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Threshold and infrared divergences are studied as possible mechanisms of particle produc-
tion and compared to the usual decay process in a model quantum field theory from which
generalizations are obtained. A spectral representation of the propagator of the decaying
particle suggests that decay, threshold and infrared singularities while seemingly different
phenomena are qualitatively related. We implement a non-perturbative dynamical resum-
mation method to study the time evolution of an initial state. It is manifestly unitary and
yields the asymptotic state and the distribution function of produced particles. Whereas the
survival probability in a decay process falls off as eI, for threshold and infrared divergent
cases it falls off instead as e~ V%" and ¢=2 respectively, with ', A o (coupling)? whereas
1/t* o (coupling)*. Despite the different decay dynamics, the asymptotic state is qualita-
tively similar: a kinematically entangled state of the daughter particles with a distribution
function which fulfills the unitarity condition and is strongly peaked at energy conserving
transitions but broadened by the “lifetime” 1/T"; ¢* for usual decay and threshold singularity,
whereas it scales with the anomalous dimension A for the infrared singular case. Threshold
and infrared instabilities are production mechanisms just as efficient as particle decay. If
one of the particles is in a dark sector and not observed, the loss of information yields an
entanglement entropy determined by the distribution functions and increases upon unitary

time evolution.

I. INTRODUCTION

Most particles in the standard model decay, quarks and gluons are confined, and charged parti-
cles interacting with gauge fields are dressed by a cloud of soft massless gauge fields. Therefore, of
all the particles in the standard model perhaps only neutrinos and photons appear as asymptotic
single particle states in the S-matrix. The dressing of charged particles by massless gauge bosons
results in infrared divergences in radiative corrections as a consequence of the emission and absorp-

tion of the soft gauge quanta. Understanding these infrared phenomena and the infrared finiteness
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of the S-matrix has beenﬂﬂ] and continuesmﬂ, Bﬂ] to be the focus of a substantial body
of work motivated by precision calculations of physical observables for collider experiments .
Infrared phenomena also plays a fundamental role in quantum aspects of gravity as a consequence
of emission and absorption of gravitons|21], 22].

Prior to the discovery of the Higgs boson, early Work, ] recognized that the S-matrix
approach to describing particle decay breaks down when the mass of the particle approaches the
multiparticle threshold Q] In particular refs.@@] recognized a singularity in the self-energy
of the particle as its mass approaches threshold from below, and as a consequence the particle no
longer appears as an asymptotic state in the S-matrix.

Notably this situation is similar to the case of infrared singularities in gauge theories that arise
because the mass of the charged particle coincides with the multiparticle threshold suggesting that,
perhaps, threshold and infrared singularities, although quantitatively different, are manifestations

of similar phenomena suggesting a generalized decay of the particle.

Motivations and objectives:

Extensions beyond the standard model posit the existence of new particles as possible expla-
nations of the origin of dark matter in cosmology. Some of these extensions introduce light or
ultralight particles@], and an important question in these models is to identify and assess the
production mechanism for these dark matter candidates. A recent Study@] revealed certain uni-
versality of infrared phenomena in the sense that infrared divergences associated with emission and
absorption of massless quanta feature similar dynamics and asymptotic states in bosonic, fermionic
and (abelian) gauge theories. This study also revealed that the infrared divergences could be an
effective production mechanism of soft massless particles, and was extrapolated to the realm of
production of light dark matter or dark radiation during a radiation dominated cosmology|[35]. In
this article we extend the study of ref.|34] to compare and contrast the dynamics of decay, thresh-
old and infrared divergences to identify hitherto unexplored production mechanisms that could
be relevant in early Universe cosmology and also, perhaps, of some phenomenological interest in
particle physics.

As windows beyond the standard model open to explore possible explanations of dark matter
and or dark radiation, our study is motivated by its possible impact in identifying and assessing
alternative production mechanisms available in the dark sector, but also to explore fundamental
aspects of the dynamics of particle decay, threshold and infrared divergences that could be of a

more overarching phenomenological and theoretical interest.



Objectives: Our objectives in this study are the following: i) to compare and contrast the
dynamical aspects of particle decay and threshold and infrared divergences within a model quantum
field theory and draw more general conclusions on the time evolution of initial towards asymptotic
states, ii) to understand threshold and infrared singularities as possible production mechanisms and
to explore a qualitative similarity between these seemingly different phenomena, iii) to understand
the time evolution that leads from the initial to the final asymptotic state and to characterize the
properties of the latter, iv) for threshold and infrared divergences the usual decay rates vanish,
therefore understanding the time evolution of initial states will clarify the dynamics of relaxation
towards equilibrium in these cases.

Our study does not address the important issues of the infrared finiteness of the S-matrix, a far
broader subject of much current interest Q] It is much more narrowly focused on understanding
the time evolution of states and the emerging asymptotic states in the case of threshold and infrared
divergences. A reassessment[36] of the Lehmann, Symanzik and Zimmermann reduction formula
for asymptotic states beginning with a finite time analysis and extending it to the infinite time
limit has highlighted the subtleties of this limit.

Our study in this article may provide complementary further insights into asymptotic theory in
cases in which threshold and infrared divergences substantially modify the asymptotic long time
dynamics, and may contribute to the fundamental understanding of the asymptotic states emerging

from these processes.

Brief summary of results: We study decay, threshold and infrared phenomena within a
simple model of a real scalar field ® coupled to two other scalar fields of different masses that
effectively captures the different phenomena by varying the various masses. The Kallen-Lehmann
representation of the propagator of the @ field including radiative corrections illustrates how de-
cay, threshold and infrared phenomena, although seemingly disparate are qualitatively related.
Furthermore, it clearly shows the breakdown of a Breit-Wigner approximation as the mass of the
particle approaches threshold.

A dynamical resummation method@, @] is implemented to study the time evolution of an
initial single particle state of the ® field towards the final asymptotic state in all cases. This
method is manifestly unitary and complementary to the dynamical renormalization group|38;/39].
It yields not only the time evolution of the initial state, but also describes the emergence of the
asymptotic state during the evolution and its properties.

We find that whereas the time evolution of the survival probability of a single particle state in



Tt 'in the cases of threshold and infrared singularities the usual decay

a typical decay process is e~
rate vanishes, however we find that the survival probability of the initial state indeed decays: in the
case of threshold divergence it evolves as e~V and for infrared divergences as o< t—2. Whereas
I' and the anomalous dimension A are of O(g?) with g the coupling, the relaxation time scale
t* o< 1/¢* as a consequence of the threshold singularity.

We find that despite the different time evolution, the asymptotic state is qualitatively similar:
a kinematically entangled state of the daughter particles with pair correlations. We obtain the
probabilities of these pairs, show that they satisfy the unitarity condition and identify them as the
distribution function of the produced particles which are obtained in each case. Although these are
peaked at energy conserving transitions, are much narrower in the case of threshold divergences
as a consequence of a longer “lifetime” of the initial state and feature a scaling behavior with the
anomalous dimension A in the case of infrared divergences.

A corollary of this result is that threshold and infrared singularities are just as efficient produc-
tion mechanisms as decay.

These asymptotic states are very different from those postulated in quantum electrodynamicsB,
H, Q, E] as solutions to the infrared problem, but are unambiguously obtained from the unitary
time evolution of an initial state. We argue that the pair correlations in the asymptotic state, in
other words the entanglement of the daughter particles, implies the same distribution function for
each, which we obtain from the time evolution in all cases. If either one of the daughter particles
is not measured for example in the “invisible decay” into a dark matter particle, the information
loss leads to an entanglement entropy, which is shown to grow during the time evolution from the

initial to the asymptotic state.

II. KALLEN-LEHMANN SPECTRAL REPRESENTATION:

We consider a model of a massive real scalar field ® coupled to two other real scalar fields
X1, X2, to illustrate the main phenomena within a simpler setting, with the objective of drawing
more general conclusions. Such model has previously been investigated within the context of

threshold singularities in refs., ] It is described by the following Lagrangian density

1 1 1 1 1 1
L=30"00,®— M?*®? + 50101 = 5 mi X3+ 5" X20ux2 = 5 m3x5 — A®xix2. (IL1)

This Lagrangian density provides a simple arena to study the main aspects of our focus in this



article: 1) if M < (mj + mg), a single ® particle is stable, ii) when M > (m; + m2) a ® particle
is unstable and decays into a pair of x1, y2 particles, iii) when M = (mj + m2) the mass of the ®
particle is exactly at threshold and this case is a manifestation of the threshold singularity, studied
originally in ref.[24], iv) infrared singularity when M = my , my = 0 arising from the emission
and absorption of massless quanta. In this case again the mass of the particle ® coincides with
the multiparticle threshold. This latter case features the same infrared singularities as that of a
charged field coupled to a massless field studied in ref.|34] within a bosonic model with Lagrangian

density
1
L=0'd19,6 - M?0TP + 5 "X 0ux = A TP . (IL.2)

In this model the infrared singularity emerges in the self-energy of the ® field as a consequence of
the emission and absorption of massless quanta ® «» ®y. In ref.[34] it is shown that the infrared
behavior of this model is similar to that of a Dirac fermion Yukawa coupled to a massless scalar (a
renormalizable theory), and in turn is similar to the infrared divergence of the fermionic self-energy
in quantum electrodynamics. Hence, the Lagrangian ([L]) furnishes a simple quantum field theory
that allows to study all four cases: i) stable, ii) unstable, iii) threshold singularity and iv) infrared
divergence within the same model by adjusting the masses appropriately. Fig. (0 depicts the
interaction vertex in the theory described by ([LI)) and fig. (2] shows the one-loop self energy of
the field ® in the theory described by ([L2]) which features an infrared divergence, this self energy
is the same as that obtained from ([L1]) replacing xy; = ® ; x2 — x.
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""""
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Figure 1: Interaction vertex in the theory defined by the Lagrangian density ([LI).

The Lagrangian density ([LI)) describes a super renormalizable theory, however, because we are
interested in infrared and long time phenomena which we expect to be insensitive to the ultraviolet
behavior of the theory, this model is expected to capture the long time dynamics reliably. This
expectation is confirmed by the study of ref.|34] where infrared phenomena and long time dynamics
were shown to be the same for a superrenormalizable and a renormalizable model. Furthermore,

in ref. B] it has been shown that ultraviolet divergences contribute to very early transients that do



not affect the long time dynamics and can be safely absorbed into a renormalization of the initial
amplitude. This is a consequence of the wide separation of time scales between the ultraviolet early
transients and the long time infrared phenomena. Taken together the results of these previous
studies serve as anchors that allow us to draw more general conclusions on the long time dynamics
from the simple model described by eqn. ([LI).

We begin by studying the Kallen-Lehmann spectral representation@] of the single ® particle
propagator including a Dyson resummation of the one loop self-energy shown in fig. (). The
propagator is given by

1
P2 M2 —%(P?) +ie’

G(P?) = (11.3)

the self-energy is calculated in dimensional regularization in dimension D = 4 — ¢, and introducing

a renormalization scale p we find

) 22 22 S
Y(P?) = — L I(P°/M 1.4
(P*) = gy L+ e [P /M) (11.4)
where
~ 2 M?
_ —€/2 _
X=Ap~? L—g—’yE—i-ln(Zlﬂ)—ln[,uQ] (IL5)

with vg the Euler-Mascheroni constant and

1 2 2 2 2
- P
I(Pz):/ I [22+ P20 - e (1 - ) — e de ;&0 (IL6)
0

Figure 2: One loop self energy of the ® field in the theory defined by the Lagrangian density ([L2).

Separating the real and imaginary parts of the self-energy,

S(P?) = Sg(P?) +i31(P?), (IL.7)
we find
X2 Xz 1 m2 m2 — m2 P2
2 2 1 2
Yr(P ):_WL+W /0 In T l‘——le‘(l—:E) dx (I1.8)




1/2
®<P2 — (1 + m2)2) . (IL9)

EI(P2) = -7 (45\_‘_2)2 [(1 - (ml ;2m2)2> <1 - _(ml ;)2m2)2)

Subtracting the real part of the self-energy at P? = Mg at which the real part of the inverse

propagator vanishes, namely
Sr(P?) = Sp(P? = M2) + SR(P?), (1L.10)
where
M2 = M?+ Sp(P? = M), (I1.11)

and to leading order in the coupling replacing M — M, in the expression for the real and imaginary

parts of the self-energy (L8], it follows that

G(P?) = _ _. (I1.12)
P2 — M2 — XR(P?) —iX1(P?) +ie
The Kallen-Lehmann spectral function is given by [40)]
1 1 =X (P?
o(P?) = —-=ImG(P?) = = 1(P7) + € 5 (I1.13)
7T 0

— 2
[P? — M2 - ER(P2)} + [— S1(P2) + e
it contains the information on the asymptotic properties of the quanta of the real scalar field ®

and obeys the sum rule
/ o(P?)dP*=1. (I1.14)

A single particle pole below threshold, namely for P2 < (m; + mg)?, for which ¥;(P?) = 0,
yields

op(P?) = Z5(P* — M), (I1.15)

where

_ 0ZR(PY)

Z =1 :
IP?  |p2=nm2

(I11.16)

The wave function renormalization constant yields the amplitude of the single particle pole and
determines the overlap between the bare single particle state and the asymptotic renormalized
state of a stable particle that has been dressed by quantum fluctuations. Therefore, when the

single particle pole is below threshold, the particle is stable and

o(P?) = Z5(P* — M) + 0c(P?), (I1.17)



where o.(P?) is the contribution from the multiparticle continuum above threshold. In this case

the sum rule (ILI4]) yields
Z +/ o(PYdP? =1 ; P%=(mj+ms)?, (I11.18)
P

whereas if the particle decays and the single particle pole is embedded in the continuum, there is
no single particle pole below threshold and the sum rule (IL14) yields

o0
/ o(P*)dP* =1, (11.19)
Pf
namely it is saturated by the continuum “background” and the single particle quanta of the ® field

are not asymptotic states.

III. DECAY, THRESHOLD AND INFRARED SINGULARITIES:

A. Decay and threshold singularities

In order to discuss both cases of decay and threshold singularities we consider the simpler case
of equal masses m; = ms = m when the two particle threshold is at P? = 4m?, furthermore, it is

convenient to introduce the dimensionless variables

P2 4m? h\
o=

2
2T M 47TMp> P Als,r) s (ITL.1)

S

In terms of these variables the spectral density becomes

M?2o(s,r) = gAET)O(s—r) + € ;i e— 07, (I11.2)

' [s—l—gD(s,r)r—l—[ﬂgA(r,s)G(s—r)—i-er

where

1+ A(s,r)
1—A(s,r)

1+ A((1,r)

D(s,r) = A(s,r)In T—ALD

—A(1,r)In (I11.3)

We study the cases r > 1 (stable particle) and r < 1 (unstable decaying particle) separately to

highlight both differences and similarities.

Case I: Stable particle 4m* > M2 (r > 1)
In this case the propagator features an isolated single particle pole at s = 1 below the two

particle threshold at » > 1 and for s < r

Mio(s,r)=Z(r)d(s—1) ; s<r (I1.4)



with Z~1 given by eqn. (ILI6) for which we find

_ 1 . S(r) = Vr—1. (ITL.5)
[1+g [(Tlr) + 5(r)> atan(ﬁ) - 1]

The full spectral density in this case when the particle pole is below the two particle threshold is

given by
gA(s2, r)O(s —r)
s=1-gD(s,n)| + [rgA(rs)0(s—7)

M2 o(s,r) = Z(r)d(s — 1) +

2 - (I1L.6)

For r > 1 the particle is present as an asymptotic state with probability Z(r) < 1. However, we
note that as Mg — 4m?, namely as the position of the single particle pole approaches the threshold

from below, or 7 — 1 from above, the residue at the isolated pole below threshold vanishes as

1 %—1
20 5 Ty = ot (I11.7)
Vvr—1

with a square root singularity, and very sharply in weak coupling, obviously this behavior is strongly
non-perturbative. Furthermore, we find that while the continuum contribution to the spectral
density vanishes at threshold, it becomes sharply peaked near threshold as » — 1 from above (or
Mg — 4m? from below). Fig. (@) displays the spectral density for > 1, namely the case of a
stable particle described by an isolated pole below threshold.

Defining the contribution from the two particle continuum above threshold as
C(r)= /00 Mg o(s,r)ds (I11.8)
we have confirmed numerically that the sum rule (ILIS)
Z(r)+C(r)=1 (I11.9)

is fulfilled. As r — 1 from above, the residue at the pole vanishes, but the continuum contribution
saturates the sum rule. Fig. (] shows Z(r) and C(r), it clearly displays that Z(r) vanishes sharply
and C(r) rises sharply as Mg — 4m? from below (r — 17), in agreement with the sum rule (IILS])
which can be confirmed from the figure.

Precisely at Mg = 4m? when the mass shell coincides with the multiparticle threshold there is
a singularity in the sense that the amplitude of the single particle pole vanishes and the spectral
density at P? = 4m? diverges in such a way as to maintain the sum rule. This behaviour has been
described as a threshold Singularity]. What is clear in the case when Mg = 4m? is that the single

particle “dissolves” into the continuum and is not an asymptotic state since its residue, namely the
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Figure 3: Mg o(s) for r =1.1,1.2,1.3 and g = 0.01 describing a stable particle with an isolated pole below
threshold. s = P?/M2 ; r=4m?/M}.
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Figure 4: Z(r) and C(r) vs. r = 4m?/M}, for g = 0.01.
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The sum rule Z(r) + C(r) = 1 is confirmed

overlap of the bare and asymptotic state vanishes. However, the particle does not “decay” in the

usual manner because the imaginary part of the self-energy vanishes at P? = Mg = 4m?, hence

the “decay rate” I oc ¥(P? = M) /M, vanishes identically when M2 = 4m?.
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Case II: Unstable particle M} > 4m? (r < 1)
In this case the particle “pole” moves off the physical sheet into the second (or higher) Riemann
sheet becoming a decaying resonant state which is not an asymptotic state in the S-matrix. The

spectral density only has support above the two particle threshold

gA(s2,7‘) O(s—r) .
[8 -1- gD(s,r)} + [ﬂgA(r, s)O(s — r)]

M? o(s,r)=

» (IT1.10)

where D(s, ) is given by eqn. ([[IL3]). It is displayed in fig. (&) for » = 0.3,0.6,0.96 for g = 0.05, a
moderately large coupling to exhibit the behavior as the position of the resonance approaches the

threshold from above as compared with the cases where it is far above threshold.

M o(s)
(=)}
I

0.0 0.5 1.0 L5 2.0

Figure 5: M3 o(s)vs.s = P?/M}, for an unstable, decaying particle with Mz > 4m? (r < 1) for r =
0.3,0.6,0.96; g — 0.05.

In this case the sum rule ([IL9) is saturated by the contribution above threshold since there is
no support below threshold, and we have confirmed numerically in all cases that C'(r) = 1 with
C(r) given by eqn. ([ILS).

When the distance between threshold and the position of the resonance (“pole”) is much larger

than the width I' the propagator and the spectral density may be very well approximated by a
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Breit-Wigner Lorentzian function in the narrow width approximation,

wa v
M?2 o = I11.11
pO'b (3774) T [8—1]24-’72 ? ( )
with
Y =97 Zpw A(1,7), (I11.12)

where the wave function renormalization Z, is given by ([LI6) but now above threshold, with

M]% > 4m? and given by

_ 1 1+ A((1,r) 1
Zyy =1~ gT{2A(1,r) . [1 - A(l,r)] TTTATL Y } ’ (IL13)

we note that in contrast to the case when M]% < 4m?, in this case as M129 — 4m? from above it

is straightforward to confirm that Zj,, remains finite in agreement with the conclusion in ref.[24].
However, when the particle is unstable Z;,, does not have the interpretation of the amplitude of
the renormalized single particle state in the asymptotic state. It is clear from eqn. ([ILII]) that
the Breit-Wigner approximation of the spectral density is only reliable for very weak coupling as
it does not obey the sum rule C(r) = 1 since Z,, # 1.

When the position of the resonance (“pole”) is far away from threshold and for a narrow width,
the propagator may be approximated by a Breit-Wigner distribution which in the narrow width

approximation becomes

wa

G(P*) = : (IT1.14)
P2 = M3 +ing, T
with Zy,, given by eqn. ([ILI3) and
Y1(P? = M?)
= —Zy, ——— 2 I11.1
b M, ; (II1.15)

to leading order in the weak coupling g, we can set Zp,, = 1 and recognize I' as the decay rate at
rest obtained from the lowest order S-matrix approach, namely

4m?2

F:ﬂ'gMp 1—W

(I11.16)

The long time dynamics of the retarded propagator is obtained from the Fourier transform of

the Breit-Wigner propagator ([IL14]), namely

Gret(t) =i / dpo G(P)e ™t © t>0, (IT1.17)

oo 2T
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yielding
iBpt

_ M,
“Tpt/2 . p _ 202 - =P II1.1
2Ep € 3 D p + p p Ep ( 8)

from which we interpret Z;,, not as the amplitude of the single particle in the asymptotic state but

(&
Gret(t) = wa

as the weight of the resonance contribution to the spectral density as evident from eqn. ([ILII).
As fig.[@) clearly shows, when M2 — 4m? from above (r — 1 from below), although I' — 0, the

spectral density can no longer be described as a narrow width Breit-Wigner Lorentzian and the

resonance cannot be described as a complex pole in the second (or higher) Riemann sheet. In this

limit we find that as s — 17 and for weak coupling

1
gm2y/s—1

displaying a square root singularity at threshold in agreement with fig. (B). In this case the

Mpo(s,1) ~ (I11.19)

narrow width Breit-Wigner approximation is neither valid nor useful to describe the resonance near
threshold as the spectral density diverges as the threshold is approached. However, this singularity
notwithstanding, we confirmed numerically the sum rule C(1) = 1, but the interpretation of a
finite Z4,, as a wave function renormalization associated with the resonance is no longer useful as
a description of the asymptotic state.

As Mg — 4m? from below the single particle state is no longer an asymptotic state, however
its amplitude does not decay in time with the usual exponential decay law because the decay rate
I" — 0 when the “pole” coincides with the two particle threshold. Furthermore, as is clear from fig.
(@) and from eqn. (ILI9) the Breit-Wigner approximation breaks down as M, — 4m? from above
and the time evolution of the resonant state is not an exponential as in the case ([[ILI8) but a more
complicated function determined by the square root branch cut beginning at threshold. This time

evolution will be studied in detail in the next section.

B. Infrared singularity:

The infrared singularity is associated with the emission and absorption of a massless particle by a
massive one. Such is the case, for example, in quantum electrodynamics where the one loop fermion
self energy features an infared divergence on the fermion mass shell. Whereas in gauge theories
care must be taken to maintain gauge invariance and satisfy Ward identities, the simpler model of a
charged scalar field in interaction with a neutral massless field, described by the Lagrangian density

(IL2) features the same infrared divergence|34]. In turn, we can study the infrared divergence
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within the framework of the model described by ([LI)) by taking my = M, mg = 0. However, in
order to display the emergence of the infrared singularity more clearly, let us consider the case
mg = 0 ; m; = m and we will explore the limit M, — m where the infrared divergence becomes
manifest.

In this case, in terms of the variables s; g introduced in eqn. ([ILI]) along with the ratio

the spectral density is given by
g (%) O(s—R)+e€

M o(s) = s s 5 e—0t, (I11.21)
s—R
[s—l—[(s,R)} + [gﬂ( . )@(S—R)+e]
where
s—R s—R 1-R
I(s,R)zg{( - )m( - ‘—(1—R)m‘ . (} (I11.22)
For R > 1 the ® particle is stable and we find

M2 o(s) = Zin(R)6(s — 1) + M} 0c(s), (111.23)

where
Zin(R) ! (I11.24)

CitgR[n () - 4]
and Mg oc(s) is the contribution from the two particle continuum above threshold, given by eqn.
(OI2I) for s > R. Equation ([IL24) clearly shows that as R — 17 the wave function renor-
malization vanishes, namely there is no longer an isolated single particle pole, again the particle
“dissolves” into the continuum as its (renormalized) mass approaches the threshold from below.
This behavior is displayed in Fig. (@) which shows Z;.(R) vs. R for g = 0.01.

Again we have confirmed numerically the validity of the sum rule Z,(R) + [ Mg oc(s)ds =
1, therefore when the single particle pole approaches the threshold from below, the sum rule is
saturated from the continuum contribution Mg oc(s) which is displayed in fig. (7)) showing a sharp
rise near threshold as it absorbs the normalization of the single particle pole when it merges with
threshold.

We conclude that in the infrared limit R = 1 when the single particle pole merges with the
threshold the single particle “dissolves” into the continuum and is no longer an asymptotic state.
However, as in the case of threshold singularity, the particle does not “decay” in the usual sense

because the decay rate vanishes when the pole mass coincides with the two particle threshold.
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Figure 6: Z;-(R)vs. R, for the infrared case for R = m/M,, and g = 0.01.
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Figure 7: M3 0.(s)vs. s, for the the infrared case for R = m/M, = 1.01 and g = 0.01.

The infrared singularity for the case R = 1 is the same as that studied in the model of a charged
scalar field coupled to a massless real scalar field @], this previous study also revealed an emerging
universality of infrared phenomena and showed that the amplitude of an initial single particle state

decays with a power law with anomalous dimension. The infrared singularities in this model field
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theory are the same as in the general Lagrangian density ([LI), replacing xy; — ® ; x2 — x and
m1 = M, my = 0.

The lesson that we draw from this analysis based on the Kallen-Lehmann representation is
that threshold and infrared divergences result in that the probability of the single particle state
vanishes, transferring the normalization to the multiparticle continuum. This “flow” of probability
from single particle to multiparticle states is a manifestation of particle production, we refer to
these cases as generalized decay, because, indeed the single ® particle does decay into the multi-
particle continuum despite the fact that the S-matrix decay rate I' formally vanishes, because the
imaginary part of the self energy vanishes at threshold. Furthermore, although there are quan-
titative differences between threshold and infrared divergences, for example in the manner that
Z vanishes as the threshold is approached and the sharp rise of the continuum contribution near
threshold, qualitatively the two phenomena are rather similar as evidenced by the figures displaying
Z and o, in both cases.

In the next section we study this “flow” or generalized decay from the point of view of the time

evolution of an initial single particle state towards an asymptotic state.

IV. TIME EVOLUTION: DYNAMICAL RESUMMATION METHOD :

We now obtain the asymptotic state by following the time evolution of an initial single ® particle
state. For this purpose we now introduce a method that implements a dynamical resummation
directly in time@, Q] and is complementary to the dynamical renormalization group|38, @] We
briefly revisit here the main aspects of this method for coherence and completeness of presentation,
referring the reader to previous studies ,Q] for more details.

Consider a system whose Hamiltonian is H = Hg + H; with H; a perturbation. The time

evolution of states in the interaction picture of Hy is given by
d
i V(1) = Hi () [¥r(t)) (Iv.1)
where the interaction Hamiltonian in the interaction picture is
Hy(t) = etHot ettt (IV.2)
The Schroedinger eqn. ([V.1]) has the formal solution

(W (t) = U(t to)|Vr(to)) (IV.3)
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and the time evolution operator in the interaction picture U (t,ty) obeys

i%U(t, to) = Hi(H)U(t, to) . (IV.4)

Now we can expand the time evolved state as

Ur() =D Cult)ln) (IV.5)

where |n) are eigenstates of the unperturbed Hamiltonian, Hy|n) = E, |n), and form a complete
set of orthonormal many particle states. From eq.([[V.I]) one finds the ezact equation of motion for

the coefficients Cy,(t), namely

Cult) = =i Con ()l H (1)) (1V.6)

Although this equation is exact, it generates an infinite hierarchy of simultaneous equations when
the Hilbert space of states spanned by {|n)} is infinite dimensional. However, this hierarchy can be
truncated by considering the transition between states connected by the interaction Hamiltonian
at a given order in Hj.

Specifically, for the model under consideration here, consider the situation depicted in figure
() where the single particle state, ]1%>, couples to the two particle state \1;9; 1§2>, which couples

back to |1g> via the interaction Hamiltonian

Hi(t) = A / B B 1) 1 (7 1) xa(@,1) (IV.7)
where the fields are in the interaction picture.

X2 X2

X1 X1

Figure 8: Transitions |1§) < [131513%) in first order in H.

Consider that at the initial time ¢ = 0 a single ® particle state with momentum k is prepared,

upon time evolution the interaction Hamiltonian connects this state with a two particle state of
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the x1, x2 fields, therefore the time evolved state is given by

Wr(t)) = C2(t) [17) + chg(t) X512+ 5 7= k—p, (IV.8)
I3

where the dots stand for multiparticle states that connect to |1§> in higher order in Hy, and we
have explicitly used momentum conservation which is justified by the matrix elements obtained in
appendix ([Al). In what follows we use ¢ = k — P to simplify notation.

The hierarchy of equations ([V.6]) lead to the following coupled equations for the amplitudes

CRt) = =i Y (RN 13) Cr(t) (IV.9)
CXL() = —iCFO(I 1R HI(ILE) (IV.10)

The initial value problem in which at time ¢ = 0 the initial state is a single ® particle state,

namely |V (t =0)) = |1g> and the vacuum for the other fields corresponds to the initial conditions
CZ(0) =1, CX.(0) =0. (IV.11)

We solve eq.([V.10) with these initial conditions and input the solution into eq.([V.9)) to find

t
X — ; X1.1X N1 P\ Dl ,
Cit) = —Z/0<1ﬁ1,1;|H1(t)|1;;>C;; (t") dt (IV.12)
t
O = _/ Ba(t,t) GE(t) df (IV.13)
0

where

i(BE—EX1-EX2)(t—t'
So(t,t) = > (UE[H ()15 1)1 12 | Hy () 2) =Y P 5 —Fa 01 a2 7y (0) 15 1) 2

P 12

(IV.14)

and we used eqn. ([V.2). It is convenient to write Y4 (¢,t’) in a spectral representation, namely

Yot t) = / po (ko) e i Ro=ER) =) gy (IV.15)

—00

where we have introduced the spectral density

pa(ko) =Y [(IZ[H(0)[1X; 1X)[* 6(ko — EX' — EX?), (IV.16)
12

which is obtained for the general case described by the Lagrangian density ([L]) in appendix (Al

(see eqn. ([A.3).



19

The integro-differential equation with memory (N.I3)) yields a non-perturbative solution for the
time evolution of the amplitudes and probabilities. It provides a resummation in real time of the
one-particle irreducible self-energy corrections, akin to the Dyson (geometric series) resummation
of similar terms in the Fourier transform of the single particle propagator.

Inserting the solution for C’g(t) into eq.([V.12)) one obtains the time evolution of amplitudes
C’;E(t) from which we can compute the time dependent probability to populate the two particle
state |13 1X%), namely ]C;E(t)F.

The hermiticity of the interaction Hamiltonian Hy, and the equations ((V.9IV.10)) yield
d P 2 X 2|
~|lckw) + 2o lesol | =0 (IV.17)
P
which together with the initial conditions in egs.([V.11]) yields the unitarity relation
CROR+ 31 0R =1. (v 18)
P
This is the statement that the time evolution operator U(¢,0) is unitary, namely

(U (@0)[Y(t) = IC,‘;I’(t)IerZIC;f,;(t)F
= (W(0)UT(,0)U(t,0)T(0)) = (¥(0)|¥(0)) =1. (IV.19)

The integro-differential equation ([V.13]) can be solved exactly via Laplace transform@], how-
ever finding the time evolution from the inverse transform involves a technically difficult integral
with branch cut singularities. Instead, recognizing that for weak coupling there is a separation of
time scales we invoke the dynamical resummation method introduced in ref.[34] which hinges on a
separation of time scales warranted for weak coupling, and provides a non-perturbative resumma-
tion directly in real time equivalent to the dynamical renormalization group|38&, [39].

The time evolution of C’g’ (t) determined by eq.([V.13)) is slow in the sense that the time scale
is determined by a weak coupling kernel > which is second order in the coupling. This allows us
to use an approximation in terms of a consistent expansion in time derivatives of Cg(t). Let us

define
t/
Wo(t,t') = / Yo (t, t")dt" (IV.20)
0
so that

d
Yo(t,t') = %Wo(t,t’), Wo(t,0) = 0. (IV.21)
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Integrating by parts in eq.([[V.I3]) we obtain
¢ t
d
/ St ) CE(H) i’ = Wo(t, 1) C2(t) - / Wo(t, t)) Loy . (IV.22)

The second term on the right hand side is formally of fourth order in Hj suggesting how a systematic

approximation scheme can be developed. Setting

t! d
Wi(t,t') = Wo(t,t")dt", = @Wl(t,t’) = Wo(t,t"); Wi(t,0) =0 (IV.23)
0

and integrating by parts again, we find
t
d .
/ Wolt, t)) P (@) dt = Wit £) C2(8) + - - (IV.24)
0 dt’ k k
leading to
t
/0 Sa(t,t') CF () dt' = Wo(t, t) CF (t) — Wt t) CT(t) + - -- (IV.25)

This process can be implemented systematically resulting in higher order differential equations.
Since Wy ~ H? and also Cy =~ H? the second term in (IV.25]) is ~ H}. We consistently neglect
this term because to order H} the states \1;1; 1§2> also have non-vanishing matrix elements with
multiparticle states other than |1§>. These are the multiparticle states denoted by the dots in eqn.
(IV.8) and the hierarchy would have to include these other states, therefore yielding contributions
of O(H?}). Hence up to order ~ H? the equation eq.(IV.I3]) becomes

C2(t) = =Wo(t, )C2 (1), (IV.26)

and from eqns. ((VISIV.20) we find

Wo(t, ) / R Eniai (IV.27)
o\Y, = P (Ko 0, .
—00 Z(p(] - E]?)
yielding
C2(t) = 700 5" (IV.28)
where we used the initial condition Cg’ (0) =1, with
: P
00 k sSin (Ek - k‘o)t
SE®(t) = / ”;{’( o) 1y _ < - > dk , (IV.29)
—oo (B} — ko) (Ey — ko)t
and
0 [1 — cos ((Eg> — k‘o)t)]
=2 [ palla) ko (1V.30)
—oc (BF — k)"
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With this solution we find the time evolution of the coefficients of the multiparticle states from

eqn. ([V.12)

t ’

_J _ _ / ) b /41 (

CX (1) = =i (13 12 [ H; (0) 1) / e TUBE BRI B it SEN(E) =757 gyt (IV.31)
’ 0

from which we obtain the probability of the multiparticle states in the time evolved state, and in
particular the asymptotic state as ¢t — oo.

The survival probability of the initial state is given by

(A2 = [CRH)* = e (IV.32)

In the long time limit we find
SE®(1) —— OE® = / _pelko) 0 V.33
() t—00 oo —oo,P(Eg—k‘O) 05 ( )

where P stands for the principal part, yielding a renormalization of the bare frequency of the state
|1§>, namely E]%I’ + 0B = E]%I’;R , whereas the long time limit of (¢) yields the decay law of the
initial state.

It is illuminating to write the energy renormalization using the explicit form of the spectral
density given by eqn. ([V.16]), namely

] X1.1X2\|2
o E® _pXt X2 7
k p q

(IV.34)

—

where the principal part in eqn.([[.33)) removes the region in momenta when the denominator
vanishes denoted by the superscript prime in the sum. This is the usual quantum mechanical

result for the second order energy shift.

A. Stable particles:

Before we analyze the time evolution of the coefficients Cg (t), we can understand their asymp-

totic behavior for the case of stable particles. The spectral density pg (ko) vanishes for kg < kor

where kor = /k2 + (m1 + m2)? corresponds to the two particle threshold (see eqn. (A3)). In
the case of a stable particle Eg’ < kop the denominator in (t), eqn. ([V.30) never vanishes and
the cosine term averages out in the long time limit. Therefore in the case of a stable particle with

energy below the two particle threshold energy it follows that

< pa(ko)
V(t) —— 2/ _P2tR0) kg = 22 IV.35
t) — for (B _ko)g ( )
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Hence, in the case of a stable particle for which the single particle energy is below the two particle
threshold (neglecting renormalization to lowest order) the time evolution of the initial single ®

particle amplitude yields the asymptotic result
CF(00) = e7H0F% o2 (IV.36)

namely, the probability of finding the initial (bare) single particle state in the asymptotic state
|Wr(00)) is

(1210 (00))] = [C2(c0)]? =™ = 2, (IV.37)

and the unitarity condition ([V.I8]) implies the sum rule
X 2 _
Z+ Z ()" =1, (IV.38)
P

we show how this relation is fulfilled in section (V) (see eqn. (V.13])).

For the case m; = mg = m, it is straightforward to find that as M? — 4m?, namely as
Eg’ — kor the integral in (IV.33)) yields z o (4m? — M 2)_1/ 2 displaying the threshold divergence
that results in the vanishing of the overlap between the asymptotic state and the initial single
particle state, namely Z — 0.

As we discuss below this is a consequence of taking the infinite time limit too soon in the limit
when the single particle energy approaches the two particle threshold.

It is illuminating to understand the time scale over which the integral (IV.30]) approaches its
asymptotic limit (IV.35). In the case of a stable particle, with Ej < kor as mentioned above, the
denominator in ([V.30) does not vanish in the domain of integration ky > kor, therefore we can

separate the time dependent cosine term from the expression for «(¢). Hence, consider the integral

0 cos <(E,<f — k:o)t>
0= | patho Gl (1V.39)

in the long time limit the cosine averages out and this integral vanishes by dephasing, on a time

scale
(IV.40)

since kgpr — E}. is the smallest frequency contributing to the integral, which, in turn dominates the
long time limit. Therefore as the single particle energy approaches the threshold from below the
dephasing time scale t4, diverges, and as discussed above the overlap Z vanishes. This is the case

of threshold divergences, the dynamics of which will be studied in detail below.
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B. Decaying particle:

In this case the (renormalized) single particle energy is above the two particle threshold, Eg’ >
kor, and the denominator in (IV.30]) vanishes within the domain of integration, therefore the cosine

term cannot be separated. Let us consider the case of equal masses mj; = mo = m in which case

we find from eqns. ([V.30] [A.3]) that

2 oo 2 1Y% 1 = cos E® — ko)t
() = 2%/ [1 dm ] [ <( k )ﬂ dko ; kor = VK2 +4m?. (IV.41)
kor

Ep kg — k2 (B — ko)
Define
(ko — E)t =2 (TV.42)
in terms of which
2 M2 [e’e) 1—
() = Lt / 5(x/Mt) 07‘;8%36 D X(t) = (B — kor)t >0 (IV.43)
Ey —X(t) T

where for a decaying state with M? > 4m? = E;f > ko, and

@ 1/2
1 dmp oy 20 ¢ g g2 z
p(§) = M 2E® = ; &= ML (Iv.44)
L+ 5 6+¢€2
In the long time limit Mt — oo; X () — oo we find
Y(t) = Trt+ 224+ O(1/t), (IV.45)
where
w2 M
m
Ly =g’ M [1 e — ) =27 pa(E}), (TV.46)
| (@)

is the correct decay rate (ILI6) including the time dilation factor, and is identified with the usual

result from Fermi’s golden rule, and

2= M { _20) /f 7.(6) - 7(0) §+/:O@ds} . €= (BP —kor)/M, (IV.47)

6 _E 62 62
where p.(§) = (p(§) +p(—&))/2. The details of the derivation of this result are given in appendix

([B). We find the long time behavior

_isE® ¢+ —LTry _ _ _
oz e leT e S |CR (WP oz ZaeTM, ;5 Zg=e 7 (IV .48)

where §E2 is a renormalization of the single particle energy.
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C. Threshold singularity:

The expression for v(t), eqn. ([V.43]) in terms of p given by eqn. ([V.44]) makes explicit the
modification of the decay in the case of threshold singularity, namely M? = 4m?, in this case,

2E® 1/2
et

&)= | —5m
1+ 23k + e

S (1V.49)

we note that in this case the decay rate (IV.46]) 'y = 0, and the spectral density vanishes with a

square root at threshold.

P
25[’5 tx] 1/2 yielding

In the limit t — oo it follows that p — [

NOEEN-S /% VI, (IV.50)
k

and the survival probability decays as

C2OP oz e VI, (IV.51)
with an effective lifetime
. 1 E

where E,? /M is the usual time dilation factor. Namely the decay law changes from e T#? —
e_\/t/_tz, as the mass of the particle approaches the threshold. The square root behavior is a
consequence of fact that the spectral density vanishes as a square root near threshold.

Furthermore, whereas in the case of decay there is a constant, time independent contribution
in the asymptotic long time limit of ~(¢) which defines the wave function renormalization, no
such term arises in the case of threshold singularity. Therefore, at threshold when M? = 4m?,
even when the usual decay rate ([ILI6]) vanishes, the amplitude of the initial single particle state
decays not as eIt but as e~V with an effective lifetime t* given by eqn. ([V.52), reflecting
the square root divergence in both in the spectral density approaching threshold from above and
the wave function renormalization approaching the threshold from below. This new decay law is
in qualitative agreement with a result found in ref.[26] and implies that the single particle state is
not an asymptotic state in agreement with a vanishing wave function renormalization from below,
and the fact that the continuum contribution of the spectral density saturates the sum rule.

In order to understand the asymptotic behavior in more detail it proves convenient to study the

case k = 0 and to introduce the dimensionless combinations r = 4m?/M? and 7 = M ¢, in terms
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of which, for k£ =0,
~(t) = s J(r,T) (IV.53)

where

1/2
14+ 2)2 — —
(1+7) T] L= cos(@) oo (IV.54)

(1+2)?

J(r,7) = /
—(1=r)7

Since the factor (1 — cos(x))/z? is localized within a region of width ~ 27 around the origin,

for 7 < 1 the function .J(r,7) approaches its asymptotic limit J(r, 00) = « (1 — r)"/? within a 7
scale ~ 27/(1 — r). As the threshold is approached from above, namely r — 1 from below, the
asymptotic value becomes smaller and smaller taking a longer and longer time scale to reach, and
for r =1 the function J(1,7) o< 1/4/7 for large 7. This behavior is clearly displayed in fig. (@) for
r=0.8,0.9,0.98,1.

50 100 150 200 250 300 350

Figure 9: The function J(r,7) with r = 4m?/M? ; 7= Mt for r,0.8,0.9,0.98, 1.

The crossover between the linear and square root behavior can be understood quantitatively in
the intermediate asymptotic regime for (1 —r) < 1 from the following argument. Consider first
the case k = 0, and focus on the numerator of the term within brackets in J(r,7), eqn. ([V.54]).
In the region (1 —r) < (27/7) < 1 the contribution 2z/7 dominates in the numerator yielding
J(r,7) < 1/4/7. This behavior continues until (1 —r) = 27 /7 at which point there is a crossover

and the function J(r,7) reaches the constant value 7 (1 — 7). As r — 1 from below, this constant
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value vanishes on a very long time scale  1/(1—7) during which J(r, 7) falls off oc 1/4/7. Therefore
for r < 1 the crossover from the square root fall off to the asymptotic constant value occurs at a
time scale t, ~ 27/M(1 — r). For k # 0 this time scale is modified by the time dilation factor

Eg’ /M. In section (VIl) we comment on the effect of radiative corrections on threshold behavior.

D. Infrared singularity:

The case of infrared singularity corresponds to my = M, ms = 0, where the spectral density

(A.3) simplifies to

2 M2
2ER

(ko — B)(ko + EY)
k2 — k2

pa(ko) =g O (ko — Ef), (IV.55)

vanishing linearly as kg approaches the threshold kor = E;f. This situation must be contrasted

with the case of threshold divergence where the spectral density vanishes as a square root as kg

approaches threshold. However, in both cases the usual decay rate I given by eqn. ([V.46]) vanishes.
It is convenient to introduce the dimensionless combinations

kB

k. T=E{t, (IV..56)
Ek
in terms of which we find in this case
gM~\2 [ 247 1 —cos(nT
A(t) = <_¢> / ; 7). (IV.57)
Ey 0o (%) +2n+7? n

We note that this integral features a logarithimic divergence in the region of small 7. Following

ref. [34] we write the above integral as
YT) =L(T)+ L(T), (IV.58)
with
14 _ 1 (M) —4—2
11(7')2292/ 1Ls(nT)aln—i—gQ/ f/l’? (1 —cos(nT))dn, (IV.59)
0 n 0 (—q>) + 21 4 n?
and
gM 2/°° 2+ 1 —cos(nT)
IL(T) = (7% dn . IV.60
(M= (%) | eI (1V.60)

In the long time limit 7 > 1 the first integral in I;(7) features an infrared logarithmic divergence,

whereas in the second integral and in I5(7) the cosine terms average out yielding in this limit

) 7=z 2¢° W[E} 1] + 22, (IV.61)
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where

2 1 M2 [ 2+ d
zirz% 27E+/ d77—|-< <I>> / RN il il , (IV.62)
0 Ey 1 (ﬁ) +2n+n2 N
k

and g is the Euler-Mascheroni constant, z;. is infrared and ultraviolet finite. Therefore, for the

(E—f‘%) —4-2n

(%) + 20 + n?

infrared case we find

CE () (B2 2, 5 2y = e 2. (IV.63)

—_—
Efi>1
namely the probability of the initial single particle state decays in time as a power law with
anomalous dimension 2¢? and is not an asymptotic state in S-matrix amplitudes.

In summary, we find the following asymptotic long time limits for the unstable cases in which

the “mass shell” of the particle is above or at threshold,

Zge Tkt above threshold
e~V at threshold ; mao #0 (IV.64)
Zir [E,? t] —29° infrared ; mo =0

B2
CZ ()]

—
t—00

V. UNITARITY AND ASYMPTOTIC STATE

A. TUnitarity:
In all cases of “generalized decay” as described by eqn. ([V.64]) the asymptotic state is
| (c0 Zc 00) [1X1; 1) , (V.1)
The probabilities must obey the sum rule

S IC o)t = 1, (v-2)

P
which is the statement of unitarity ([V.I8) in the asymptotic long time limit when the amplitude
of the initial state vanishes.
The question that we address is how this sum rule is fulfilled being that the probabilities
\C;E(oo)lz are formally of order g®. In appendix (C]) we show that for all cases, and up to O(H?})

the asymptotic probabilities are given by

2 o0
CX o) = o (5 12 [ H (O)12)? /0 sin[Qf] e W dt 3 Q= EY +E¥ —EF,  (V.3)
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where E,cf in this expression is the renormalized single particle energy (see eqn. (C.)). Introducing

the spectral representation ([V.16) we finally find the general form valid up to O(H7)

. ) —
%}Q%( —2/ /ﬁ %_Eésmﬂ%—Ewﬂvemd%. (V.4)

Armed with this general expression we can now study the individual cases by considering the

different forms of v(t) and spectral densities.

Decay: For the case of decay neglecting early time transient dynamics before the linear secular
growth in time in the exponent, which only yields a perturbative contribution, v(¢) is given by
([[V.45)) and pg (ko) by eqn. ([A3) for the case m; = mo = m. In this case the time integral is
straightforward leading to

N 1CX(o0) _zzl/ ‘wfo —dko (V.5)
7 p; k?(]—E —I—F

We can confirm the unitarity relation (V.2)) to leading (zeroth) order at this stage by setting Z; = 1

and writing

2w 1 I'y
0 )? = %k - dkg . V.6
21 Ty ) e e (V.6)

In the narrow width limit

- (ko — E®), V.7
ST pTy no O D) (v.7)
yielding
SOIC (00) 2 = 25 pa(ERD) = (V.8)
Y5k T, P2\Fk ‘
P

where we used the result ([V.46]). To prove unitarity up to O(H7) requires a somewhat deeper
analysis, which we now undertake.

Let us introduce the dimensionless variables

5 - M ) E - M ) é. - M > 07 (V’g)
it follows that
M [ p(&)
X 2 — Z g p d 1
> 1Cx e = Za g /[£§2+62 3 (V.10)

with p(£) given by eqn. ([V.44]).
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Following similar steps as in appendix (Bl) we find

Z‘C;E( d E@ { / 52_’_ 2d§+/_£ ['06(62—’_ 2 §+/ 62 } (V.ll)

In the narrow width limit ¢ < 1 the first integral is straightforward yielding /e —2/¢ + O(e), and

for £ > ¢ (Eg’ — kor > T'}) we can set ¢ — 0 in the second and third integrals', yielding
E:mgﬂum2:zdp+2@L (V.12)
P
where we used the results (BI2IBI3). Therefore, with Z4 = e™2% ~ 1 — 224 + - - we indeed find
that the unitarity relation (V.2)) is fulfilled up to O(H7) consistently with our main approximation.
From this result we can confirm unitarity also in the stable case, namely eqn. ([V.38]), simply
by taking Z; — Z, the amplitude of the single particle contribution in eqn. ([V.37)), and the limit
I' — 0 which is non-singular in eqn. (V.5)) because E]? < kor, therefore for I' = 0 the denominator
in eqn. (V.H) never vanishes, furthermore, only the last term inside the brackets in eqn. (V.11)
contributes in the stable case because Eg’ < kor. I' — 0T fulfills the role of a convergence factor
in the integral in (V.3]). Including the contribution from the single particle state with weight Z we
find

zﬁ+&4::L (V.13)

where 2z is given by eqn. ([¥.33]), thus proving the sum rule (IV.38) up to O(H7}) in the stable
case.

Threshold singularity: In this case v(t) is given by eqn. ([V.50Q)), and pg (ko) is given by eqn.
(A3) with m; = mg = m ; 4m? = M?. In the general expression (V.4]) we introduce the following

variables

2
(ho—EF) = BPs 3 t= o 6= "0 5 s

V.14
2EY s ’ ( )

obtaining

2+ 1/2 g - )
E |C’>fE( —5/ i 5 ] ;2/ sin [ﬂ} e Py dy.  (V.15)
> 7 1+2( + (&) 2] P 2

Finally, we rescale the coupling by writing

s=6%y, (V.16)

! The second integral is finite in this limit because 5,(¢) — p(0) ~ £ as £ — 0.
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yielding
Sl = |
ﬁ 0

Because 62 x g* o H}l up to this order we can set § = 0 in the above expression, the remaining

2 1/2 0o 2 )
2+07y dy / sin [ﬂ} e Vv udu
126 (50 y ot (B)P2) v D 2 '

(V.17)

integrals are elementary? yielding

> [CXa(o0)* =1, (V.18)

iz
thus confirming the unitarity relation (V.2]) up to O(H}l) in this case.

Infrared divergence: The fulfillment of the unitarity condition (V.2]) in the case of infrared
divergence has been confirmed up to O(H}) in ref.[34] to which the reader is referred for further
technical details. However, for the sake of completeness we here summarize the main steps to
leading (zeroth) order to compare with the previous cases. In this case, the spectral density is
given by eqn. ([(A3)) in appendix (Al with m; = M, my = 0, which when combined with the general
result (V.4) and the result (IV.61]) for v(¢) and setting z;,- = 0 to leading order, yields

2g°

k ko — EF >
S TICX (00))? = 2/ pa (o) s | = | dko / sinfr] 7729 dr . (V.19)
i ko —E” | B 0
=1+0(g?)
Changing variables to s = (ko — Ef)/EL we find to leading order
M2 [ 24 s 2 ds
> IC;‘;];(OO)I2 =g <ﬁ> / [ 2 29 ~ (V.20)
7 k 0 (E_E) + 25 + 52
writing fooo S)ds = fo )ds + fl -)ds and in the first integral separating the infrared dom-
inant term by writing
2
<%> —4—2s
)
§+S = 22+ 32[ et ; (V.21)
M 2 M M 2
<§) +25+s (E—q) (E—q) ( > +25+s

< £g|:

the second term in (V.21 above along with the integral [7°(---)ds yield contributions of order

O(g?), the leading order term is given by
1
d
> [CX(00)]” = 2¢° / P =1 (V.22)
N I 0 S
P

confirming the unitarity constraint up to leading order, the details of the confirmation up to O(g*)

are available in ref.|34].

—1/2 _

2 By a change of variables y = x, the resulting integral yields the Sine Fresnel integral.
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B. The asymptotic state:

In the cases of decay, threshold and infrared singularities discussed above, the asymptotic state

after the amplitude of the initial state has become negligible, features a common form, namely
[W1(06)) = 3 Cploc) I 1), (v.23)
P

or in the case of the infrared singularity for the model given by the Lagrangian density ([L2]) of a
charged scalar field interacting with a massless scalar, obtained by identifying y1 = ® ; x2 = x
and y a massless field, namely

[T (00)) = C2%(00) [12; 1§_ﬁ> . (V.24)

ik
P

In the analysis below we will consider the asymptotic state (V.23 describing all cases with the
implicit understanding that the case of infrared divergence is obtained by the replacement y; —
S m—-M ; xo—=x ; mg—0.

In all the cases studied in this article, namely particle decay and those that feature threshold and
infrared singularities, the initial single particle state “decays” either exponentially or with a power
law and is not an asymptotic state. The asymptotic states that result from the time evolution
of these processes are given by (V.23|[V.24]), these are correlated kinematically entangled states
of the daughter particles. We highlight this noteworthy point: particle decay and the processes
that feature threshold and infrared divergences, while quantitatively different in the details of the
dynamical evolution of the amplitudes, are asymptotically qualitatively similar and determined
by the asymptotic states (V.23I[V.24)) which characterize the production of the daughter particles,
with the total production probability fulfilling the unitarity relation, namely Eﬁw;E(OO)P = 1.
Hence, in conclusion, threshold and infrared singularities result in the production of the daughter
particles, much in the same manner as the usual decay process.

Out of the pure state (V.23]) (or (V.24])), we can construct the (pure state) density matrix
0= [Vr(c0))(¥r(o0)| ; Tro=1, (V.25)

where the identity in the trace is a result of the unitarity relation (V.2)). Consider taking expectation
values of operators that act on the Hilbert space of only one of the fields, for example an operator

OX1) that acts solely on the Hilbert space of the field x4

(OO =Ty, o [0 OO (V.26)



32

or similarly, of operators that act solely on the Hilbert space of the field x2. In these cases the

trace over the “unobserved” fields yields a reduced density matrix, namely

0 =Try,0 5 0y, = Try 0, (V.27)
and the unitarity condition obviously yields

Try, 0, =1 5 Try,o0, =1. (V.28)

From the asymptotic state (V.23)) we find

00 = D 1Cx ()P X (1] (V.29)
i
0 = D130 132 )12 ). (V.30)
p

These reduced density matrices describe mized states, and are diagonal in momentum and particle
number. In particular we identify the distribution function of the produced particles in terms of

the expectation value of the number operator for each field N, (p) as

W (7)) = Trys Ny (9) 00 = [CX (), (V.31)

2

(oo (@) = Tray N (@) 03, = 1CX__(00)]?, (V.32)
therefore, as a consequence of entanglement, both daughter particles share the same distribution
function. Furthermore, as a consequence of unitarity we find

Z(NX1(ﬁ)> = Z<NX2(®> =1, (V.33)

— —

P q
a result with the clear interpretation that there are in total one x; and one xs particles in the
asymptotic state, a physically correct outcome of the generalized decay of a single ® particle into
one Y1 and one Yo particles.

The results obtained above allow us to obtain the distribution function in the cases under
consideration from the general expression (V.3]). Denoting the matrix element squared in (.3) by
Mﬁ,ﬁ we find for the case of decay, namely Eg’ > kor

2 Mﬁ’ ©Zd
[E¥ + E¥ - ER)*+T3

O (o) = (V.34)
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which can be written as

2 1 r
’CKE(OO)P - F_ﬂ. Pkl T oo X1 : X272 2’
P kPP T EY - EX - EX]T+ 1}

(V.35)

the replacement (V.8)) in the narrow width limit yields a sharp energy conserving delta function,
however, a small but finite width introduces an energy uncertainty in the distribution of daughter
particles as a consequence of the lifetime 1/T'; of the initial state with a concomitant broadening
of the distribution function.
For the case of infrared singularity, namely my; = M, my = 0 we find
2M PR 2"
(B - BX - EX*)?

[EX' +EY — B
Ey

CX (o0 = (V.36)

This distribution function does not feature any particular scale, although it is peaked at =
E;fl + E(}@ — E;f = 0, namely energy conserving transitions, it falls off as a power law Q—20-¢%)
consistently with the scale invariance and anomalous dimension associated with infrared phenomena
found in ref.|34] .

For the case of threshold singularity we can write the distribution function as

1 E2
X 2 _ *\ 2 -4 i . X1 X2 ®] k. . P
|CLR(00 = 2(8)° My Zin Flw] 5w = [EF + EZ* — EJt 5 ¢ = g I (V.37)
where
Flu) = [ ST v V3R)
0 w

although there is an analytic expression for this integral in terms of Fresnel integral functions, a
graphical representation is more illuminating and is displayed in fig. ([I0). The distribution function
is sharply peaked at Q = [E;fl + E(}Q — E,?] ~ (0 with a width of the order of 1/t* consistent with
the “lifetime” of the initial state. Note that this distribution is narrower than the case of decay
because the lifetime ¢* o< 1/g* is longer as compared with 1/T" o< 1/g?.

The reduced density matrices (V.29V.30]) describe mixed states, therefore there is an associ-
ated von Neumann entropy with each, this is the entanglement entropy arising from the loss of
information as a result of tracing over the complementary degree of freedom. This would be the
case for example if one of the particles in the decay process belongs to a dark sector beyond the
standard model and is not observable, as in an “invisible decay”.

Because the pure state (V.23)) is an entangled state of the x1, 2 particles both subsystems share

the same entanglement entropy

Suv = = 10X (00)” In [|CXp(o0) ] > 0. (V-39)
p
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F[w]

Figure 10: The function F[w] vs w.

Since initially the coefficients vanish, the entanglement entropy vanishes, whereas it is positive
asymptotically at long time since by unitarity \C;f;g(oo)]z < 1. Therefore the entanglement entropy
Sun grows as a consequence of unitary time evolution, its time evolution is completely determined
by the dynamical resummation equations ([V.12[TV.13).

The entanglement entropy has also been discussed in the case of decay 1n ref M and for
infrared singularity within the context of quantum electrodynamics in refs While
the entanglement entropy is a corollary of the pair correlation in the asymptotic state, it is just

beginning to receive attention within particle physics ]

VI. DISCUSSION

General lessons: common aspects of decay, threshold and infrared divergences:
Although we have focused our study on a simple quantum field theory, the results obtained in the
previous section suggest some universality in the asymptotic state arising from decay, threshold or
infrared singularities in that in all these cases the asymptotic state is a kinematically entangled
multiparticle state with a probability that saturates the unitarity constraint. While this is obviously
a consequence of unitary time evolution, the corollary is that threshold and infrared divergences
are just as efficient mechanisms of particle production as the process of decay. The asymptotic

distribution functions |CX(c0)|? are peaked at Q = E;fl + E(}@ — E = 0, namely energy conserving
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transitions, but broadened. In the case of decay the width of this distribution is O(T) oc g?
consistent with a broadening by the lifetime o 1/T", for threshold singularity the distribution is
narrower, within a width of O(1/t*) o g* again consistent with a much longer “lifetime”, and in
the case of infrared singularity the distribution function features a scaling behavior with anomalous
dimension 9_2(1_92), as a consequence of the scale invariance and anomalous dimension associated
with infrared phenomena|34].

The detailed analysis of the different cases yield the following set of criteria on the spectral
density p(ko) and the mass of the particle that determines the time evolution of the survival
probabilities:

a: If the spectral density does not vanish at ky = E) where Ej is the single particle energy
of the “decaying field”, the survival probability decays as usual oc e™'* with I' = 2wp(E}). This
is simply the statement of Fermi’s golden rule and is the S-matrix result for the decay width at
leading order in the coupling.

b: If £} coincides with the multiparticle threshold and the spectral density vanishes at threshold
as a square root oc m this case corresponds to a threshold singularity. The usual decay
rate vanishes but the survival probability decays as e~V This result cannot be obtained within
the S-matrix approach, since the transition probability per unit time in the infinite time limit,
namely the usual decay rate calculated via S-matrix vanishes.

c: If Ej coincides with the multiparticle threshold and the spectral density vanishes linearly at
threshold o |ko—kor| this case corresponds to an infrared singularity. The usual decay rate vanishes
but the survival probability decays algebraically with an anomalous dimension t~2. Again, this
result cannot be obtained via the usual S-matrix calculation for the transition probability per unit
time in the infinite time limit, again such decay rate vanishes.

More generally, if the spectral density vanishes at threshold as |kg—kor|? the survival probability

Ot with C a coupling dependent constant, 5 = 1 is the infrared singular case and

decays as e~
yields a logarithmic behavior.

Thus, threshold and infrared singularities differ only on how the spectral density vanishes at
threshold: if as a square root, then the decay is e VU yielding a distribution function with
a breadth oc 1/t*, if linearly, the decay is o t~2 yielding a distribution function with scaling

dimension 2 — A.

Infrared and threshold divergences as production mechanism of ultralight particles:

Although we have studied the dynamics associated with infrared divergences for the case in which
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the xo particle is massless, the results apply to the case of ultralight particles proposed to be dark
matter candidates, from “fuzzy” dark matter with a mass ~ 1072 eV@ |, to axions with a mass
~107%ev , ] Consider that such particles are coupled to heavier one, with a mass = 100MeV,
the departure from threshold is < 107! of the value of the threshold position, this means that
although the threshold is just above the single particle pole, the wave function renormalization is
vanishingly small (see figures ([@l[])) thus transferring the normalization to the continuum, and the
time evolution —either as a square root or logarithmic— lasts for a very long time thus populating
the asymptotic state with the ultralight degree of freedom. Thus infrared or threshold divergences

are an efficient mechanism for production of ultralight dark matter candidates as proposed recently

in ref.[35].

Fermion loops: Threshold divergences depend crucially on the behavior of the spectral density
at threshold. Whereas for the case of a bosonic loop the spectral density near threshold vanishes as
(1—4m?/M?)'/? yielding the y(t) — v/t and the decay law ([V.51)), a fermion loop yields a spectral
density that vanishes as (1 — 4m?/M?)3/? yielding ~(t) — 1/+/t thus approaching an (ultraviolet
divergent) constant at long time. The lack of a threshold divergence in the case of a fermion loop

has also been recognized in ref.[24].

Relaxation and thermalization: Both for threshold and infrared divergences the usual decay
rate vanishes, however the survival probability decays either as e_\/lt/7 or as t_292, in either case the
decay law cannnot be described by Fermi’s golden rule or the S-matrix approach. This observation
leads to the question of how ® particles would thermalize with a bath of x particles under the
conditions of threshold or infrared divergence. In the usual Boltzmann equation, the thermalization
rate is directly proportional to the decay rate obtained from Fermi’s golden rule modified by
spontaneous emission /absorption factors. This question is of relevance in cosmology and requires a
treatment different from the Boltzmann equation which directly inputs the transition probabilities
per unit time from S-matrix theory, these are precisely the relaxation rates from Fermi’s golden
rule which vanish for threshold or infrared divergences. A related question is how detailed balance
emerges between decay and inverse decay processes, since in the usual formulation detailed balance
is a consequence of explicit energy conservation and the energy conserving constraint is not exactly

satisfied for threshold and infrared divergences, this is the reason that the usual decay rate vanishes
in these cases. Work on these aspects is in progress and will be reported elsewhere

].
Entanglement entropy, correlations and thermalization

We have discussed the emergence of the entanglement entropy upon tracing an “unobserved”
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degree of freedom out of the pure asymptotic state density matrix. Such tracing, or coarse graining,
yields a mixed state, and a concomitant von Neumann entropy as a consequence of the loss of infor-
mation in the coarse graining process. The pair correlations in the pure entangled state entail that
the reduced density matrices g,,, 0y, feature the same probabilities, (see eqns[V.29IV.30) which
are identified as the distribution function of the produced particles, hence the same entanglement
entropy.

A remarkable experiment reported in ref. M]) shows that the entanglement entropy as a result
of correlations in a closed system heralds thermalization. It is therefore an intriguing possibility
that in the early Universe, indeed a closed system, the entanglement entropy associated with
cosmological particle production from threshold or infrared divergences|35] may also herald the
onset of a thermal state.

Entanglement plays a fundamental role in the determination of time reversal and CP violation
in neutral meson systems|45], therefore it is a tantalizing possibility that correlations of particles
produced via threshold or infrared divergences may prove to be also relevant in experimental
particle physics. The potential relevance of the concept of entanglement entropy associated with
information loss in the asymptotic final state, in particular if some of the decay products belong to
a dark sector beyond the standard model, both in cosmology and in particle physics merits further
study.

Phenomenological consequences of the lifetime for threshold divergences: The gen-
eralized decay as a consequence of threshold divergences with a survival probability that decays as
eV implies that even when the usual decay rate vanishes (infinite lifetime), there is an intrinsic
finite lifetime ¢* oc 1/g*. This result may have potentially relevant phenomenological implications,
as the decay products of this process may feature displaced vertices with a very long but finite

decay length.

Radiative corrections: moving away from threshold. The condition for threshold di-
vergence, namely that the mass of the particle coincides exactly with the value of the lowest
multiparticle threshold, will most likely not survive radiative corrections. However, such correc-
tions will be proportional to a power of a small coupling, thus while not exactly at threshold, the
departure from threshold is perturbatively small. Let us consider that upon radiative corrections
the mass of the particle moves perturbatively below threshold so that (4m? — M?)/M? « a with
a a small coupling. In this case the particle has been rendered stable by radiative corrections,

however, asymptotically its probability in the final state is Z ¢~V with ¢ a constant of o),
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hence featuring an essential singularity in the coupling and for all intent and purpose the particle
does not appear as an asymptotic state. If, on the other hand, the radiative correction moves
the mass above threshold, the particle is unstable, decaying as e~ V¥"" during a time o 1 /o until

it begins decaying as e 1*

, and is not an asymptotic state. In conclusion, radiative corrections
while capable of moving the position of the mass shell away from threshold perturbatively, the
probability of the particle to be present in the asymptotic state practically vanishes.

For the case of infrared divergence, for example for the model defined by the Lagrangian density
([L2) in which a massive charged particle emits and absorbs a massless x particle, unless the mass
of this particle is protected by some symmetry radiative corrections will induce a non-vanishing
mass thus modifying the conclusions. However if such modification is perturbatively small, the

mass shell of the charged particle will be very close to threshold and the near-threshold behavior

will ensue as discussed above.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

Motivated by the possibility that a dark sector beyond the standard model could feature ultra-
light particles as dark matter candidates, in this article we study threshold and infrared divergences
as hitherto unexplored possible production mechanisms that could be relevant in cosmology. In the
case of threshold and infrared divergences the usual decay rates vanish, therefore understanding
the time evolution in these cases will pave the way towards understanding the process of ther-
malization beyond the usual Boltzmann approach which inputs the transition rates per unit time
in the infinite time limit. Our main objectives are to compare the usual decay process to the
time evolution and particle production associated with threshold and infrared divergences and to
understand the nature and characteristics of the asymptotic state. We study these different mech-
anisms in a model field theory that provides a simple arena to explore these phenomena within
the same setting by varying the masses of the various fields yet allows to extract more general
lessons. An analysis based on the Kallen-Lehmann representation of the particle propagator sug-
gests that decay, threshold and infrared singularities, while seemingly widely different phenomena
are qualitatively related, and also highlights the breakdown of a Breit Wigner approximation to
propagators in the cases of threshold and infrared divergences. A dynamical resummation method
complementary to the dynamical renormalization group is introduced to study the time evolu-
tion of initially prepared single particle states. This method is manifestly unitary and yields the

asymptotic state, from which we obtain the distribution function of the produced particles. We
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find that whereas in a typical decay process the survival probability of the initial single particle
state decays as e ', in the case of threshold divergence it decays as e~V and for the case of
infrared divergence =2, where I and A are o (coupling)? while t* o 1/(coupling)*. Although the
decay laws are strikingly different, the asymptotic state is more “universal” in the sense that it is
a kinematically entangled state of the daughter particles. The probability of the asymptotic state
is shown in each case to satisfy the unitarity condition. The distribution function of the particles
in the asymptotic state are strongly peaked at energy conserving transitions, but in the case of the
usual decay and of threshold singularity they are broadened by the lifetime of the decaying state
1/T, t* respectively, whereas in the case of the infrared divergence the distribution function falls
off with a scaling behavior with scaling dimension 2 — A.

Therefore the results of this study indicate that threshold and infrared divergences are pro-
duction mechanisms just as efficient as the usual particle decay. If either one of the particles in

i

the final state is not observed as perhaps in an “invisible decay” into a dark matter particle, the
information loss leads to an entanglement entropy which grows as a consequence of unitary time
evolution. These alternative mechanisms may be relevant for production of particles in the dark
sector in cosmology with possible phenomenological consequences in invisible decays with displaced

vertices and long decay lengths, and also to novel thermalization dynamics, a possibility that merits

further study.
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Appendix A: Spectral density.

Upon quantization in a volume V in a discrete momentum representation, the relevant matrix

element for the interaction described by the interaction Hamiltonian in the interaction picture

(V7)) is found to be

Y 0~

gk
Pra 75 - (A1)

(FIH )13 15) =
k D q V1/2 [8 Eg) E%(l E{}(g]

This matrix element makes explicit momentum conservation.

The spectral density is defined by eqn. ([V.I6]), with the matrix elements given by eqn. (A



40

3
and passing to the continuum limit with % Eﬁ — [ (gT‘;’g we recognize that (V.I6]) is given by

2 S ko — EX* — BX% 3
pa (ko) = 8)]\’3‘1’ / ( EleEX2 k_p> (;lw];3’ (4.2)
E P Tk—p

which is the Lorentz invariant two body phase space, finally yielding

1/2
( - (my —l—m2)2) (1_ (my — m2)2)] @(k‘g—k2—(m1+m2)2) O(ko). (A.3)

kE — k2 kZ — k2

A
4 M

2
> — ¢° where g is the dimensionless coupling

To leading order in the coupling we replaced (

introduced in eqn. ([ILI)).

Appendix B: Long time limit of v(¢) in decay case:

For the case of decay, (¢) is given by eqn. ([V.43)) with p(xz/Mt) given by eqn. ([V.44)). Let us

write eqn. ([V.43)) as
(B.1)

2
g-M
() = g (M0 1)
k
where
I(t) = / ﬁ(:n/Mt)Cizs(x)daer / ﬁ(:n/Mt)Cizs(x)dx, (B.2)
—X(1) z X(1) z
Ix(t)

Li(t)
in I;(t) the integration interval is symmetric and the function (1—cos(z))/z? is even in x, therefore

only the symmetric combination p,(x/Mt) = (p(x/Mt)+p(—xz/Mt))/2 contributes to this integral.

Adding and subtracting p(0), it follows that
XM 1 — cos(z X 1 — cos(x
/ Locos(@) ) / [7ula/M1) ~5(0)] T() dr (B3

Ii(t) =p(0
=70 | =
X(t) 1 _ 0 1 _ 0 —
/ : C(2)8—(33) dr =2 { / 1ooosiz) CZS(:E) dzr — / Skl CZS(x) dx} ) (B.4)
T 0 T X (t) X

-X(®)

(VB

in the second integral in (B.4) change variables to

r=EMt,= X(t) =EMt ; €= (B —kor)/M >0 (B.5)
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in terms of which this second integral becomes

1 1 —cos(§ M) 1
Mt/g 52 dg Mt—o0 MtE

(B.6)

where the cosine term averages out in the long time limit (Riemann-Lebesgue lemma). Performing
the same change of variables in the second integral in (B.3]), yields for this contribution

L [ [ 0] LMD g (B.7)

Mt J_

because p, is even in ¢ it follows that for & ~ 0 the numerator is of O(£2), therefore cancelling the &2
in the denominator, hence the region of integration near the origin yields a vanishing contribution

and the cosine term oscillates averaging out in the Mt — oo limit. In this limit the second integral

in (B3)) yields

i [ @ -50] &, B3)

Gathering all the terms we find

o 2p(0) 1 S g
B sz 770 352 4 [ [0 -70)] 5 (B.9)
Carrying out the same change of variables in I5(¢) in eqn. (B.2)) and taking the long time limit

Mt — oo in which the cosine term averages out as in the previous integrals, yielding

1 i)
Lt) —— M/E %dg (B.10)

Including all contributions, we finally find in the long time limit

v(t) = Tkt + 224 (B.11)
where
2172 2772 2
Tg M= _ g M 4m
= 0)= LZ—-4/1— — B.12
and

_ S N RS Aab (S 10 G
224 = {— 3 + /—E [Pe(ﬁ) —P(O)} 5_2+/E ?dé} i = (B —kor)/M . (B.13)
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Appendix C: Useful identity:

From eqn. ([V.12]) we find

t
CrR(t) = —i (155 1§2|H1(0)|1§>/0 M C2(tdt 5 Q=EX +EX - By, (C.1)
hence
t t
X () = !<1§1;1§2\H1(0)\1§>\2/ / M CP (1)) e M2 (C2 (t2))" dty dty . (C.2)
B 0 Jo

Inside the integrals we replace the amplitudes Cg’ (t) by eqn. ([V.28]). Since at early time the
amplitude departs from C’;;I’ (0) = 1 by a perturbatively small amount, we will replace them by their

long time limit

_a@®)
2

C;;D(t) — ¢ WPty , (C.3)

where 7(¢) is taken in the long time limit for the different cases, and absorb d E into a renormal-
ization of E;f.
The integrand in the double time integral in (C.2)) is now given by (Eg’ in 2 now stands for the

renormalized energy)
Q(t1,t2) = et Ut1=t2) =3 (7(11)+7(t2)) ) (C.4)

writing the double time integral in (C.2]) as

_1(t9)

t ot ¢ t
/ / Q(tl,tg) <@(t1 — tQ) + @(tz — tl)) dtl dtg = 2/ dtle_%;l) / COS[Q(tl — tg)] e 2 dtQ s
0 Jo 0 0
(C.5)
where in the term with ©(ty — t1) on the left hand side of (CH) we relabelled ¢, <> to and used

that Q(ta,t1) = Q*(t1,t2) with y(t) being real. Now writing
d [
cos|Q(ty — 1)] = -1 / cos[Qty — )] dt’, (C.6)
s )y

in the t5 integral in (C.A]), we integrate by parts using (C.6) and neglect the term proportional to
the time derivative of v(t2) because it is of O(H?), and because the modulus squared of the matrix
element in ([C2)) is of order H%, neglecting the derivative of = is consistent with neglecting terms

of O(H}) in (C2). Therefore, up to O(H?7) we find that the double integral in (C.2) becomes

t ot , 2 [t
e—thl C?(tl) ethg (C?(tg))* dty dte = = sin [Q tl] e_“f(tl) dty . (C.?)
0 Jo F g 2 Jo
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Inserting this result into eqn. (C.2)) we find the final expression for the probabilities valid up to
O(Hy),

2

X 2
CX P = 2

t
\(1;1;1;21H1(0)y1§>y2/()sin [Qti] e a5 Q=EX +EX-EF, (C8)

and E,? here is the renormalized single ® particle energy.
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