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Abstract

In this paper, we propose an approach based on the theory of an axiomatic S matrix
and partially switching on an interaction, which is extremely suitable for describing the
phenomenon of oscillations within the framework of quantum field theory. We discuss
the relation of the proposed approach with other approaches based on considering
of wave packets as asymptotic states or introducing of “distance- or time-dependent
propagators”.

1 Introduction

One of the most interesting effects of particle physics is the phenomenon of oscillations.
This effect appears and is observed in the physics of neutrinos [1, 2], K and B mesons [3, 4],
and should also manifest itself in the transitions of photons into hypothetical axion-like
particles [5]. The key point for the appearance of oscillations is the presence in the model of
several freely propagating degrees of freedom, which are the eigenstates of a free Hamiltonian
with different masses mi. Such states form a mass basis |φi〉. However, due to the fact that
the interaction Hamiltonian is non-diagonal in such a basis, such states cannot be produced
or registered perse. Only their linear combinations, the so-called flavor states,

|φα〉 = U∗
αi|φi〉, |φi〉 = Uαi|φα〉, (1)

are produced or registered. These states obviously no longer have a certain mass and, as a
result, if the produced state φα has, for instance, a defined energy, then its momentum is
undefined.

On the other hand, the freely evolving state |φi〉 at the initial moment with a defined

energy Ei and defined momentum |pi| =
√

E2
i −m2

i at time T at a distance L from the

source has the form1

|φj(T, L)〉 = e−i(EjT−|pj |L)|φj(0)〉 ≃ e−i
m2

j

2E
L|φj(0)〉

1Here and in what follows we implicitly mean the case of neutrino oscillations. However, our discussion
and main results easely extend to other cases of oscillations. In particular, if the mass states are unstable,
like the kaons, this can be taken into account by the replacing in the corresponding equations (e.g., in (4))
m2

i
→ m2

i
− imiΓi where Γi is the decay width.
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where the latter approximate equality holds for the ultrarelativistic case E ≫ mi, which is
of interest in most cases. Accordingly, one has

|φj(T, L)〉 =
∑

j

U∗
αje

−i(EjT−|pj |L)|φj(0)〉.

The amplitude of the transition of the flavor state α to the state β is given by

Aα→β = 〈φβ|φα(T, L)〉 =
∑

i,j

Uβi〈φi|e−i(EjT−|pj |L)|φj〉U∗
αj =

=
∑

j

Uβje
−i(EjT−|pj |L)U∗

αj ≃
∑

j

Uβje
−i

m2
j

2E
LU∗

αj (2)

what leads to well-known results for the probability of oscillatory transitions.
In the literature this approach is often called a plane-wave approximation and in fact

exploits the apparatus of quantum mechanics rather than quantum field theory (QFT).
However, despite its simplicity, this approach suffers from inconsistencies and leads to a
number of paradoxes (see, for example, the criticism in [6]). In particular, in the literal
application of this approach, energy and/or momentum are not conserved. Indeed, if the
state |φα〉 is produced as a result of the interaction of other particles with defined energies
and momenta, then its energy and momentum will be defined (we assume that in each local
act of interaction, energy and momentum are conserved). Which, by virtue of (1), means the
definiteness of the energy E and momentum |p| for all φi, but this contradicts the condition
of the mass shell E2 − p2 = m2

i with different masses mi.
From a physical point of view, it is clear that in a consistent description of the oscillation

effect, it is necessary to take into account that the energy and momentum of state φi cannot lie
on a mass shell. Indeed, such ”states” never appear as a free states, but are always produced
and detected as linear combination (1), which means that they propagate between the acts
of production and detection as virtual particles whose momentum is off shell. Therefore, a
consistent description of the oscillations requires a QFT formalism.

The standard approach to describing processes in QFT framework is based on the intro-
duction of the operator of the S-matrix and is presented in almost any textbook on QFT
(see, for example, §20 of [7]). Its essence lies in the construction of the operator S(t, t0) by
solving the operator equation

i
∂S(t, t0)

∂t
= Hint · S(t, t0), S(t0, t0) = 1, (3)

which is a consequence of the Schrodinger equation written in the interaction or Dirac

representation. The operator of the S-matrix is obtained by taking the limit

S = lim
t,t0→±∞

S(t, t0).

The amplitude of the transition between states describing free particles, which correspond
to plane waves for particles with defined energy and momentum, in the case of oscillations
of interest to us has the form

Aα→β = 〈free particles, β|S|free particles, α〉 ∼
∑

j

U∗
αjUβj

∫

d4xd4yDj(y − x)e−ipx+iqy ∼ δ4(p− q)
∑

j

U∗
αjUβj

i

p2 −m2
j

, (4)
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where Dj(x) is the Feynman propagator for a particle with a defined mass mj , and p and
q are the total incoming and outcoming 4-momenta correspondingly. In what follows, for
simplicity sake, we skip all unimportant factors and consider the scalar propagator. The
main ideas and results of this paper will not depend on this, and generalizations to the case
of higher spin particles and recover skipped factors are quite trivial.

Despite the fact that Aα→β in general does not vanish at α 6= β, it does not describe
the oscillations, that is, it does not lead to (2). The reason for this lies, of course, in the
plane-wave approximation for initial and final particles (note the appearance of the exponent
in the integral) and integration over the entire space-time volume. Therefore, to describe the
oscillations, it is not enough to take into account the virtuality of particles and the standard
S-matrix approach. It is also necessary to somehow limit the domain of the integration in
(4), that is, take into account that the acts of interaction do not take place in the entire
space-time, but are separated.

It seems that the most natural and consistent approach is to use wave packets [8, 9] (see
also the review [6] and the references therein), which is allowed by the standard S-matrix
approach. The essence of this approach is to abandon the plane-wave approximation for
initial and final particles, and use a compact wave packet for each real particle involved in
the reaction. Then the domain(s) of the integration in (4) is automatically limited to the
overlap of the wave packets.

Although this approach seems to be natural and reflects the physical situation, in our
opinion it suffers from the following two disadvantages. Firstly, the use of wave packets for
each particle involved in the reaction leads to cumbersome formulas. Secondly, and more
importantly, we do not have reliable considerations of which wave packet should be used. In
fact, in the consequential approach, the wave packet in the initial state must be ”prepared”
and determined by the experimental conditions. However, usually such ”preparation” is
not carried out in experiments on the study of oscillations. Therefore, in the theoretical
description based on wave packets, the Gaussian wave packet [8, 9] and its relativistic gener-
alization [6, 10] are usually used. Although such a choice seems reasonable (recall that in a
Gaussian package, the product of the uncertainty of momentum and coordinate is minimal),
it is not completely unambiguous. For example, one can imagine an experiment to study
neutrino oscillations formed as a result of the decay of a muon in a muonic atom or in a
muonium. It is doubtful that modern experiments make it possible to distinguish such a
process from the decay of a free muon described by a Gaussian packet. Therefore, taking
into account the complexity of calculations, this approach seems to us, although consistent,
but oftentimes redundant.

Thus, it seems desirable to develop a formalism for describing the oscillations that com-
bines the simplicity of the plane-wave approximation and the rigor of the QFT formalism.
Such an attempt was made in a series of works [11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16]. The authors, rightly
noting the need to limit the domain of the integration in (4) and thereby take into account
the space-time picture of the processes, proposed[11] replacing the integral in (4)

∫

d4xd4yDi(y − x)e−ipx+iqy →
∫

d4xd4yDi(y − x)δ3(p(y − x)− |p|L)e−ipx+iqy

or (equivalently) replacing the usual Feynman propagator in the momentum representation
with a “distance-dependent” propagator

i

p2 −m2
i

→ Di(p, L) =
∫

d4zeipzDi(z)δ
3(pz− |p|L). (5)
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In other versions [12] of this approach, it was proposed to replace with the “time-dependent”
propagator

i

p2 −m2
i

→ Di(p, T ) =
∫

d4zeipzDi(z)δ(z0 − T ). (6)

Of course, such substitutions look unreasonable at first glance and are at odds with the
standard S-matrix formalism. But the authors appeal to Feynman [17], who developed the
diagrammatic technique regardless of the S-matrix.

The aim of the present paper is to develop a formalism that allows one to describe the
effect of oscillations within the S-matrix framework. In addition, we will find out what the
substitutions (5) and (6) correspond to and give them meaning.

2 Axiomatic S-matrix

There is a widespread opinion in the literature that the S-matrix approach in QFT is not
suitable for describing the oscillation effect. It’s really so, if we keep in mind the standard
approach based on eq. (3). Indeed, the equation (3) does not contain an explicit dependence
on spatial coordinates and, as a result, the spatial pattern of interaction in the S-matrix
constructed in this way is lost. In addition, to obtain a relativistic S-matrix, it is necessary
to take a limit t, t0 → ±∞ at the end of calculations. As a result, all dependence on the
space-time coordinates in the S-matrix constructed in this way disappears. On the other
hand, a nontrivial space-time picture is required to describe the oscillations. Therefore, in
fact, the only way to get this picture back is to take it into account in the in- and out-states.
At the same time, since the plane-wave approach does not cope with this (due to the fact
that the plane wave is defined uniformaly throughout space-time), the only way out is to use
wave packets.

However, fortunately, there is another approach to the construction of the S-matrix,
known as axiomatic, without reference to the Schroedinger equation. This approach was
proposed by Stueckelberg et al and formulated and developed by Bogolyubov at the dawn
of QFT (see §20, §21 of textbook [7] and references therein). It is based on the physical
conditions explicitly formulated for the S matrix: causality, unitarity, relativistic covariance
and the correspondence principle.

In order to give these conditions a mathematical form, it is necessary (as in the standard
approach) to resort to the operation of “switching on” and switching off” of the interaction
and replace the interaction Lagrangian L → f(x)L where 0 ≤ f(x) ≤ 1 is a function with
a compact support. It is assumed that at asymptotically large space-time distances (at
infinity) f(x) tends to zero and, as a result, the S-matrix becomes the unit one and the
states correspond to the free particles, that is, can be described by the plane waves if their
energies and momenta are defined. However, in the domain(s) where f(x) is nonzero S-
matrix is a functional of f : S → S[f(x)]. The transition amplitudes becomes functionals as
well and can be found by the following equation

A → A[f ] = 〈free particles|S[f ]|free particles〉.

The functional S[f ] can be constructed by making use the explicit equations that corre-
spond to the physical conditions mentioned above. The result is (up to the set of quasilocal
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operators which are not relevant to this discussion)

S[f ] =
∞
∑

n=0

in

n!

∫

T

(

n
∏

k=1

f(xk)Lint(xk)dxk

)

= T exp



i
∫

d4xf(x)Lint(x)



 . (7)

The standard S-matrix is restored by means of a transition to the limit in which the region
within which f = 1 is (adiabatically) extended to entire space-time, that is

S = S[1] = lim
f(x)→1

S[f(x)]. (8)

The key point to the following is that the generalized S[f ]-matrix is nothing worse than
S[1]. By the construction, it satisfies all required physical conditions. Thus, in general, there
is no need to take the limit (8). On the contrary, one can use f(x) to simulate a physical
situation in the problem at hands, in particular, to localize interactions.

Let’s get back to the discussion of the oscillation phenomena.

3 Oscillations and the axiomatic S-matrix approach

Let’s choose the support of f(x) in the source and the detector domains and take into account
that the distance between the source and the detector |L| is much large than the source and
detector sizes. Then we write f(x) = gs(x) + gd(x − L), where hereafter Lµ = (T,L) is a
4-vector, and the functions gs,d are nonzero in a small enough domain in a vicinity of the
origin. In this way, the integral contributing to the second order amplitude (4) is replaced

∫

dxdyDj(y − x)e−ipx+iqy → Ij =
∫

dxdy · gd(y − L)gs(x)Dj(y − x)e−ipx+iqy. (9)

By making use of the change of variables x = u− z/2, y = u+ z/2 one rewrites the integral
in (9) as follows

Ij =
∫

du dz · gd
(

u+
z

2
− L

)

gs

(

u− z

2

)

Dj(z)e
−iu(p−q)+i z

2
(p+q). (10)

Now let’s look at some special cases of choosing the source and detector functions gs,d.

3.1 Eternal localized source and detector

Let’s consider well localized static source and detector. This choice is suitable, for example,
in the case of the oscillations of the reactor neutrinos. If overall sizes of the source and
detector much smaller then |L| then one can choose gs(x) ∼ gd(x) ∼ δ3(x), and the integral
(10) becomes

I
(1)
j ∼ 2πδ(p0 − q0)D̃j(q,L), (11)

where

D̃j(q,L) =
∫

dz0e
iq0z0−iqLDj(z0,L). (12)

Note that, in general, the momentum is not conserved p 6= q what can be expected since
gs,d depend on the coordinates.
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The integral (12) can be easily calculated. To this end, one substitutes the momentum
representation for the scalar propagator

Dj(z) =
i

(2π)4

∫

d4k
e−ikz

k2 −m2
j + iε

into (12) and performs the integration firstly over z0, what gives δ(q0−k0), then over k0 and
finally over k. As a result one gets

D̃(q,L) = − i

4π|L|e
−iqL+iMj |L|, (13)

where
Mj =

√

q20 −m2
j + iε.

The equation (13) leads to all known expressions for the probability of oscillatory tran-
sitions. Indeed, in this case the amplitude (4) of the transitions takes the form

Aα→β ∼ δ(p0 − q0)

|L|
∑

j

U∗
αjUβje

−iqL+iMj |L|,

and, so, the probability becomes

Pα→β ∼ |Aα→β|2 ∼
1

L2

∑

j,k

U∗
αjUβjUαkU

∗
βke

i(Mj−Mk)|L|. (14)

The oscillations appear from the exponent in (14)

∆Mjk =
√

q20 −m2
j −

√

q20 −m2
k. (15)

Let’s consider several different limits of (15).

• Ultrarelativistic case: q0 ≫ mj , mk. In that case, which is the case, say, for the
oscillations of neutrinos, one finds from (15)

∆Mjk ≃ −
∆m2

jk

2q0
, (16)

what leads to the well known result.

• Small mass differences ∆mjk = mj − mk ≪ mj,k. In the relativistic limit q0 ≫
mj , mk one again gets the equation (16). So let’s consider nonrelativistic case: M =
√

q20 −m2 < m, but still M ≫ ∆mjk. One has

∆Mjk ≃ −mk∆mjk

Mk

.

Note that since L is macroscopic, the particle is almost on a mass shell, and M is (al-
most) coincides with the absolute value of the 3-momenta. Thus, in the non-relativistic
limit |L| ≃ Mk/mk · T , and for the phase in (14) one finds

∆Mkj · |L| ≃ ∆mjk · T.

This is well known result for the kaon oscillation.
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• Large mass difference mj ≫ mk and ∆mjk ≃ mj. The equation (16) is still in force
with the replacement ∆mjk → mj . Thus, for the case of the oscillations of the charged
leptons, e.g., for e ↔ µ, one finds for the ultrarelativistic case

q0 ∼ m2
µ|L| ∼ 109 · TeV ·

(

|L|
cm

)

.

In the non-relativistic case the phase in (14) becomes

∆Mjk|L| ≃ −mj |L|,

and, hence,

|L| ∼ 1

mµ

∼ 10−13 · cm.

In both cases, the corresponding values are far beyond the experimental abilities.
Therefore, oscillations of charged leptons are not observed2.

Let’s now reproduce the prescription of the paper [11]. To this end one integrates (12)
over L along plane which lies at the distance L0 in the direction q from the source,

∫

d3Lδ(Lq− L0|q|)D̃(q,L) =
∫

d3zδ(zq− L0|q|)D̃(q, z)

=
∫

d3zδ(zq− L0|q|)
∫

dz0e
iq0z0−iqzD(z0, z) =

∫

d4zδ(zq− L0|q|)eiqzD(z). (17)

The r.h.s. is the “distance-dependent” propagator introduced in (5). Thus, we see that
the prescription (5) corresponds to the case of the point-like source and the “plane-like”
detector located at the distance L0 in the direction q from the source. Note, however, that
although (17) coincides with the “distance-dependent” propagator, the integral (11), which
contributes to the transition amplitudes, does not. The difference is that in the paper [11]
the amplitude is proportional to δ4(p − q), i.e. the 4-momentum is conserved, while in the
present approach the only energy is conserved. It is clear that this is due to the fact that
the position of the source (detector) is rigidly fixed in space: the source (detector) turns on
at the point r = 0 (r = L), which violates the invariance with respect to space translations,
and part of the 3-momentum goes into an external system that holds the source (detector)
at this point. To get around this and restore the law of conservation of 3-momentum, one
needs to “release” the source (detector) and let it move freely. However, since we do not
want to investigate the full dynamics of the source, we can proceed as follows. One puts the
source (detector) at the point r (r+ L), then the integral (11) becomes a function of r,

I
(1)
j (r) = eir(p−q)I

(1)
j (0).

Integrating this expression over all positions r, i.e. actually summing up contributions from
various sources (detectors) located at various points numbered by a vector r, we arrive
to δ3(p − q). Therefore, we see that the prescription [11] corresponds not only point-like
source and plane-like detector, but also requires summation of the amplitudes over all source
positions.

2For a more detailed discussion of why charged leptons do not oscillate, see, for example, [19].
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3.2 Distributed eternal source and detector

Above we have taken the source and detector functions to be proportional to δ(x). One may
object that in this case the S-matrix (7) may be bad defined. Apart from, we seen that the
3-momentum is not conserved (see eq. (11)). To clarify these issues let’s consider distributed
source and detector functions. For simplicity we take the following functions

gs(x) = gd(x) = e−x2a2 . (18)

We note that the case of completely “switching on” interaction corresponds to the limit
a → 0 while the considered above case of δ-like source and detector is reproduced in the
limit

lim
a→∞

e−x2a2 →
(√

π

a

)3

δ(x). (19)

Substituting (18) into r.h.s. of eq. (10), using α-representation for the propagator

i

k2 −m2 + iε
=

∞
∫

0

dαeiα(k
2−m2+iε),

integrating over u0, z0 and k0 we obtain the following integral

δ(p0 − q0)

(2π)2

∞
∫

0

dα
∫

d3k d3z d3u exp

(

−a2
(

u+
z

2
− L

)2

− a2
(

u− z

2

)2

+

i(p− q)u− i(p+ q− 2k)
z

2
+ iα(M2 − k2)

)

.

Then one uses the Gaussian integral and performs the integration over u, z,k. Finally, by
making change of the variable 2a2α → α one arrives to

(2π)δ(p0 − q0)

( √
π√
2a

)3

exp

(

−(p− q)2

8a2
+

iL(p− q)

2

)

×
∞
∫

0

dα

(1 + iα)3/2
1

2a2
exp

[

1

2a2

(

Q2

1 + iα
+ (1 + iα)M2 −Q2 −M2 − a4L2

)]

, (20)

where

Q =
p+ q

2
+ ia2L, Q2 = Q ·Q, Q =

√

Q2, M =
√

q20 −m2 + iε.

The integral in the second line of (20) can be calculated. The result is

J =
1

2aQ

√

π

2
e−

a4L2+(M+Q)2

2a2

(

e
2MQ

a2

[

1 + Erf

(

i
M −Q√

2a

)]

−
[

1 + Erf

(

i
M +Q√

2a

)])

. (21)

It worth to stress that in real situations a is an inverse size of the source (detector) and, so,
is always macroscopic, say, a ≤ (0.1m)−1 ∼ 10−7eV, while the typical momenta are large
enough |q|, |p| > 1eV ≫ a. Thus, the first line in eq. (20) can be always replaced by
δ4(p − q). In what follows we will drop this factor taking into account that |p| = |q| up to
order of a. Let’s consider the following two limits.
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• Switching on interection. a → 0. In this limit one finds from (21)

J =
i

q2 −m2 + iε
+O(a2),

that is, ordinary propagator, as it should be.

• δ-like source and detector. a → ∞. In this formal limit the momentum is not
conserved: the first term in the exponent of the first line of eq. (20) vanishes at any
finite momenta. Hence, we do not assume that p = q. Then, the behaviour of J in
this limit is

J = −i

√

π

2

ei(|L|M−L
p+q

2 )

a3|L| +O
(

1

a4

)

. (22)

To restore from this equation the obtained result (13) one note the difference between
δ-like source (detector) which have been used in above and distributed source (detec-
tor) (18) by the factor a3/π3/2 (see eq. (19)). Taking this factor into account, and
substituting (22) in (20) one comes to eq. (11) with D̃(q,L) given by eq. (13).

3.3 Instant unlocalized source and detector

Let’s consider the opposite case: the source and detector are unlocalized in space, but
localized in time. If the time interval, during which the source and detector operate, is small
enough compared to T , then the approximation gs(x) ∼ gd(x) ∼ δ(t) can be used, and the
integral (10) becomes

I
(2)
j ∼ (2π)3δ3(p− q)D̂j(q, T ),

where

D̂j(q, T ) =
∫

d3zeiq0T−iqzDj(T, z) =
∫

dzeiqzDj(z)δ(z0 − T ) =
eiT (q0−

√
q2+m2

i
)

2
√

q2 +m2
i

. (23)

This is nothing but a “time-dependent” propagator (6) from paper [12]. Thus, we see that
the prescription (6) corresponds to the case of the instantaneous switching on/off source
and detector unlocalized in the space. In addition, to restore the conservation law of the
4-momentum, it is necessary to perform integration of the amplitudes over all moments of
switching on the source (detector) in the same way as it was done in the section 3.1.

3.4 Other cases of choosing the source and detector functions

For completeness, let’s list a few more different cases of choosing the source and detector
functions:

• gs ∼ δ4(x), gd ∼ δ3(x)

I
(3)
j ∼ D̃j(q,L), I

(1)
j = 2πδ(p0 − q0)I

(3)
j

• gs ∼ δ3(x), gd ∼ δ4(x)

I
(4)
j ∼ eiT (p0−q0)D̃j((p0,q),L), I

(1)
j =

∫

dTI
(4)
j

9



• gs ∼ δ4(x), gd ∼ δ4(x)

I
(5)
j ∼ eiqLDj(L), I

(1)
j = 2πδ(p0 − q0)

∫

dTI
(5)
j (24)

In all considered cases the corresponding integrals I
(1)
j , . . . , I

(5)
j lead to an oscillating pattern

for the probability of the flavor transitions. However, the ocsillating exponent may be
different. In particular, in the case (24) the phase, which gives rise the oscillations, is

∆mjk ·
√
T 2 − L2 = ∆mjkL.

Herewith the oscillations will appear if max(mj, mk) · L ∼ 1, that is, if the detector is deep
enough in the lightcone of the source.

Also note that not every choice of a localized source and detector leads to the oscillation.
The source and detector must be well separated in space, or in time, or both in space and
time. For example, if the source localized in time gs ∼ δ(t), but the detector is localized in
space gd ∼ δ3(x), the integral (10) takes the form

Ij =
i

q20 − p2 −m2
j

eiL(p−q),

and no oscillations will appear.
Yet, in our opinion the choice of a time-localized detector is not physically interesting.

In fact, this choice just means that the detector does not operate almost all the time, except
for a short period around of T , and no one can observe anything. In this respect the “time-
dependent” propagator (6), (23) corresponds to not very interesting physical situation.

4 Discussion and Conclusion

In this paper, we proposed an approach to describing the oscillation phenomenon based on
the axiomatic construction of the S-matrix. The axiomatic S-matrix, being a functional of
the extent of switching on the interaction, by construction satisfies such important physical
principles as causality, unitarity and relativistic covariance. Therefore, it allows us to con-
sistently describe the processes of particles transitions with partially localized interaction,
using free particles with a certain momentum, i.e. plane waves, as asymptotic states. On
the other hand, to describe oscillations within the framework of quantum field theory, a
non-trivial space-time picture with well-separated interaction domains is required. So, the
axiomatic S[f ]-matrix is extremely suitable for describing the oscillation effect. Another
way to obtain such a picture is to use localized wave packets for asymptotic states. How-
ever, the latter approach, although consistent, requires rather cumbersome calculations, and
also has the disadvantage of ambiguity in choosing the package shape. Although there is a
similar drawback in the proposed approach: the choice of the function of switching on the
interaction f(x) is ambiguous, but it is simpler computationally. Therefore, in our opinion,
both wave packets and the switching on the interaction should be considered rather as some
regularization procedures, on the details of which the observed physical effects of oscillations
should not depend, at least until the choice of a specific wave packet is unambiguously fixed
by the experimental conditions.
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It is worth noting that, as noted in [7], the function f(x) can be introduced in a more
“physical” way, without violating the requirements for the S-matrix formulated above. For
example, it can be considered as a given external classical field or as a given external particle
flux: a similar approach was used, e.g., in [18] without referring to the axiomatic S-matrix.
In particular, the profile of a wave packet or a product of wave packets can be taken as
the function f(x). Then, at least formally, the approach proposed here will reproduce the
results obtained within the framework of the usual S-matrix approach with the using wave
packets. Despite this remark, it is nevertheless interesting to study within the framework
of the proposed approach other effects related to oscillations, for example, decoherence. We
postpone these questions for further research.

Finally, we have clarified the meaning of the prescriptions proposed in [11, 12, 13, 14, 15,
16], and found that they correspond to not very interesting physical situations.
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