1) we confirm that both the pressure and the internal kinetic energy, which are sensitive to the GUP*, are
positive, and therefore can be applied in the modeling of the interior matter of a white dwarf. In particular, our new
equation of state fulfills the weak energy condition (ε̃ > 0, ε̃+ P > 0) which guarantees that in the TOV framework
for hydrostatic equilibrium (see Eqs.(55)-(56)) the pressure is monotonically decreasing from the center of the star to
its boundary while the mass is increasing.

III. NON-RELATIVISTIC REGIME

In the non-relativistic regime, the total kinetic energy of a white dwarf is

Ek =
N∆p2

2me
∼ N

8β2me

[
1±

√
2∆x− 3β~
2∆x+ β~

]2

∼ M

8(βme)2

1±

√√√√2Rm
1/3
e − 3β~M1/3

2Rm
1/3
e + β~M1/3

2

, (20)
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P for β
˜
=-1.0

P for β
˜
=1.0

ε for β
˜
=-1.0

ε for β
˜
=1.0

0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
ξ

0.05

0.10

0.15

0.20

0.25

0.30

FIG. 1: The figure confirms that the internal kinetic energy (10) and pressure (9) computed in the modified momentum space obeying GUP* are

positive; from the top to bottom, we have P with β̃ = −1.0, P with β̃ = 1.0, ε with β̃ = −1.0, ε with β̃ = 1.0, respectively. For graphical
convenience the pressure is shown in units of α = 20, while the internal kinetic energy in units of α = 1.

where in the second step we have used (4) which implements the deviations from the standard Heisenberg’s uncertainty
principle. For having a configuration in gravitational equilibrium, the kinetic energy of electrons should balance the
gravitational energy of the star leading to the condition

R

1±

√√√√2Rm
1/3
e − 3β~M1/3

2Rm
1/3
e + β~M1/3

2

− 8GM(βme)
2 ≈ 0 ⇔ (21)

√
R

∣∣∣∣∣∣1±
√√√√2Rm

1/3
e − 3β~M1/3

2Rm
1/3
e + β~M1/3

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≈ 2
√

2GMβme ⇔

4GM(βme)
2(2Rm1/3

e + β~M1/3)−R(2Rm1/3
e − β~M1/3) ≈ ±R

√
(2Rm

1/3
e − 3β~M1/3)(2Rm

1/3
e + β~M1/3),

which constitutes an implicit mass-radius relation. This is in fact a third degree equation in R:

3∑
i=1

aiR
i ≈ 0 , where (22)

a3 = 8GMm8/3
e ,

a2 = −(4GMβm7/3
e )2 − (~M1/3)2 ,

a1 = −2Gβ2~M5/3(8GβM2/3m13/3
e + ~m2

e) ,

a0 = −(2Gβ2M4/3~m2
e)

2 .

This mass-radius relation holds as long as (21) is well-defined, that is, the argument of the square root is positive
and the sign on the two sides match each other. The well-posedness of the square root provides the lower bound
R > 3

2β~(M/me)
1/3 for a positive β and R > − 1

2β~(M/me)
1/3 otherwise (these conditions are equivalent to those in

Table I for a well-posed higher order uncertainty principle GUP*, but written in terms of R and M rather than ∆x).

Next, if we choose a plus sign in front of the square root we need to have 2m
1/3
e R2 − β(8GMβm

7/3
e + ~M1/3)R−

4GM4/3β3m2
e~ < 0, which delivers

8GMβm
7/3
e + ~M1/3 − s̃
4m

1/3
e

β < R <
8GMβm

7/3
e + ~M1/3 + s̃

4m
1/3
e

β forβ > 0 , (23)

8GMβm
7/3
e + ~M1/3 + s̃

4m
1/3
e

β < R <
8GMβm

7/3
e + ~M1/3 − s̃
4m

1/3
e

β forβ < 0 ; (24)

s̃ =

√
(8GMβm

7/3
e + ~M1/3)2 + 32G~β(m7

eM
4)1/3 , (25)
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Condition on the Radius

Sign + in (21)

β > 0 3
2
β~(M/me)

1/3 < R < 8GMβm
7/3
e +~M1/3+s̃

4m
1/3
e

β

Sign − in (21)

β > 0 R > 8GMβm
7/3
e +~M1/3+s̃

4m
1/3
e

β

β < 0 R > − 1
2
β~(M/me)

1/3

TABLE II: The Table summarizes the ranges of applicability of the mass-radius relation (22) for a white dwarf in gravitational equilibrium in the
non-relativistic regime assuming the validity of the GUP* (2). The definition of s̃ is given in (25).

where the condition for β < 0 does not apply because of the discussion reported in Table I. For the same reason we
understand that the upper bound in the condition for the radius of the white dwarf for β > 0 is well-defined (e.g.
positive), and therefore we have a well-posed mass-radius relation in that range. On the other hand, should we choose
the minus sign in front of the square root, we would need to consider

R <
8GMβm

7/3
e + ~M1/3 − s̃
4m

1/3
e

β or R >
8GMβm

7/3
e + ~M1/3 + s̃

4m
1/3
e

β forβ > 0 , (26)

R <
8GMβm

7/3
e + ~M1/3 + s̃

4m
1/3
e

β or R >
8GMβm

7/3
e + ~M1/3 − s̃
4m

1/3
e

β forβ < 0 . (27)

We should note that for a positive β the radius R would be negative in the former range, and similarly for a negative
β. Moreover, about the case β > 0 we note that the condition

8GMβm
7/3
e + ~M1/3 + s̃

4m
1/3
e

β >
3

2
β~
(
M

me

)1/3

, (28)

would give

s̃ > 5~M1/3 − 8GMβm7/3
e , (29)

which is trivially fulfilled. On the other hand, for a negative value of β we can see that − 1
2β~

(
M
me

)1/3

>

8GMβm7/3
e +~M1/3−s̃
4m

1/3
e

β as it would imply4 3~M1/3 + 8GMβm
7/3
e > s̃, which then would give −8M2/3~2 < 0. More

importantly, unlike the case of a positive β the existence of the square root is not trivially guaranteed and it can be
used for constraining the mass of the white dwarf. Setting y = M2/3, this condition becomes

(8Gm7/3βy)2 + 48Gm7/3βhy + h2 > 0 , (30)

which delivers

0 < y <
(3− 2

√
2)~

8m7/3|β|G
or y >

(3 + 2
√

2)~
8m7/3|β|G

. (31)

We will further discuss in what follows the importance of the former range. The applicability conditions for the
mass-radius relation (22) are summarized in Table II.

Considering a small value for β, the mass-radius relation (22) can be approximated as

8GMm8/3
e R2 − [(4GMβm7/3

e )2 + (~M1/3)2]R− 2GM5/3(β~me)
2 ≈ 0 , (32)

4 Here we used the fact that multiplying both sides by a negative quantity (β) reverses the direction of the inequality.
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which is an even function in β (i.e. its algebraic sign does not matter). Two mathematical solutions can be found

R1,2 ≈
(4GMβm

7/3
e )2 + (M1/3~)2 ±

√
[(4GMβm

7/3
e )2 + (M1/3~)2]2 + (8GM4/3m

7/3
e β~)2

16GMm
8/3
e

, (33)

of which it can be easily seen without any ambiguity that the physically relevant one is R1, the other being negative;
we also note that conditions on the existence of the square root cannot be used for estimating the mass of the white
dwarf because it is trivially real. The acceptable solution therefore belongs to the branch in which we choose a minus
sign in front of the square root entering (21) as seen from the discussion in Table II, and it is consistent with the
well-known estimate [16]

R := RE ∼
~2

GM1/3m
8/3
e

(34)

in the limit β → 0. More quantitatively, the corrections to the uncertainty principle encoded in (2) implies a larger
radius for the white dwarf than the one obtained when adopting Heisenberg’s uncertainty relation:

R ≈ RE +GM(2meβ)2 , (35)

which is an even function in the parameter β whose sign therefore does not matter. Similarly to what was obtained in
[16, 18] when the model was based on the GUP, we get again limM→∞R(M) =∞. Thus, this result would suggest to
assume a negative β and consider the upper bound for the mass of the white dwarf found in (31). This conclusion is,
however, only valid for non-general relativistic discussions.

IV. RELATIVISTIC REGIME

In the relativistic regime the kinetic energy of the electrons is dominating over their rest masses and the condition
for having a gravitational equilibrium becomes:

|Eg| ∼
GM2

R
∼ Ek ∼ Nc∆p ∼

cM

2βme

[
1±

√
2∆x− 3β~
2∆x+ β~

]
∼ cM

2βme

1±

√√√√2Rm
1/3
e − 3β~M1/3

2Rm
1/3
e + β~M1/3

 , (36)

or equivalently

2βGMme − cR ∼ ±cR

√√√√2Rm
1/3
e − 3β~M1/3

2Rm
1/3
e + β~M1/3

. (37)

We note that the existence of the square root provides the same restrictions already discussed for the non-relativistic
regime; moreover in the range R < 2βGMme/c (which, consistent with Table I, holds only for positive β) we
should consider the plus sign in front of the square root, while for R > 2βGMme/c the minus sign provides
the applicable equation. For avoiding our configuration to describe a black hole we should also require that5

2GM/c2 < R < 2βGMme/c, which yields β > 1/(mec), which is inconsistent with the requirement of β . 1/(Mpc)
with Mp the Planck mass [14]; we will in any case explore further the case of the plus sign for pointing out further
shortcomings in its application.

In the relativistic case, considering β → 0, we can approximate (37) as

− cM

βme
+

[
GM2 +

c~
2

(
M

me

)4/3
]

1

R
+O(β2) ∼ 0 for plus (38)[

GM2 − c~
2

(
M

me

)4/3
]

1

R
+O(β2) ∼ 0 for minus . (39)

5 Following [47], we consider the radius of a Schwarzschild black hole to be related to its mass as rs ∼ 2M also when (2) holds. We
would like to mention as well that following the same reference, we can write ∆x ∼ rs ∼ 2M and ∆p ∼M , and from the uncertainty
relation (2) we would get a third degree equation for M whose real solution approximated at small β delivers M ∼ 1/β meaning that a
consequence of this specific modification to Heisenberg’s uncertainty relation is the prediction of the existence of black holes with Planck
mass, because from [14] we should consider β = 1/Mpc.
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Therefore, in the former case the mass-radius relationship does not contain the Chandrasekhar mass in the leading order
of β, unlike the latter which instead is consistent with it. The result in (38) is at odd with astrophysical observations
which have been pointing out a sharp radius-independent value for the mass of white dwarfs in gravitational equilibrium
known as the Chandrasekhar limit; in fact, an almost constant absolute magnitude measured in different supernovae
explosions can be regarded as an evidence that the amount of gravitational energy released is almost the same in all
those events [26]. The lack of the Chandrasekhar limit in our formalism is a direct consequence of having used an
other-than-Heisenberg’s uncertainty principle. In fact, if one uses the usual relationship ∆x∆p ∼ ~ in (36), then the
following result would be found [20, 21]

GM2

R
∼ M4/3~c

m
4/3
e R

⇒ MCh ∼
1

m2
e

(
~c
G

)3/2

. (40)

Similarly, also the assumption of the GUP

∆x∆p ∼ ~ +
αL2

p

~
(∆p)2 , (41)

where Lp denotes the Planck length, in this method delivers a result inconsistent with astrophysical observations [16].
In that case, subsequent investigations have revealed that introducing a cosmological constant Λ = 3/L2 by considering
the extended generalized uncertainty principle

∆x∆p ∼ ~ + α
L2
p∆p

2

~
+ β

~(∆x)2

L2
(42)

will tame this discrepancy [17], while another possibility consists in taking into account the effects of the GUP not
only in the number density but also in the equation of state P = P (ε̃) of the matter constituting the white dwarfs
interior [19]. We will apply this latter way of thinking to our model in Sect. V.

A. Exploring the Quadratic Correction in Eq. (39)

When including the leading order corrections in the GUP*, (39) becomes[
GM2 − c~

2

(
M

me

)4/3
]

1

R
− c

(
Mβ

me

)2( ~
R

)3

+O(β3) ∼ 0 . (43)

First of all, we should note that possible corrections in β arise only at second order (at which the sign of such parameter
does not matter), which is consistent with the expansion of (4) when the square root comes with a negative sign:

∆p ≈ ~
2∆x

[
1 +

(
~β

2∆x

)2

+O(β3)

]
. (44)

Next, the implicit β-corrected mass-radius relationship which follows from (43) is[
GM2 − c~

2

(
M

me

)4/3
]
R2 − c

(
Mβ

me

)2

~3 ∼ 0 , (45)

whose physically relevant solutions (as R should be positive) depend on the sign of β and read as6

R ∼ ±β(2c~3)1/2

(
M

me

)1/3

[2G(Mm2
e)

2/3 − c~]−1/2 . (46)

6 We stress that the Chandrasekhar limit should be identified before solving the GUP*-corrected equation for the gravitational equilibrium.
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B. Exploring Some Routes for Restoring the Chandrasekhar Limit for the Plus Sign

The equilibrium condition (36) holds assuming the validity of Newtonian gravity even in high pressure regimes.
When investigating self-gravitating systems within the Jeans mass formalism, it has been argued that GUP*(2) may
affect the gravitational potential energy as [43, Eq.(20)]

|Ecorrg | ∼ GM2

R

[
1 +

5 ln(16πR2)

144R2
β2

]
. (47)

However this is a quadratic correction in β which, once the gravitational equilibrium condition |Ecorrg | ∼ Ek is imposed,
cannot provide any mechanism for compensating the constant term −cM/(βme).

By writing the potential energy with a Yukawa cut as

|EY ukg | ∼ GM2

R
(1 + δe−λR) , (48)

where δ quantifies the relative strength with respect to Newtonian gravity and λ is the inverse of the force range, the
gravitational force would experience a contribution which acts only on finite distances. This is related to massive
gravity theories, in which the graviton particle mediating such interaction would no longer be massless, hence leading
to a Yukawa potential. Assuming again a small β and now also a small λ, the condition for gravitational balance
|EY ukg | ∼ Ek reads as

− cM

βme
+

[
GM2(1 + δ) +

c~
2

(
M

me

)4/3
]

1

R
−GM2δλ+O(β2) +O(λ2) ∼ 0 . (49)

Therefore a Yukawa-type potential allows us to compensate the previously identified constant term if we set the
correction to the Newtonian gravitational force to actually oppose it with strength

δ = − c

βGMmeλ
< 0 , (50)

where we have assumed the white dwarf mass to be a constant as from astrophysical observations. Then, at the lowest
order in β, the gravitational equilibrium condition would become

GM2(1 + δ) +
c~
2

(
M

me

)4/3

∼ 0 . (51)

A solution to this equation consistent with the Chandrasekhar limit (40) would require δ ∼ −2, and a negative δ is
admissible from (50). Then, this implies a Yukawa cut at

λ ∼ c

2βGMme
. (52)

Using c/β ' 1019 GeV ∼ 1.60× 109 J [14], G ∼ 6.67× 10−11 N· m2/kg2, me ∼ 9.11× 10−31 kg, M ∼ 2× 1030 kg, we
can estimate λ . 0.7× 1019 m−1. For getting an intuitive idea of this order of magnitude, we can recall that the size
of the dark matter halo in the Milky way is about rdm ∼ 300 kpc ∼ 1022 m [48], and therefore this type of correction
in the gravitational potential would not affect the clustering properties of dark matter being relevant only on shorter
length scales. More quantitatively, the value of a negative δ and of 1/λ we would need for restoring the Chandrasekhar
limit have not been ruled out by recent analysis of galactic rotation curves [49].

On the other hand, if we assume a post-Newtonian correction to the gravitational force that removes the infinity of
the acceleration at very short distances and write

EPPN =
GM2

(R+ ε)γ
, ε ≈ 0 , γ ≈ 1 , (53)

the gravitational equilibrium condition would provide

− cM

βme
+

[
GM2 +

c~
2

(
M

me

)4/3
]

1

R
− γ +GM2(γ − 1)(R− 1) lnR

R2
+O(β2) +O(ε2) +O((γ − 1)2) ∼ 0, (54)

without offering any possibility for compensating the previously mentioned constant term.
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V. ACCOUNTING FOR THE GUP* CORRECTIONS IN THE DEGENERATE ELECTRON GAS
EQUATION OF STATE

We will now compare the results for the mass-radius relations we have found thus far with the description of the
degenerate electron gas, taking into account GUP*. Thus, similarly to what was done in [19], we will implement the
equation of state for the degenerate electron gas we have found in Sect. II A into the Tolman-Oppenheimer-Volkoff
equations [24, 25]. They are given by the following system governing the radial evolution of the pressure and of the
mass of the white dwarf:

dP

dr
= −G(ε̃+ P )(M + 4πPr3/c2)

c2r(r − 2GM/c2)
, (55)

dM

dr
=

4πε̃r2

c2
. (56)

By introducing the dimensionless radial coordinate η = (α/(mec
2))1/3r and the dimensionless white dwarf mass

v = M/(meπ), the TOV equations can be recast into the more convenient form

dξ

dη
=

q
√
ξ2 + 1(

√
ξ2 + 1 + j − 1)[τη3 + 5v]

5ξ(2qv − η)η
; (57)

τ =
5

2
ln(
√
ξ2 + 1 + ξ)− (6β̃ξ4 − 8β̃ξ2 − 10ξ3 + 16β̃ + 15ξ)

√
ξ2 + 1

6
+

8β̃

3
, (58)

dv

dη
= −η2

[
ln(
√
ξ2 + 1 + ξ)

2
+

(
4β̃ξ4

5
+

4β̃ξ2

15
− ξ3 − 8β̃

15
− ξ

2

)√
ξ2 + 1 + (j − 1)

(
β̃ξ − 4

3

)
ξ3 +

8β̃

15

]
, (59)

where Eqs. (9)-(12) have been used, and in which we have defined q := πG(m2
eα/c

8)1/3. We will now investigate the
mass-radius relation in the low and high Fermi momentum limit separately.

In the non-relativistic regime for which ξ ≈ 0 and considering v ≈ 0, the approximated version of the TOV equations
are

dξ

dη
≈ −jqv

η2ξ
,

dv

dη
≈ 4jη2ξ3

3
, (60)

in which, similar to the case in which GUP was considered in the degenerate electron gas equation of state [19],
corrections beyond the usual Heisenberg’s uncertainty relation does not affect the mass-radius relation of a white
dwarf in the low momentum limit. In fact, searching for solution of the type ξ ∼ ηs, v ∼ ηt, the previous system of
differential equations becomes equivalent to

s− 1 = t− 2− s, t− 1 = 2 + 3s, ⇒ v ∼ η−3 ⇒ R ∼M− 1
3 . (61)

Thus, also in this case general relativistic effects resolve the mismatch between theory and observation we identified in
(35). The same result can be obtained in a more rigorous manner combining the two differential equations into a single
second order Lane-Emden equation as done in [19]. Our result in the context of GUP* has the following intuitive
explanation: in the low momentum approximation only the contribution of the electrons’ rest masses matters in the
white dwarf energy budget, and from (6) we see that the GUP* correction are suppressed in this limit.

On the other hand, in the high momentum limit, for ξ → 1/β̃, the TOV equation for the mass reduces to

dv

dη
= η2θ2 , θ2 =

(16β̃4 + 7β̃2 + 6)

√
1 + β̃2 − 16β̃5 + 10(j − 1)β̃ − 15β̃4 ln

√
1+β̃2+1

β̃

30β̃4
, (62)

from which the relation v = η3θ2
3 , and M ∝ R3, is easily obtained similarly to the scenario in which GUP was used

[19]. Next, approximating

v ≈ η3

15β̃4
(63)

for small β̃, we can write the TOV equation for the momentum as:

dξ

dη
=
q
√
ξ2 + 1(

√
ξ2 + 1 + j − 1)[3τ β̃4 + 1]η

15β̃4ξ(sη2 − 1)
, (64)
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where τ is given in (58) and s := 2q/(15β̃4). Next, in the high-momentum limit we can approximate
√
ξ2 + 1/ξ ≈ 1

and
√
ξ2 + 1 + j − 1 ≈ ξ + j. Furthermore, by definition we have q =

π1/3m2
eG

~c ≈ β̃2. Hence, we get

dξ

dη
≈ (ξ + j)[3τ β̃4 + 1]η

15β̃2(sη2 − 1)
, s =

2

15β̃2
. (65)

Now we note that at the same order of approximation we also have 3τ β̃4 +1 ≈ −3(β̃ξ)5 +5(β̃ξ)4 + 5(β̃ξ)3β̃2

2 −5(β̃ξ)2β̃2 ≈
2− 5

2ξ2 where in the last step we used β̃ = 1/ξ. Using this latter identification one more time, we finally arrive at

dξ

dη
≈ (ξ + j)(4ξ2 − 5)η

30(sη2 − 1)
, (66)

which delivers the implicit solution

ln |sη2 − 1|
60s

+
1

4j2 − 5

(
ln

√
4ξ2 − 5

ξ + j
+

√
5j

5
ln

2
√

5ξ + 1

2
√

5ξ − 1

)
+ C = 0, (67)

with C being an arbitrary constant of integration. Due to the smallness of β̃, in the high momentum limit we have

β̃2

8
ln

2η2

15β̃2
+

5 ln(2)ξ − 4j

5(4j2 − 5)ξ
+ C ≈ 0 , (68)

which provides

η(ξ) =

√
30β̃

2
exp

(
4[4j − 20Cj2ξ + 25Cξ − 5 ln(2)ξ]

5β̃2ξ(4j2 − 5)

)
. (69)

In the context of GUP, the Chandrasekhar limit was identified as vmax := limξ→∞ v(η(ξ)) [19]. In the case under

consideration, we set instead vmax := limβ̃→0 v(η(ξ = 1/β̃)). Since j = 2× 104 � 1, we get

vmax →
1

15β̃4

(√
30β̃

2
e−16C/β̃2

)3

. (70)

Now, we can note that if we choose the integration constant to be7 C ∼ β̃2

16 ln(
√

15/2β̃2/3), we get vmax ∼ 1
β̃3

, and

Mmax ∼
M3
p

m2
e

consistent with the Chandrasekhar limit. Furthermore from (69) we get η(ξ) →
√

30β̃
2 e

− ln(2)

β̃2j2 in the

high-momentum limit, which is arbitrarily close to zero for β̃ ∼ 0. This procedure is also consistent with the fact that
only upper, not lower, limits on the parameter β have so far been set in literature (see [50] and references therein
for various constraints arising from studies of the harmonic oscillator problem, hydrogen atom, equivalence principle,
etc.), so that the modified theory should conceivably include Chandrasekhar’s one as an appropriate subcase. We
should recall that in the GUP* model (2) this is just an asymptotic state, being β 6= 0 by assumption; however our
derivation shows in a mathematically transparent way that for the subcase given by the usual Heisenberg uncertainty
principle the infinity-momentum solution of the TOV system corresponds to a vanishing radius configuration, as
indeed Chandrasekhar himself emphasized [21]. A finite momentum also prevents electrons’ kinetic energy to become
unphysically infinite, and consequently also the required counter-balancing gravitational energy should not diverge
anymore. Therefore, the ways GUP and GUP* affect the stellar structure are qualitatively different because in the
former case, when the electrons’ momentum becomes (mathematically) infinity, the white dwarf attains a certain
specific value of the radius [19, Sect.3.1.2]. On the other hand, a noteworthy similarity between the two models is

7 As a consistency check we can note that limβ̃→0 C(β̃) = 0, which is indeed the same boundary condition adopted in [19, Eqs.(3.16)-(3.17)]

when either GUP or the Heisenberg uncertainty relations are used. From the physical perspective, the condition we have chosen seems to
arise from the fact that in the context of GUP* the Fermi momentum at the center of the star cannot achieve anymore arbitrarily large
values being bounded above by β̃−1. More quantitatively, recalling the definition of β̃ = me/Mp in terms of the mass of the electron and

of the Planck mass, we have C ∼ −10−42 which is smaller by orders of magnitude to both those energy scales and to that of β̃ itself.
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that the commutation relation [x̂, p̂]→∞ diverges in those scenarios, both when the electrons’ momentum becomes
(mathematically) infinity in GUP and when it approaches ∼ 1/β in GUP*.

We need to comment that in our procedure the Chandrasekhar limit does not arise as the zeroth order term in a
series expansion in β̃ but this parameter is actually the one setting the scale of the Chandrasekhar mass; therefore, the
subcase of the standard Heisenberg principle should be handled setting β̃ = 0 in the TOV equations before any further
manipulations because in the context of GUP* this parameter represents the energy scale of the electrons’ momentum
in the ultrarelativistic regime. The purpose of our work is not to try to account for exotic astrophysical observations
which may challenge the Chandrasekhar limit by adopting (2) because it would anyway remain mysterious why some
stellar configurations rather than others should obey some specific uncertainty principle. Here we wanted to prove that
an appropriate mathematical formalism which allows us to identify the Chandrasekhar limit, should we adopt GUP*,
exists in a quite conservative manner, for example without invoking any dependence of the spatial uncertainty ∆x on
the number of species of particles constituting the white dwarf [51, 52], nor introducing some non-commutativity in
the spacetime geometry [53], but keeping the TOV equations as formulated in general relativity. Therefore, according
to us the higher-order uncertainty principle with maximum momentum proposed in [14] by some other authors has at
least passed this astrophysical test and it might be further applied in future investigations.

Although it might be tempting to claim that, likewise, the Oppenheimer-Volkoff limit for neutron stars would emerge
mutatis mutandis by replacing the electron mass with the neutron mass, we warn that both the equations of state
in (9), (14), as well as in [19], do not seem physically appropriate for the description of nuclear matter. In fact, in
both scenarios the pressure vanishes when the energy density does8. However, a key property of the equation of state
for nuclear matter is that the pressure is nonzero even when the energy density is. This is a consequence of the role
played by the bag constant [54, 55]. Therefore it seems necessary to look for a completely different route for encoding
GUP effects into a realistic modeling of neutron stars.

We will now briefly address the stability properties of the configuration described by the TOV equations in which
we have encoded the GUP* corrections in the description of the degenerate electron gas. The adiabatic speed of sound,
which sets the speed at which perturbations propagate, within the degenerate electron gas is

c2s =
∂P

∂ε̃
=

ξ2(4− 3β̃ξ)

12[(j − 1)
√

1 + ξ2 + 1 + ξ2](1− β̃ξ)
, (71)

where Eqs. (9), (12), (14) have been used, and the chain rule for derivatives has been applied via the auxiliary variable

ξ. Recall that j > 0, and notice that the argument of the square root is larger than 1. For a positive β̃, which is the
case of interest in Doubly Special Relativity and for which ξ 6 1/β̃, it can be concluded that c2s > 0 because all its
factors are positive (this result can also be obtained by noticing from Fig. 1 that the energy density ε̃ = ε̃(ξ) is an
increasing function of the electrons’ momentum, implying that its inverse ξ = ξ(ε̃) is increasing as well, and finally
P = P (ε̃) is increasing by composition of increasing functions), and therefore stability by the Le Châtelier principle

can be established [56]. Moreover, in units of β̃ = 1 we have j = muµe/Mp � 1 by many orders of magnitude, and the

condition c2s < 1 becomes equivalent to 12(j − 1)
√

1 + ξ2(1− ξ) > 9ξ3 − 8ξ2 + 12ξ − 12, which holds due to the fact
that, as required by ξ 6 1, the leading order term in the LHS is j, which is larger than the leading order term in the
RHS.

Our graphical analysis reported in panel (a) of Fig. (2) – in which for completeness we consider also the case of

negative β̃ – confirms our results. Then, the stability analysis requires us to also check that the increase of perturbations
should actually require electrons to be provided with more energy from external sources. Since this would affect
the speed of electrons but not their rest masses we fix j = 0, and from the TOV equations (57)-(58)-(59) and the
expression for the electrons kinetic energy (12) we can compute

∂v

∂ε
=

4

[
5 ln(
√

1+ξ2+ξ)

8 +
(
β̃ξ4 + β̃ξ2

3 −
5ξ3

4 −
2β̃
3 −

5ξ
8

)√
1 + ξ2 − 5β̃ξ4

4 + 5ξ3

3 + 2β̃
3

]
(2qv − η)η3

(1−
√

1 + ξ2)

[
5η3 ln(

√
1+ξ2+ξ)

2 − η3
(
β̃ξ4 − 4β̃ξ2

3 − 5ξ3

3 + 8β̃
3 + 5ξ

2

)√
1 + ξ2 + 8β̃η3

3 + 5v

]
ξ(ξ2 + 1−

√
1 + ξ2)α(1− β̃ξ)

,

(72)

8 The equations of state P = P (ε̃) are given in a parametric form where the parameter is ξ. It is easy to check that for ξ = 0 we have both
P = 0 and ε̃ = 0 implying that the pressure is zero when the energy density vanishes.
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FIG. 2: In panel (a) we display the adiabatic speed of sound c2s within the degenerate electron gas obeying GUP* computed in (71) in which we
have set j = 100, while in panel b the function W from (74). We can note that the former quantity is bounded between 0 and 1, while the latter

is positive confirming the stability of the white dwarf. We have considered the cases of β̃ = ±1 with the top curves referring to the positive ones
in both panels.

which for objects of small radius can be approximated as

∂v

∂ε
=

8

[
5 ln(
√

1+ξ2+ξ)

8 +
(
β̃ξ4 + β̃ξ2

3 −
5ξ3

4 −
2β̃
3 −

5ξ
8

)√
1 + ξ2 − 5β̃ξ4

4 + 5ξ3

3 + 2β̃
3

]
η3

5(1−
√

1 + ξ2)ξ(ξ2 + 1−
√

1 + ξ2)qα(1− β̃ξ)
+O(η4) . (73)

In panel (b) of Fig. (2) we confirm that the function

W =

5 ln(
√

1+ξ2+ξ)

8 +
(
β̃ξ4 + β̃ξ2

3 −
5ξ3

4 −
2β̃
3 −

5ξ
8

)√
1 + ξ2 − 5β̃ξ4

4 + 5ξ3

3 + 2β̃
3

(1−
√

1 + ξ2)ξ(ξ2 + 1−
√

1 + ξ2)(1− β̃ξ)
(74)

is positive, and therefore the stellar configuration is stable because ∂M
∂ε > 0 meaning that the electrons need to be

supplied with energy from the exterior for perturbations to develop [57, pages 304-308].
Last but not least, our configuration fulfills also the Buchdahl criterion for stability [58] because, as a direct

consequence of the existence of a maximum value for the electrons’ momentum, the pressure (9) cannot diverge
at any point of the star. Having a possibly more physically realistic always-finite pressure is a second remarkable
difference compared to the GUP and Heisenberg scenarios, in those cases the pressure diverges in correspondence of the
Chandrasekhar limit [19]. In particular, by using (18) we can estimate that the maximum value of the pressure, which

corresponds to a white dwarf with Chandrasekhar mass, e.g. to the high-momentum regime, is P ≈ α
30β̃4

≈ c7

30π2~G2 .

Although the value of the momentum of the electrons is bounded above, it can nevertheless be high enough to provide
the amount of kinetic energy required for electron capture (white dwarfs are globally electrically neutral, and so they
need to contain also protons), compensating for the difference in the rest mass between a proton and a neutron. This
then leads to the conversion of an electron and a proton into a neutron and an electric neutrino, and hence GUP* does
not forbid the explosion of white dwarfs into supernovae [33].

VI. MODIFICATIONS OF GRAVITY AND TEMPERATURE EFFECTS

In these two subsections separately, we will explore some effects within the TOV equations implied by some
modifications of the gravity sector and arising from a non-zero temperature for the electrons gas. In fact, a specific
set of hydrostatic equations governing the equilibrium in the interior of a star, but without affecting its exterior
gravitational field, is a prediction of some one-parameter beyond-general-relativity theories not yet ruled out by
gravitational wave observations [59, 60]. In [61], a new equation for the radial evolution of the pressure has been
considered for some theories with a non-Brans-Dicke coupling between scalar field and curvature, and nevertheless
free from Ostrogradsky instabilities; we will assess the role of GUP* within this modified TOV equation in what
follow. On the other hand, if the electrons’ gas is not anymore degenerate we need to account for its finite temperature
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when computing its TOV pressure and energy density via the Fermi-Dirac statistics: we will claim that actually the
deviation from the Heisenberg uncertainty principle we have investigated in this paper behaves as a temperature effect.

A. Modifications to the radial evolution of the pressure

By following [61], we keep the usual TOV equation for the mass (56), but we replace the equation for the pressure
(55) with

dP

dr
= −G

c2

(
M(r)

r2
− Y

4

d2M(r)

dr2

)
ε̃(r) . (75)

This equation follows from the modified Poisson equation for the gravitational field Φ

∇2Φ =
4πG

c2
ε̃+

GY

4c2
∇2

(
dM

dr

)
, (76)

where Y is a parameter quantifying the breaking of the Vainshtein screening mechanism, and consequently the deviation
from standard gravity [59, 62, 63]. By using again the chain rule with the electrons’ momentum ξ as the auxiliary
variable and Eq.(56), we obtain

dξ

dr
=

G(2πY r3ε̃− c2M)ε̃

(rc2)2 dP
dξ − πGY r4ε̃dε̃

dξ

, (77)

which explicitly turns out to be

dξ

dr
=

4G
√
ξ2 + 1 · S1 · (5c2M − παY S1r

3)

25r2S2
, (78)

S1 =
5

8
ln(
√
ξ2 + 1 + ξ) +

(
β̃ξ4 +

β̃

3
ξ2 − 5

4
ξ3 − 2β̃

3
− 5

8
ξ

)√
ξ2 + 1 +

5β̃

4
(j − 1)ξ4 +

5

3
(1− j)ξ3 +

2β̃

3
, (79)

S2 =
5

4
(β̃ξ − 1)GαY [(j − 1) +

√
ξ2 + 1]

√
ξ2 + 1r2 S1 + c4ξ4

(
β̃ξ − 4

3

)
. (80)

By adopting the same re-scaled variables and parameters as in (57), this latter equation can be recast as

dξ

dη
=

q
√
ξ2 + 1 · S1 · (5v − Y S1η

3)

25η2S̃2

, (81)

S̃2 =
5

4
(β̃ξ − 1)Y [(j − 1) +

√
ξ2 + 1]

√
ξ2 + 1η2 S1 + ξ4

(
β̃ξ − 4

3

)
. (82)

For low momentum ξ ≈ 0, at the lowest order of approximation, eq.(60) is re-obtained and therefore the parameter
Y plays a negligible role in this regime9. Furthermore, the correction proportional to Y does not affect the high
momentum regime either. We can prove this by recalling that the scaling for the mass v ∼ 1/β̃4 from (63) still holds
being its corresponding TOV equation unaffected by the modifications in the Poisson equation; then, in the numerator
of (81) we would have S1 ∼ ξ3 ∼ 1/β̃3 by recalling that in the high momentum regime ξ → 1/β̃, and thus the correction
plays a second order role; likewise at the denominator, the term proportional to Y goes as ∼ ξ2 which is suppressed
compared to ξ4 in the high momentum regime. Thus, the lack of the Vainshtein screening does not influence our
qualitative results in these two limiting cases (it may nevertheless play a role in shaping the mass-radius relationship for
intermediate values of ξ). Our conclusion seems indeed in agreement with that of [64] which set stringent constraints
on the possible values of Y in the context of white dwarfs.

9 More quantitatively, at the denominator we would have ξ → ξ(1 +Y ξ) with the second term smaller by orders of magnitude than the first.
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B. Temperature effects

The Fermi-Dirac distribution reads as

fT (p) =
1

1 + e
Ep−mec2−µ

kBT

, (83)

where Ep is the relativistic energy of a single electron introduced in (8), µ the chemical potential, kB the Boltzmann
constant and T the absolute temperature. When dealing with the Fermi-Dirac statistics, that the microscopic
constituents of white dwarfs obey to, thermodynamical quantities can be written as functions of the Fermi-Dirac
integral [65]:

Fk(η, α) :=

∫ ∞
0

tk
√

1 + (α/2)t

1 + et−η
dt . (84)

We think however that it might be more instructive to outline the temperature effects as follow. The Fermi-Dirac
distribution (83) further restricts the available phase space; this means we should expect the density n to be smaller
than the one computed for a degenerate configuration and, from men ∼M/V , this means that the star is less compact.

More interestingly, we recall that GUP* restricts as well the available phase space, and also removes the contributions
to the density from the electrons’ at infinite momentum, essentially behaving as a finite temperature effect. The
analogy actually looks like deeper; by considering the asymptotic

fT (p) ≈ 1

2
−
√

(pc)2 + (mec2)2 − µ
kBT

, for T � 1 , (85)

we note, first of all, that the leading order correction is linear in the momentum p, as predicted by GUP*. Considering
further a situation in which the kinetic energy dominates over the rest energy and the chemical potential, we can
conceptually identify

β ∼ c

4kBT
. (86)

We stress that this identification is only conceptual: while β behaves like a finite temperature effect, the modification
to the uncertainty principle in (2) does not arise from the temperature, for otherwise the value of β would change as T
is varied.

VII. DISCUSSION

The theory of Doubly Special Relativity predicts the existence of a maximum momentum and a minimum length.
This requirement should be realized via an appropriate modified uncertainty relation GUP* beyond the Heisenberg
model which then allows explicit computations of various observable quantities in different physical frameworks. One
explicit proposal of a new GUP* within this theory has been put forward in [14] which constitutes the basic assumption
of this paper that we have introduced in (2). From a mathematical perspective, this actually constitutes a family of
four uncertainty relations due to the possible combinations of the sign of the free parameters quantifying the deviations
from the standard momentum-position commutation relation (only one of which is consistent with the Doubly Special
Relativity requirements though) and of a certain sign in front of a square root when solving for the momentum.
Therefore, the different applicability of these four possibilities calls for a quantitative assessment. Along the same line
of thinking it was clarified in recent literature that specific choices of the sign of the free parameter in GUP lead to
completely different cosmological dynamics with either a singularity or a bounce occurring [66].

In this paper, we have tried to describe a white dwarf in gravitational equilibrium in light of GUP*. First of all, we
have applied some qualitative arguments and obtained that in the non-relativistic regime the Chandrasekhar mass is
no longer reached as a limiting condition, and that the radius of the white dwarf is an increasing function of the mass;
similarly to the context in which the GUP (41) was considered [19], this inconsistency with astrophysical observations
is resolved when the Tolman-Oppenheimer-Volkoff equations are used. On the other hand, in the relativistic regime
the Chandrasekhar mass can be identified already from a qualitative analysis, but only if a specific sign in front of the
previously mentioned square root in (4) is considered; in the other case restoring this limit is not a trivial task as we
have discussed with reference to Yukawa and Post-Newtonian corrections to the gravitational force, and indeed this
scenario may be simply excluded as it seems to also require a not-so-natural corrections to the relationship between
horizon radius and mass of a black hole in order to avoid the white dwarf from degenerating into that configuration.
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The requirement of a maximum momentum at high energy leads to a constant value for the white dwarf mass from
the TOV equations. As a side result we have computed also the pressure and energy of a degenerate electron gas
as we needed them for integrating the TOV equations; specifically we have confirmed that both of these quantities
are positive. In other words GUP* is the only “new physics” considered here. This should be contrast with exotic
matter fields found in the context of other applications of modified uncertainty relations, which have been invoked
for characterizing the nature of dark energy and/or the inflationary dynamics of the Universe [67–70]. Since we only
analyzed non-exotic matter, this part of our results can in principle be relevant also in condensed matter physics for
the description of the conductivity properties of various materials. In addition, the equation of state of the degenerate
electron gas can as well be implemented in the field equations arising from the Lemâıtre-Tolman-Bondi metric for
tracking the gravitational collapse of material leading to the formation of the white dwarf; this can constitute the
subject of future research since in the current paper we have assumed the conditions for gravitational equilibrium to
be in place as in the TOV framework and then confirmed explicitly the stability of our configuration.

Finally, let us return to a crucial difference between GUP and GUP*: the fact that in the classical limit (~→ 0) the
latter recovers ∆x∆p ∼ 0, just like the usual Heisenberg’s uncertainty principle, whereas the former (with positive
GUP parameter) does not. In fact, the classical limit of GUP is equivalent to ∆x ∼ G∆p/2c3. This has an obvious
interpretation, in the classical limit but when gravitational effect is dominant, a particle of mass m cannot be localized
to within an uncertainty ∆x. In the language of Heisenberg’s microscope, if one focuses a beam of light with small
enough wavelength (high enough energy) in order to localize the particle, an event horizon is formed and so we cannot
locate the particle to within the horizon scale ∼ Gm/c2. The change in the momentum of the particle is γmv, which for
v close to c but still bounded away from c, is O(1)mc (e.g., at v = 0.9c, γmv ≈ 2mc). Thus we see that ∆x ∼ G∆p/2c3

does lead to ∆x ∼ Gm/c2. This reasoning can be reformulated in the following way [71, Sect.2]: quantum fluctuations
at Planck scale can lead to the formation of (virtual) micro-black holes and the measurement process is making the
gravitational radius to become wider up to the same width of ∆x when the critical value of a minimum observable
region given by Planck length is reached [72]. This argument also suggests that the modifications to the Heisenberg
principle are sensitive to both the number of spatial dimensions and to the specific black hole solution considered (e.g.
Schwarzschild in this case) via the expression of the black hole radius. In other words, GUP combines the effect of
Heisenberg’s uncertainty principle with that of the uncertainty due to horizon formation in the presence of gravity,
therefore in the classical limit it still reduces to the classical effect involving gravity, and not to the flat spacetime limit
(unless G→ 0). On the other hand, the classical limit of GUP* reduces to that of flat spacetime.

From this perspective it is not surprising that the Chandrasekhar limit for GUP* corresponds to a zero radius star
(just like when the original Heisenberg’s uncertainty principle is used), as there is no cutoff that corresponds to horizon
formation. We emphasize that this is not a shortcoming: as in the original Chandrasekhar limit, it is an asymptotic
state that is not attainable, as complicated stellar physics often lead to instabilities that result in most stable white
dwarfs being bounded away from the Chandrasekhar limit. One could argue that the fact that the stellar size is zero
in the original Chandrasekhar limit is the sign that the theory ignores general relativistic effect in the formulation of
the uncertainty principle, and thus the fact that GUP leads to a nonzero radius is preferred over GUP*. In other
words, that the flat spacetime limit is not recovered unless G→ 0 could therefore be a desired feature. On the other
hand, white dwarfs depend on both G and ~ being nonzero, so a classical limit with nonzero G seems irrelevant.

This actually raises an interesting conceptual question for the generalized/modified uncertainty principle community.
Often it is useful to have a guiding principle or criterion that one can rely on when attempting to study quantum
gravity phenomenology. Should we require that the classical limit recover the flat spacetime limit or the horizon
formation criterion? Should a quantum uncertainty be put on equal footing with a classical one?
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