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Abstract

The Heisenberg position-momentum uncertainty principle shares with the equivalence principle the role of main pillar
of our current description of nature. However, in its original formulation it is inconsistent with special relativity, and in
nearly a century of investigation not much progress has been made toward a satisfactory reformulation. Some partial
insight has been gained in the ultra-high-velocity regime but a full description is still missing and in particular we have
no clue about the intermediate regime of particles whose speeds are much smaller than the speed of light but still high
enough for tangible departures from the Heisenberg formulation to be present. As we stress here, that intermediate
regime is also our best chance for testing experimentally our understanding of the implications of special relativity for
the uncertainty principle. We here introduce a new approach to these challenges, based mainly on the observation
that the only operative notion of position of a particle at a given time involves the crossing of the worldline of that
—iparticle with the worldline of a test particle. We find that the worldline-crossing perspective opens a path toward a
+— special-relativistic version of the uncertainty principle, which indeed could be tested experimentally.
I

Arguably the equivalence principle and Heisenberg’s
uncertainty principle are the two most important aspects
of our current description of nature, since they are the pri-
mary principles on which general relativity and quantum
mechanics are built. Any progress in reaching a deeper
understanding of the equivalence principle and of the un-
certainty principle might also be crucial for investigating
the conceptual incompatibility between general relativity
and quantum mechanics, which is the focus of a large re-
search effort (see, e.g., [Il 2] and references therein). We
are here concerned with a residual gray area in the un-
derstanding of the uncertainty principle between position
and momentum: its original formulation by Heisenberg ne-
glects special-relativitic effects and after nearly a century
still not much progress has been made on reformulating it
consistently with special relativity. The interface between
special relativity and quantum mechanics is described by
special-relativistic quantum field theory, but the faith of
the uncertainty principle remains unclear in the transition
from the galilean-relativistic formulation of quantum me-
chanics to special-relativistic quantum field theory. The
most popular description of the uncertainty principle is
in terms of a relation between the uncertainty in position
predictions and the uncertainty in momentum predictions,
but the position of a particle is not a good observable of
special-relativistic quantum field theory (it only emerges
as a good observable in the galilean-relativistic limit) and
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therefore also its uncertainty becomes meaningless.

20 o
2 C
15}
mesx 1O
_______________ B
e
o . . , ) . .
0.5 1.0 15 20 25 3.0
sp/mc

Figure 1: How accurately can we determine the position of a particle
at rest for a given uncertainty in its momentum? This is operatively a
well-defined question in all regimes of physics, even though our current
formalisms in some cases are unable to handle it. For low momentum
uncertainty we are confident that the Heisenberg principle governs the
minimum position uncertainty. For high momentum uncertainty we do
not expect the Heinseberg principle (A) to hold. The heuristic argu-
ment of [3] suggests (B) that the minimum position uncertainty should
reach an horizontal asymptote at about dx =~ %, but it is nothing more
than a tentative argument and for example it remains possible that the
minimum position uncertainty would at some point start growing (C).
‘While these scenarios for the faith of the uncertainty principle at very
high momentum uncertainty are conceptually intriguing, we here argue
that the more urgent questions reside in the region highlighted in figure
with a question mark, the regime where momentum uncertainty is still
small but special-relativistic corrections could be appreciated, which is
also the regime best suited for testing experimentally our understanding
of the interplay between special relativity and the uncertainty principle.
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This has led to the popular viewpoint that there is no
middle ground: the uncertainty principle between position
and momentum goes abruptly from being a cornerstone of
quantum mechanics in the galilean regime to being mean-
ingless as soon as some special-relativistic effects are taken
into account. We feel (like others, see e.g. Refs.[3, @] [5]
and references therein) that the faith of the uncertainty
principle in this transition cannot be so abrupt and that
a lot of insight on the fundamental workings of nature
may reside in learning how to properly describe the tran-
sition (see figure |1)). Think for example of varying the
precision of the measuring devices used in an experiment
involving only particles of very low speeds: for low pre-
cision of the measuring devices special-relativistic effects
cannot be appreciated and Heisenberg’s uncertainty prin-
ciple would surely reign supreme upon the measurement
outcomes. Should we then expect that when the preci-
sion of the devices is increased just up to the threshold
for appreciating the first special-relativistic effects, Heisen-
berg’s uncertainty principle would become useless for the
description of the measurement outcomes? We feel that
this is unlikely, but most importantly we feel that a sci-
entific answer to this question is needed, a challenge for
theories at first, but ultimately a question to be settled
experimentally. The only plausible scenario is that when
special-relativistic effects are just barely appreciable the
Heisenberg principle should still be at center stage, only
reflecting those special-relativistic effects through some ex-
tra terms (“corrections”) to its formulation.

To our knowledge the first study to provide insights rel-
evant for this question dates back to the 1930s: in Ref.[3]
Landau and Peierls used the criterion that any viable po-
sition measurement procedure should not produce an en-
ergy fluctuation capable of creating new particles, thereby
proposing a lower bound on the uncertainty of the position
of a particle at rest given approximately by the Compton
wavelength. Other approaches [4] [5] have relied on ob-
servables in the single-particle special-relativistic Hilbert
space which have some (but not all) of the properties of
the spatial coordinate of the particle, but the outcome
of that strategy of investigation remains uncertain, par-
ticularly because of some challenges related to causality
violations [6} [7]. Rather than looking for candidate opera-
tors on the single-particle special-relativistic Hilbert space
we here propose that the special-relativistic deformations
of the Heisenberg description should be introduced at the
level of the properties of the probability distribution ob-
tained from the wave function. Our conceptual motiva-
tion stems from the intuition that a position measurement
never truly establishes a single-particle property: it has to
do with the result of a collision between two particles, the
particle viewed as “system” in the measurement procedure
and a test particle (the space-time point one is localizing in
the classical limit is the point of crossing of the two world-
lines). For what concerns the description of the particle
localization in terms of a probability distribution defined
in space-time, our approach is similar to the one intro-

duced in [8 [9], which, however, do not describe the local-
ization procedure in terms of actual interactions between
system particles and probe particles (a crucial aspect of
our approach). As we shall show, the properties of the
probability distribution obtained from the wave function
can naturally make room for this collision perspective: we
set it up as dependent on the properties of both particles,
though ultimately the properties of the test particle (which
is “prepared” by the experimenter) become only implicit.
Our new postulate for the probability density of finding
a particle in a given position is actually derived from a
schematic description of the position-measuring process,
in which a “probe” particle is set up to interact with the
“system” particle whose position is of interest. The proba-
bility of interacting with the system particle as a function
of the probe position is clearly proportional to the proba-
bility of these particles being in the same placeE| (assuming
the interaction can be described as a contact interaction).
We start from the probability amplitude of the interaction
between our “system” particle with mass m and a probe
particle with mass M > m, as derived by standard quan-
tum field theory:

Peid’pi—
€oPo) :/ﬁﬂ)ei(ﬁpix
e; p;

x 6% (e; + pi — €0 — Po) (eipi| Tleopo) (1)

where e; and p; are the momenta of the incoming sys-
tem and probe particles, e, and p, the momenta of the
outgoing particles, and T the transition matrix of the pro-
cess. We are assuming the in-particles to be in the states
e, and ¢,,, and the out-states to be plane waves. We
focus on elastic scattering because we will use a first or-
der approximation of the theory in which the only non-
trivial out-state consists of the same kind of particles of
the in-state. It is important to note that this level of ap-
proximation has an operative counterpart which was not
considered in the heuristic argument made in Ref.[3] in the
1930s: rather than focusing exclusively on what might be
the smallest uncertainty achievable in a position measure-
ment (needing large momentum uncertainty), we are here
mainly concerned with the first-order special-relativistic
corrections applicable when momentum uncertainty is still
rather small. Some of the implications of special relativ-
ity that are found [3] when the momentum uncertainty is
large do not apply to the regime of relatively low momen-
tum uncertainty where we plan to predict (and eventually
test experimentally) the uncertainty principle.

In the first order approximation we can substitute the
transmission matrix (e;p;|T|e,p,) With the constant value
A (the coupling constant of our theory). We will be in-

I'We shall not dwell much on that but the observable usually de-
scribed as “position of a particle” actually is the position at which
that particle interacts with the probe. There is no need to define the
notion of “position of a particle” when that position is not measured
(if it is not measured it is not of concern for physics).



terested only in ratios between probabilities, so this ap-
proximation can be made exact considering smaller and
smaller values of the coupling constant [10]. To obtain the
probability for the two in-particles to interact we have to
consider the squared modulus of the amplitude and sum
over all possible out-states. This gives us:
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The function [ is an invariant function of the incoming
momenta, so it can be evaluated in the center-of-mass ref-
erence frame. It can depend only on the scalar product
€; - pi, which in turn is a function of the center-of-mass
momentum p* and the two masses m and M. We fo-
cus on probe particles of very high mass and momentum,
while the system particle is approximately at rest, thus the
center-of-mass momentum p* is very large and we have:
lim T (e;,p;) :f(M2+m2) (4)
|p*|—o00
where I is a dimensionless function of its argument which
can be factored out from the probability, obtaining:
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Selecting for the probe particle ¢ a well localized Stateﬂ
o(z)|* ~ [ dré* (x — (7)), we obtain for the probability:

PW@%N/MW@@W (6)

with N a normalization constant. This is an incoherent
sum of the probability density of interacting at every in-
stant of (proper) time 7, thus we obtain for the probability
density for the particle to be in position z(7) at the time
7 (on the world-line of the probe):

p () o< [y (a(r))[’ (7)

2Throughout the derivation we are considering units in which
h=1.

3Here “well-localized” means much better localized than the state
of the system/target particle; this is not a problematic requirement,
since one can exploit the fact that the probe could have arbitrarily
large mass.

This is obviously also proportional to the probability den-
sity p(t), x(t) being the probe worldline expressed as a
function of time t:

wamwfﬁwmmﬁ (8)
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This probability density is derived from the probability of
interacting with a single probe, so it cannot be used as
a probability density over all of space at a given instant,
but only as a probability density of interacting at a given
space-time point on the probe world-line.

In this first exploratory study we focus on the simplified
context of only one spatial dimension in quantifying the
corrections to the Heisenberg principle that follow from
our probability density. We have that the probability of
interaction between the probe and the target particle at
time ¢ is proportional to |1 (z (¢))[?, with:

v 0) = [ vy expilEylto +1) = plan + 0] (10)

Without loss of generality we can consider tg = xg = 0 (the
phase given by different initial values can be reabsorbed
in the definition of the state 1,), thus reducing the last
expression to:
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The best localization will be performed by a probe inter-
acting with the particle for the shortest time possible, thus
the probe velocity v will be considered as approaching c:
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As shown in introducing the new variable

&= % — p, the last integral can be written as:
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We thus arrive at the conclusion that the probability den-
sity to interact at a given instant ¢ on the world-line of a
probe particle in a well-localized state is given by:

2
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‘We can now proceed to show the existence of a minimal
duration in the interaction. Using the probability density
defined above we can measure the interaction duration as
the square root of:
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where the average is given in terms of the probability den-
sity p (t), and we performed a translation of the state in
order to have t = 0. With a Fourier transform the last
average can be expressed in £-space as:
2
)
3

This expression can be recognized as the uncertainty of
the operator (—id%) evaluated on the state %, with
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scalar product fooo d¢ (whose associated expectation value
we denoted as (e).). A bound can then be established

on the value of §t? using the uncertainty relation between

( i dg) and the multiplicative operator £ on the Hilbert

space defined by the scalar produciﬂ fo d¢. We will show
that the uncertainty in the variable £ has an upper bound
on the class of states we are interested in, which implies a
lower bound in the “interaction length” §t2.

As usual, the uncertainty on £ and the one on (—i%)

are inversely related. For the operators x and p in the
standard Hilbert space the single uncertainties are not
bounded, so even if one cannot know both of them ar-
bitrarily well, we can choose a state very localized for,
say, the x operator at the cost of a diverging uncertainty
for p. As we will see this is not the case in the relativis-
tic theory, for which the uncertainty on the multiplicative
operator ¢ is not allowed to be arbitrarily large (if the par-
ticle is on average at rest). From an upper bound in the

&-uncertainty we will derive a lower bound in the uncer-
tainty of ( 7 d§>, which in turn will give a lower bound

on the duration of any interaction with the particle we are
trying to localize. For this task it is useful to compute the

first two momenta of £ on the state w"g@
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We have:
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4In order for (

d{) to be a self-adjoint operator, the states of
this Hilbert space have to be functions of £ going to zero for £ — 0
and £ — oo; this is guaranteed by the definition of the variable &,
which links a fast decrease of states 1, for p — $o0 to a fast decrease

of Y ¢y for £ = 0 and £ — oo.
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We are interested in establishing a bound in the in-
teraction length with a particle at rest. If we translate
this condition as a constraint on the average value of the
momentum we can derive the condition for &:
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From the last equality it is easy to conclude that:
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in addition we have:
2

where on the right-hand side we have the expectation value
with the standard momentum measure | %—Z. Combining

the last two equations we obtain for §&:
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This result gives us a constraint for the minimum dura-
tion of the interaction. The uncertainty principle between

( ng) and & combined with . ) leads to:
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In this amount of time the probe covers a distance v 0t =
cdt, so we obtain an equivalent bound for the minimum
spatial extension of the interaction:

1

&)

We have to keep in mind that the coordinates x and ¢ are
linked to the probe, meaning that they indicate the spa-
tial and temporal extension of the interaction on the probe
world-line. A bound imposed on them has an absolute
value in that there is no probe capable of interacting for a
shorter time with the particle, given the finiteness of the
speed of light.

The inequality poses an absolute limit on the lo-
calizability of the particle because it implies:

1
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which is the limit derived in [3] in a heuristic way. From
we see that in the galilean limit, -£- — 0, the £ coor-
dinate is equivalent to —p, as the probe becomes infinitely
fast and is capable of taking fixed-time snapshots of the
particle state. With the relabeling x = ct the state be-
comes, in this limit:

d )
V(@)= [ Trpe ™ (29)
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and the rescaled coordinate = becomes the standard spatial
coordinate.

Our main goal is to obtain the first special-relativistic
correction to the Heisenberg principle that applies when
dp is small. This can be found by approximating as-
suming we are close to the galilean limit. For this purpose
we observe that

2 2
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Assuming the minimum-uncertainty states to be contin-
uous deformations of their galilean counterparts, we can

exploit the zero-order identity (p*) = 3 ((5p2)2. Substitut-
ing in , we find:

2
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We feel that this is our main result. There may be some
conceptual value also in the fact that our approach could
be used to derive higher-order corrections to the Heinsen-
berg principle, but this leading-order special-relativistic
correction is evidently our most robust result and also
the result best suited for providing guidance to exper-
imental tests of the interplay between special relativity
and the Heisenberg principle, which, as stressed above,
should naturally aim for reaching high accuracy at rela-
tively small values of momentum uncertainty. We chal-
lenge experimentalists to achieve this goal. Future pro-
posals of alternatives to our strategy of derivation of the
special-relativistic corrections should be compared to ours
mainly for what concerns the predictions for this leading-
order correction and hopefully the superiority of one strat-
egy over another will not provide material for endless “con-
ceptual debates” but rather be established experimentally.
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Appendix A. New variables
We define the light-cone variable in 3+1 dimensions as:
& = Ep —p|

where p) is the projection of the particle momentum on
the direction of motion of the probe. From this definition
it is straightforward to derive:
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2 _ 1 Ei ? 2
PO=1(F+e) -m

with E2 = m? + p%, and p, the momentum component
orthogonal to the direction of motion of the probe. From
the last equation we see that any spherical function of p
can only depend on the combination (§+¢71E?%). We
have, in addition:
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In 1+1 dimensions these relations reduce to:
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