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Should we necessarily treat masses as localized when analysing tests of quantum

gravity?
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Recently proposed “table-top tests of quantum gravity” involve creating, separating and recom-
bining superpositions of masses at non-relativistic speeds. The general expectation is that these
generate superpositions of gravitational fields via the Newtonian potential. Analyses suggest that
negligible gravitational radiation is generated if the interference experiments involve sufficiently
small accelerations. One way of thinking about this is that matter and the static gravitational
field are temporarily entangled and then disentangled. Another is that the static gravitational field
degrees of freedom are dependent on the matter and do not belong to a separate Hilbert space, and
that there is always negligible entanglement between matter and dynamical gravitational degrees of
freedom.

In this last picture, localized masses effectively become infinitely extended objects, inseparable
from their Newtonian potentials. While this picture appears hard to extend to a fully relativistic
theory of non-quantum gravity, it has significant implications for analyses of how or whether BMV
and other non-relativistic experiments might test the quantum nature of gravity. If the masses in a
BMV experiment are regarded as occupying overlapping regions (or indeed all of space), explaining
how they become entangled does not require that their gravitational interaction involves quantum
information exchange. On this view, while the experiments test gravity in a regime where quantum
theory is needed to describe all the relevant matter degrees of freedom, they do not necessarily
test its quantum nature. It might be argued that no plausible explanation other than quantum
gravity could be consistent both with these experiments and with special and general relativity.
But any such argument relies on further theoretical assumptions, and so is weaker than claiming
direct evidence for quantum gravitational interactions from the experiments alone.

I. INTRODUCTION

Proposals by Bose et al. [1] and Marletto-Vedral [2]
(BMV) for experiments that could entangle two meso-
scopic particles gravitationally have attracted a great
deal of interest, along with further proposals (e.g. [3]) for
“table-top tests of quantum gravity”. Refined versions
of BMV experiments, in which entanglement is tested
by Bell experiments rather than by entanglement wit-
nesses, have been proposed [4] to exclude the possibility
that the appearance of entanglement is explained by lo-
cal hidden variables. Table-top tests are very strongly
motivated whether or not they could definitively confirm
quantum gravity, since they would certainly distinguish
the predictions of non-relativistic quantum mechanics
with Newtonian potentials from some interesting alter-
natives, including gravitationally-induced collapse mod-
els [5–12] and related ideas [13] and the possibility that a
semi-classical gravity theory holds in the relevant regime
[14]. However, discussion continues over how robustly
any of the proposed experiments test the quantum na-
ture of gravity (e.g.[12, 15–20]). All the table-top exper-
iments considered to date probe non-relativistic quan-
tum gravity: the masses move slowly, and the predic-
tions do not involve c. This is a previously little-explored
regime. Many physicists’ initial reaction is that one can-
not get new evidence for quantum gravity from predic-
tions derived from the Schrödinger equation with New-

tonian potentials. Yet the prediction that entanglement
is generated between separated subsystems, when the
only significant interaction is gravitational, does appear
at first sight to require a quantumly mediated force. It
is a basic result of quantum information theory that lo-
cal operations on and classical communication between
separate quantum subsystems cannot generate entangle-
ment. This is usually framed in a non-relativistic setting,
and so apparently applicable to BMV and related exper-
iments. Yet, even prior to considering loopholes, some
feel a lingering unease that arguments for strong conclu-
sions about quantum gravity are ultimately based on no
more than standard undergraduate quantum mechanics.

This paper explores and tries to formalize one version
of this unease. Its starting point is that arguments that
gravity can be shown to be quantum by analysing only
experiments in the non-relativistic regime need them-
selves to be consistently non-relativistic. If we use only
non-relativistic dynamical equations to make predictions
and inferences about the underlying physics, we should
also consider alternative explanations that may not be
evidently consistent with relativity. One reason for this
is logical clarity: if in fact we also need to appeal to rela-
tivistic theory or experiment in order to argue that grav-
ity must be quantum, we should make this part of the
argument explicit. Also, importantly, such arguments
(e.g. [21]) sometimes turn out to be incorrect [22–24]
and so deserve careful scrutiny. A lack of evident consis-

http://arxiv.org/abs/2405.20514v1


2

tency with special or general relativity might possibly be
due to a failure of theoretical imagination.

II. NON-RELATIVISTIC CHARGE AND MASS

INTERFEROMETRY

Consider a particle of charge q in a interferometry ex-
periment with two paths xL(t),xR(t) that both involve
small acceleration. Suppose that the interference com-
ponent occupies time T , i.e., xL(t) = xR(t) for t ≤ 0
and t ≥ T , while xL(t) 6= xR(t) for 0 < t < T . In a
non-relativistic treatment (effectively taking c = ∞) its
electrostatic field at position x0 is

E(x) =
q

4πǫ0

x− x0

|x− x0|3
. (1)

During the interval (0, T ), the particle’s position super-
position is associated with a superposition of electrostatic
fields. After time T the paths recombine, and there is
again a single electrostatic field. This non-relativistic
discussion conceals important subtleties and does not ad-
equately explain why particle interference is possible in a
relativistic world. However, it is at least consistent with
the possibility of interference: it implies that, after time
T , no measurement of the electrostatic field can give any
path information. It is in line with the discussion given
by Christodoulou and Rovelli [25] for the analogous case
of non-relativistic BMV mass interferometry.
A more satisfactory discussion of charge and mass in-

terferometry and relativistic causality was given by Mari
et al. [26]. However, we will not discuss their analy-
sis of relativistic causality here, but rather focus on one
point in their illuminating commentary. As they note,
although the charged particle creates a superposition of
electrostatic fields, there is a sense in which one can treat
it as never entangled with the quantum electromagnetic
field. The momentum space Maxwell equation

k2V̂ (k) = ρ̂(k) (2)

gives

Ê(k, t) =
−ik

k2
ρ̂(k) −

∂

∂t
Â(k) . (3)

In Coulomb gauge, k.Â(k) = 0 and so the longitudinal
component of E is determined by ρ̂ and acts on the same
Hilbert space. The vacuum expectation value of the qua-
sistatic electric field is thus determined by that of the
charge density operator.
As Mari et al. put it, “the longitudinal component of

the electric field is not a dynamical propagating degree of
freedom, since it [. . .] is completely determined by [exter-
nal charges], so there is no Hilbert space associated to it.
The Hilbert space of the field contains only the degrees
of freedom associated to the electromagnetic radiation.”
In this picture, the matter degrees of freedom can be

in a product state with the field vacuum, despite gener-
ating a quasistatic electric field. This picture is gauge-
dependent, and the Coulomb gauge is not Lorentz invari-
ant. But this is not an immediate issue when considering
BMV-type experiments in the non-relativistic (c → ∞)
limit and the issue of whether they give evidence for non-
relativistic quantum interactions.
This picture may be counter-intuitive: it seems to sug-

gest that the electromagnetic field may be in the same
vacuum state whether the particle is localized at x, x′

or not present at all. In this way of thinking, there is
nothing at a general point y 6= x,x′. Yet there is an elec-
trostatic field, whose effect is measurable in finite time,
for example, as Mari et al. discuss, by its action on a
charge initially trapped in an oscillator near y. One way
of reconciling these conflicting intuitions is to think of the
particle as an extended object of which the electrostatic
field is an essential component: its centre-of-mass wave
function and charge density may be localized around x,
but the field is not.
According to this picture, a BMV experiment involv-

ing Coulomb forces can generate entanglement between
two particles without non-local interactions because the
particles – understood as extended objects – always over-
lap, although their charge densities do not. We do not
need to appeal to quantum information exchange to ex-
plain the generated entanglement. In fact, of course, we
have overwhelming evidence for QED and in particular
that electromagnetic forces are mediated by photons. We
can give a version of this picture based on QED, via the
unrigorous but still quite compelling intuition that we
can think of the particle as dressed by an extended cloud
of virtual electrons, positrons and photons. But, impor-
tantly, the picture is motivated without appealing to an
underlying quantum field theory.
Turning now to non-relativistic gravitational BMV ex-

periments, we need to keep in mind that their aim is to
give evidence for (or against) the quantum nature of grav-
ity, so we should not require all possible explanations for
the predicted entanglement generation to assume that
gravity is quantized. We can construct an explanation
without assuming a direct analogue of (3) and of the
underlying theory, QED. We can simply adopt the anal-
ogous picture of a mass m particle as an object described
by non-relativistic quantum mechanics, which has local-
ized centre-of-mass wave function and mass density, but
which has a long-range extension associated with its New-
tonian gravitational field

−Gm(
x− x0

|x− x0|3
) (4)

This would explain the generation of BMV entanglement
as arising from local interactions between overlapping
quantum systems.
A related issue, raised by Hanif et al. [27], is whether

decohering a mass interferometer by measuring the path-
dependent gravitational field would constitute evidence
for the quantum nature of gravity. In this picture, it
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constitutes evidence for the extended nature of a mas-
sive particle, but not that there is an independent quan-
tum gravitational field associated with a separate Hilbert
space. In principle, one could imagine hybrid theories in
which matter is extended in this way, while other gravita-
tional degrees of freedom are classical (or more generally,
not quantum).

III. RELATIVISTIC CONSIDERATIONS

Considering charges and masses as extended objects,
as above, is an intrinsically non-relativistic theoretical
explanation. For example, it allows instantaneous action
at arbitrary distances. This is justified in analysing BMV
and other non-relativistic interferometry experiments,
when comparing standard analyses that do the same.
Relativistic corrections in these experiments are negli-
gible, because all the relevant speeds and distance/time
ratios are small compared to c. In a world in which we
had quantum mechanics but not relativity, charge and
mass interferometry, including BMV experiments, would
not per se give compelling evidence that the electromag-
netic and gravitational fields have independent degrees of
freedom described quantumly, with independent Hilbert
spaces, or that they are mediated by the exchange of
quantum particles.
Of course, classical electromagnetism is a relativisti-

cally invariant theory, and we have compelling evidence
for relativistic QED. We also have compelling evidence
for general relativity. So our non-relativistic theoretical
explanations are wrong. They do, however, pose ques-
tions for the interpretation of BMV experiments: Could
they be extended to relativistically covariant explana-
tions consistent with all present experimental data? Or
to explanations that are not covariant but give covari-
ant predictions consistent with all present experimental
data? Or to explanations that are at least consistent with
all present experimental data? And in each case, can we
prove that the answers are negative, if indeed they are?
It is worth noting that we can, at least, correct our

picture to allow for the finite speed of propagation of
Coulomb or Newtonian potentials. For example, in
the Newtonian case, consider a slow-moving (i.e. non-
relativistic) particle has trajectory x(t) in the laboratory
rest frame. We take the associated potential at point y
and time t′ to be

Φ(y, t′) =
−Gm

|y − x(t0)|
, (5)

where t0 is determined by the constraint t0 < t′ and

|y − x(t0|

|t′ − t0|
= c . (6)

In the case of electromagnetism, trying to develop this
project towards a fully relativistic model, or to show that
it cannot be so developed, seems unmotivated. The to-
tality of evidence for QED is compelling evidence that
the electromagnetic force is quantum. BMV experiments
to test entanglement generation via Coulomb forces are
technologically interesting but not expected to give new
fundamental insights. In some sense, QED does relativis-
tically extend our model, but it does so in a way that
replaces potentials by quantum field excitations.

The case of gravity, however, is presently less clear.
Most theorists strongly believe that making our model
consistent with quantum theory (for matter) means re-
placing it by a quantum theory of gravity. But the pur-
ported point of BMV-type experiments is to replace this
strong belief by conclusive experimental evidence. Most
theorists (including us) also strongly believe that making
the classical limit of our model consistent with large-scale
observational data necessitates effectively replacing it by
general relativity. But if so, the case that entanglement
generation in BMV experiments implies the quantum na-
ture of gravity needs to go beyond non-relativistic anal-
yses and make explicit relativistic assumptions and/or
arguments from other data.
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