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Abstract

We discuss how the perturbative particle paradigm fails in certain
background with space-like singularity but asymptotically flat which
should admit a S-matrix.

The Feynman approach relies on the interaction picture. This
approach means that we can interpret interactions as exchanges of
particles. Particles are the modes of the quadratic part of the Lag-
rangian. In certain backgrounds with space-like singularity the inter-
action Hamiltonian is well defined but the perturbative expansion of
the evolution operator through the singularity and the perturbative S
matrix do not exist.

On the other hand, relying on minisuperspace approximation we
argue that the non perturbative evolution operator does exist.

The complete breakdown of the perturbative expansion explains
why the perturbative computations in the covariant formalism in string
theory in temporal orbifold fail, at least at the tree level.

1 Introduction

While this paper is mostly on QFT and its behavior on singular spacetimes
describing some models of Big Crunch/Big Bang its reason has roots in string
theory. String theory, as a promising candidate for a theory of quantum
gravity, is supposed to provide a satisfactory description of Big Bang/Big
Crunch type singularities, or at least a S matrix in asymptotically flat spaces.



We want therefore to construct and study stringy toy models capable of
reproducing a space-like (or null) singularity which appears in space at a
specific value of the time coordinate and then disappears.

The easiest way to do so is by generating singularities by quotient-
ing Minkowski with a discrete group with fixed points, i.e. orbifolding
Minkowski. In this way it is possible to produce both space-like singular-
ities and supersymmetric null singularities [1-{14] (see also [15-17] for some
reviews). Another possible way which is a generalization of the previous or-
bifolds with null singularity is consider gravitational shock wave backgrounds
[18H24].

It happens that in these orbifolds the four tachyon closed string amp-
litude diverges in some kinematical ranges, more explicitly for the Null Shift
Orbifold (which may be made supersymmetric and has a null singularity)
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so the amplitude diverges for o/ ﬁit < 4 where p| ¢+ is the orbifold transverse
momentum in ¢ channel. Until recently this pathological behavior has been
interpreted in the literature as “the result of a large gravitational backre-
action of the incoming matter into the singularity due to the exchange of a
single graviton”. This is not very promising for a theory which should tame
quantum gravity.

What has gone unnoticed is that if we perform an analogous computation
for the four point open string function we find
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which is also divergent when for o/ , < 1 ([25, 26]). This casts doubts
on the backreaction as main explanation since we are dealing with open
string at tree level. This is further strengthened by the fact that three
point amplitudes with massive states may diverge [25] when appropriate
polarizations are chosen. For example for the three point function of two
tachyons and the first level massive state we find for an appropriate massive
string polarization
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In [25] this was interpreted as a non existence of the underlying effective
theory. We now revisit this assertion and argue that the effective theory
does exist but the usual approach based on the perturbative expansion in
the interaction picture completely breaks down.

In this paper we consider what happens when we use perturbation theory
in a time dependent background with a space singularity. It is somewhat



obvious that we do not expect to find a well behaved perturbation theory
because of the singularity. One could expect some kind of pathology like
the series being asymptotics. We find a much worse behavior: a complete
breakdown of perturbation theory, i.e. perturbation theory does not exist.
Let us be more precise. We consider as unperturbed theory the free, non
interacting QFT in the given singular time dependent background and then
add interactions. We then use the usual interaction picture approach. This
approach when used perturbatively naturally leads to Feynman diagrams
and a nice particle interpretation of interactions. In the backgrounds we
consider all of this suffers from a complete breakdown. There is no perturb-
ative expansion in the usual sense. This prompts the question whether it
is perturbation theory which fails or it is the very interacting theory which
does not exists. To answer this question we consider the minisuperspace
approach, i.e. the consider the QFT reduced to the spacially homogen-
eous configurations (see [27] for review). In this limit the theory reduces
to Quantum Mechanics. We then show that these models do exist. One
could wonder whether this reduction is a big limitations and the answer is
no since it has been shown |14} [25] that the troubles in perturbation theory
stem from these configurations. The main difference with the work from the
80s and 90s is that we are interested in going through the singularity and
not giving the boundary conditions at the Big Bang.

This result stresses the importance of treating some sectors as exactly
as possible in order to get a perturbation theory for the remaining sectors.
Even so we are left with the unanswered question whether it is really con-
sistent to treat QFT on a given singular background without considering
the backreaction. It is somewhat likely that the gravitational background
and the matter should evolve together, especially in a background which has
space singularities. Given the results of this paper it could be sufficient to
consider the minisuperspace approximation to get a reasonable approxima-
tion. In any case this route is fraught with subtleties like the “problem of
time” (see [28] for a review).

The paper is organized as follows.

In section [2] we discuss the background of interest, the generalized Kas-
ner metrics (of which the Boost Orbifold is a very special case) and the
simplest interacting field theory, i.e. the scalar field and its minisuperspace
approximation.

In section [3| we discuss the simplest example where the perturbative
interaction picture breaks completely down: the time dependent harmonic
oscillator with Q2(t) = w? + t% and k < 1 so that Q2 may become negative.
While this model is natural since it corresponds to, for example, de Sitter
modes in conformal time the splitting we perform between the unperturbed
Hamiltonian and the perturbative part is somewhat artificial but it is chosen
in order to get the simplest example as possible.

In section 4] we consider the interacting theory and we show that gener-



ically the perturbation theory of the interacting minisuperspace model does
not exist. We then study the minisuperspace model non perturbatively and
show that it does exist. The model exhibits two different behaviors: either
it is dominated by the combination of kinetic and interaction terms or it is
dominated by the interaction term alone.

Finally in section [5| we discuss what this means for the divergences in
string theory. In nuce string theory is well, at least at tree level but the non
Hamiltonian perturbation theory has troubles. Moreover we point out that
the usual approach to orbifolds used in string theory is not on very sound
basis when temporal orbifolds are considered since the orbifold generators
are dynamical generators, except for Null Shift Orbifold in light-cone gauge.

2 The background

Our starting point is to consider a class of backgrounds which have a space-
like singularity and on these backgrounds write down the simplest interacting
scalar theory.

Previous results from the analysis of issues in open string amplitudes in
these backgrounds [14, [25] hint toward the fact the all troubles derive from
special field configurations to which we restrict. In particular this means
that we restrict these theories to space independent but time dependent
fields in the space-like singularity case.

More precisely this paper we are going to consider the following family
of backgrounds.

2.1 Kasner-like metrics

The metric we consider is a generalization of the original Kasner metric and
reads
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i=1

where we consider ¢t € R and not only ¢t > 0 and therefore we have written
|t| since p(;y € R. We have also considered the z* to be compact in order to
get a well defined minisuperspace approximation of the scalar field as in eq.
£3).

The original Kasner metric corresponds to the case where ), p;) =
> p%i) = 1 and space is not compact. It requires that at least one p
is negative when at least two p(;) are different from zero and corresponds
to an empty space-time. Another special case is when only p;) = 1 and
corresponds to Milner space.

All these metrics have a singularity at ¢ = 0 which is the target of our
investigation. They have generically also a singularity for |t| — oo when



some p is negative. When all p are positive the metric requires repulsive
matter.

For generic p(;) this metric is not a consistent string background since
Ric # 0.

2.2 Interacting scalar models

It is the immediate to write down the action for an interacting real scalar
field as
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According to the analysis of string theory on Boost Orbifold [14, 25] the
problems for this theory derive from the field configurations where the field
depends on time only. Restricting to this configuration we get the quantum
mechanical model
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where we have defined 24 = )", p(;) for compactness. We consider only the
case where A > 0.

3 The simplest example of failure of the perturb-
ative expansion in interaction picture: the time
dependent harmonic oscillator

In this section we would like to discuss how the usual perturbative expan-
sion in interaction picture may completely break down when the interaction
Hamiltonian has time singularities. This may happen despite the complete
model is well defined.

In particular the model we want to consider is

1. 1
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which corresponds to the non interacting scalar on Kasner metrics. Two
special cases are A = 0 and A = % and both correspond to the flat space
but in Minkowski and Milne (Boost orbifold) coordinates. Upon a change
of coordinates as

T = \t\Ay, (3.2)
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(3.3)
The total derivative is uninfluential at the classical level while at the quantum
it implies a relative time dependent phase for the wave function in the two
coordinate systems see eq. .

Notice that when k is negative (A > 1 or A < 0) the potential is un-
bounded from below but despite this the full model is well defined. That
this may happen is not a surprise since the hydrogen atom exists. On the
other side in the flat space A = 0,% the potential is always bounded from
below. In particular the A = % case is the Milner space which is a subset of
Minkowski space and even so the model has a singular potential.

This model emerges besides the obvious case of the non interacting scalar
in Kasner-like metrics mentioned above also in the following cases :
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1. The particle or the string in the pp-wave background in Brinkmann
coordinates that is described by the metric
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Notice however that a purely gravitational string background, i.e. with
trivial dilaton and Kalb-Ramond, must be a Ricci flat background
so we need to impose ) ; Ar(Ar — 1) = 0 if we want a consistent
model propagating in this background. The particle action in light-
cone gauge u = T reads
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Since e is constant on shell, any 2 has the action (3.3) with w? = 0.
The case with w? # 0 is recovered when string is considered. In facts
the previous z! are the string zero modes and the string non zero

modes 2! have w? o< n?,

2. The modes of the scalar field in de Sitter universe in conformal time.
If we consider the FLRW metric

D—-1 D—-1
ds’ = dt* —a®(t) Y _(da')® = d*(n) <dn2 - Z(dazi)2> . (3.6)
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with dn = ﬁdt. For de Sitter we have ags(t) = ef! so that ags(n) =



L with —oo < 7 < 0~. The real scalar action is then
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where we defined ¢(t,z) = a'~2 (n)x(n,2*) and d/(n) = d‘zl(:). Per-

forming the Fourier transform w.r.t. to the space coordinates we get
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which in de Sitter space becomes
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which shows that the modes again have action (3.3)) but with 7 < 0 so
he model we consider is a kind of cyclic de Sitter.

3. The particle in Vaidya metric with linear mass.

3.1 Failure of the perturbative expansion of the evolution
operator in the interaction picture

Let us now consider the Hamiltonian corresponding to as the sum of
the usual harmonic oscillator and a quadratic time dependent interaction
term. The splitting we perform between the unperturbed Hamiltonian and
the perturbative part is somewhat artificial but it is chosen in order to get
the simplest example as possible and then discuss the issues in the simplest
context.

Explicitly in Schroedinger picture we have

Hg(t) =Hgo(t) + Hg1(t)

p?q L 99 k o
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Obviously the perturbation Hamiltonian is dominant for small ¢ and there-
fore one can expect that perturbation theory be asymptotic as it happens in
Stark effect. However we find a complete breakdown of perturbation theory
and not an asymptotic series.

The interaction picture is obtained from Schroedinger equation

D st t0)) = Hs(t) st 1), (3.11)

by defining

[Yr(t,to)) = Uos(to, t)|¥s(t, to)),  Uns(to.t) = Te~"Ji" dt'Hos(t) (3.12)

where Uyg is the evolution operator for the “free” Hamiltonian Hyg. The
new state [17(t,to)) then evolves as

St t0)) =Hrt, to)ln(t, ),
H](t,to) ZUos(to,t)Hls(t)UOS(t,to). (3.13)

The Schroedinger equation in interaction picture has then formal and per-
turbative solution

|mwmﬁﬂwfd””“wamm=(15[&m¢m) )wmwm

(3.14)
If we apply this formalism to our specific case we obtain the interaction
Hamiltonian

Hi(tto) = — e2iw(t—to)aT52 e dili=to) 2 _ afgas _ asafg) . (3.15)
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We can then build a basis for the Hilbert space {|n)},en as

=1, Ups(t ty) = e@(abas+3)(t=t)  (316)
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It is then immediate to see that the first order in perturbative expansion
for the evolution operator from a negative tg < 0 time to a positive time
t1 > 0 is infinite. Explicitly, if we evolve perturbatively from |y (tg,t0)) =
|n) to |Yr(t1,to)) and we try to expand |¢;(t1,%p)) on the basis {|m)} we
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This shows that not only the amplitude is divergent but that we cannot
expand |¢7(t1,1t9)) on the Hilbert basis moreover the divergence cannot be
reabsorbed into a c-number shift of the Hamiltonian since all coefficients de-
pend on the states. For later use we notice that to this order of perturbation
we have

t1 t1

(m| [ dt'H(t',t0)[n) =/ (ms(t',to)[His () Ins (', to)), (3.19)

to to
i.e. we can actually use the Schroedinger states and Hamiltonian without
actually computing the corresponding objects in the interaction picture.

3.2 The complete theory is well defined: the Hp case

Given the previous failure of the perturbative expansion one can wonder
whether the theory exists across the singularity. The answer as we show is
affirmative. The same problem has been considered before in [9-12} [18-22,
29] but our point of view is slightly different since this is not the final research
target of this paper but we want anyhow to show that we can traverse the
singularity and then use this solution for the interacting models.

Even if we are actually interested in adding quartic and higher interac-
tions to L we will perform the analysis for Lp since it looks more familiar
and then map it to Lg using a time dependent unitary transformation.

The time dependent harmonic oscillator

i0p)(z,t) = —%Qﬁw(az,t) + % <w2 + f;) P(z, ), (3.20)

can be solved exactly using complex classical solutions with a well defined
normalization. We review the derivation for completeness in appendix [A]
where we give also more details which are not relevant for the present dis-
cussion. The main result is then that the generating function of a possible
complete setﬂ of wave functions is

1 1 lX® 2, 1 oo 1 2
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!Different sets are associated with different instantaneous vacua.




where we have introduced the complex classical solution X (¢) and its nor-
malization condition

X(t)+Q2(t)X(t) =0,
X*X — XX =i, (3.22)

We can now solve perturbatively the classical equations of motion around
t=0.

An issue which arises is the continuation across the singularity but the
normalization condition required for the quantum model and “continuity”
fix it (see also [30] for the case A = 1).

Let us start considering the asymptotic behavior for t — 07 as X ~ t¢
with ¢ > 0. It is immediate to find the equation

> —a+k=0<ac{A1- A} (3.23)
so that the leading behavior is
X(t) = co(wt) (1 4+ 0(?)) + a1 (wt) 21+ 0(t?)), t>0.  (3.24)
The normalization condition then implies

c 1
—(24 — Dwlel S <0> = (3.25)
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Let us consider the case A > % >1— Asince A < % < 1— A is obtained by
swapping A <+ 1 — A. Then the previous condition implies that the wave
functions are normalizable since (¢t > 0)
1 1—-A c A—
olz. 1) R 2 16 e e P
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|wt|
As discussed in appendix around eq. (A.27) this is not by chance: the
normalization condition on X always implies the normalizability of the wave
functions.

Let us exam the solution for ¢ < 0. One would be tempted to write
exactly the same equation with the substitution t — —t. However this
would lead to a different normalization condition. The difference being an
overall sign in the left hand side of the normalization equation, i.e. +% in
stead of —%. Therefore the proper asymptotic behavior valid for all ¢ is
either

X(t) = colwt|A (1 4+ O(t?)) + crwt|wt| =4 (1 + O(t?)),

or

X(t) = cowt|wt) 1 + O(t?)) + cr|wt|' A (1 + O(t?)). (3.27)
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Since this is a classical solution we may expect that the trajectory is con-
tinuous then for A > 1 comparing t[t|™* and |t|'~4 we realize that only
the latter is continuous. Hence the true solution is . Because of this
the previous expression for the wave function where we took care of
distinguish between ¢ and |t| is valid for all ¢ values.

As discussed in appendix [B] the previous choice can also be obtained
regularizing the time dependent pulsation Q?(t) = w? + t%

It is also possible and instructive to use the WKB expansion. We write
Y(z,t) = 5@ so that we have to solve the equation

1 1 k 1
oS (z,t) + 5(8955(3:,75))2 +3 <w2 + t2> — 158935(33,15) = 0. (3.28)
This is done in appendix [C|

Notice that [3.26] has two completely different behaviors as t — 0.

0 A>1

o A<l (3.29)

Yo (@, t)* ~i0 {
This can be understood considering the classical trajectory which behaves
as x ~ |t|™™MA1=4) For A > 1 it diverges but the direction depends on the
initial £ which quantum mechanically cannot be fixed therefore the quantum
state is spread over all the possible values of x. This is shown in figures
and Notice that the classical trajectory (not the complex one used in
computing the quantum wave function) is not well defined through ¢ = 0
since we can require the continuity of the trajectory but it is difficult if not
impossible to relate the velocity before and after the singularity. On the
contrary the quantum theory is well defined since we can find a well defined
basis of wave functions.

Differently for A < 1 the classical solution has a fixed point x(0) = 0
and therefore the wave function is a d(x). This is shown in figures [2a] and
2Dl

Finally notice that the wildly oscillating phase in |3.26|is not an issue as
hypothesized in [9-12], on the contrary as shown in [25] it is a virtue since
it helps the convergence of the integrals in the distributional sense (see also
B1)).

3.3 Relation between L and Lp non interacting models

While at the classical level the two models are related as described before
by a simple change of coordinates and a boundary term, at the quantum
level we have

122
bz, t) = |t 242 AT Yp(y = [t| 42, t). (3.30)
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(a) £ = —0.10 has z(0) = +o0 (b) & = 40.10 has z(0) = —c0

Figure 1: Classical motion for L with A > 1 has two possible asymptotic
behaviors

This can be obtained in two different ways. Both start from the Hamiltoni-
ans

2
p 1
Hp—_ 1Y ZW2IE[2A,2
R 2|75|2A+2°"H Y
2
p 1 9 K 2

The first method is a sequence of transformations on the Schroedinger equa-
tion. We first change variables from

{ t_||t = { o5 Etht@ax : (3.32)
- oy ox
Then the Hgi Schroedinger equation becomes
Q- - 1 1 A N
ia—£¢(x7t) = <—Qa§ + §w2x2 —i ;ax> U(z, 1), (3.33)

with ¥g(y,t) = ﬁ(w,f). However this equation is not a Schrodinger equa-
tion since the would be Hamiltonian is not Hermitian because of the term
At? y. To get an Hermitian Hamiltonian we redefine ¢ (z, f) = |£|%A¢[($, t).
Notice that the factor |t~|%A is the factor one could expect from the measure
due to the change = = |t|'y. We get then the intermediate Schroedinger

equation

2 2
Zaa{w[(x’{) = [; <—i8$ + 14?) _|_% <w2 _ ;) 1,2] b, D), (3.34)

—1
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A =0.49,0? = 5.10, (,#) = (0.09, —0.10), step = 0.0001 A= 049,07 = 5.10, (2, &) = (0.09,0.10), step = 0.0001
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t t

(a) © = —0.10 has z(0) =0 (b) & = +0.10 has z(0) =0

Figure 2: Classical motion for Lp with A < 1 has only one possible asymp-
totic behavior
with Yr(y,t) = \E\%quf(:n,f). Finally we make a further redefinition as

- 142 o ~
Yr(x,t) = e 22 p(z,t) in order to have a canonical kinetic term. We
finally get the desired result

_ A2 ~
Donten = [d (A A v,

where the relation between ¥p and g is the one given above in ([3.30)).
The second method is operatorial. The first step is to use a unitary
transformation which implements

Py

L \
-0.5 0

— |41Ay — gt
{ v=" =Up,1yUri = Upoy = ! 3lup} — g 34y idvry,

p:W :UE—)IprR—)I
(3.36)

We then get the intermediate HamiltonianP]
Hy =U}, , HRUp 1 + iU}, Ug s
1 AN 1, A%\,

With a further unitary transformation

—_ 77T ;
R L e RPN
Py — 7Y = IﬁprUI_’B

2The term iUT U is obtained from the Schroedinger equation as follows. Set [ (t))
Ut () |yr(t)) then from i0:|yr(t)) = Hr|Yr(t)) we get i0[r(t)) = Hr|yr(t)) with Hy
U'HrU +iU'U.

13



used to make the kinetic term canonical we finally get the desired result.
Explicitly

Hp =U}_,p HiUip + iU} 3 Uisp

1, 1[4, A-A%\ ,
=3Pyt 3 (w + 2 y°, (3.39)
so that
(1) = U, gUk_, 1vr(®)), (3.40)

which again reproduces ((3.30]).

3.4 Explicit mapping of the quantum Hp solutions to Hpy
solutions

Using the explicit mapping in (3.30)) we can write the generating function
for a complete set of solutions for Hg as

1 X}E(t) 2

oo n .
c 4 1 1 i3 e z

E ¢Rn{t }(y7t,t0) = _ e 2 XR (D X 2XRO7 | (3.41)
Vil V or \/XR(1)

n=0

where we have introduced the complex classical solution Xg(t) = [t|~4X (t)
in analogy to y = [t|”%z. Tts e.0.m and normalization condition follow from
the X ones and read

d .
H24 2 (\t\QAXR(t)> + W XR(t) = 0,
XjXR — XpXp = ilt] 24 (3.42)
In particular the “ground state” behaves as

.1 A— < A— A—
Doy, 1) ~J| FA-D (=544 2A-D) B2 A (e )2

2 ‘t‘zA—1e*(2A*1)w%(%?)wQA‘l\tlz(z““”yQ_
(3.43)

The wave functions always vanish for ¢ — 0 while still being normalizable
because the classical particle is diffused on the entire y axis since y ~ [t|24.
This diverges but the direction depends on the initial  which quantum
mechanically cannot be fixed.

> [Yro(y, )|

4 Interacting quantum and classical mechanical
models

We can now pass to exam what happens when we add interactions to the
Kasner metrics. The corresponding quantum mechanical models are

1 1
Ln= WPt (37 =3 - L) g0 me(uo) @
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which become in 2 coordinate

1, 1 2 K 2 4 1 n

These models show a strange time dependence in the interaction term which
can be explained by noticing that the change from ¥y to x in quantum mech-
anical models cannot be implemented on the metric.

The B models suggest that the interaction is dominant for small wt. This
is not evident in R models and it is not always true.

Using the results from the previous section on the behavior of the wave
function at ¢ = 0 we can now see that the perturbative expansion of the evol-
ution matrix in interaction picture does not exist. Explicitly for B models
(since they are unitarily equivalent to R models with as in (3.40))

1 /N —2a
/ dt' (Wp(t)| Hp s1(t)[wp() ~ / W A / da 2" [t/ ~e 1T

.1 1 \2
N/dt |t/|A(n—2) |t/|72a ) (43)

which has an unavoidable divergence for A > 1 and —a= A —1 > 0. More

precisely the integral is divergent for 24 > Z—ﬂ Anticipating the results

(discussed below eq. for the classical case and around eq.
for the quantum case) this means that when the behavior is dominated by
the interaction, i.e. 24 > Z—f% the integral is divergent. This integral may
also be divergent when the theory is dominated by the kinetic term, i.e

nt2 24 < 242 (see eq. (4.16) and eq. ([{:24)).

4.1 The classical motion

The classical e.o.m for the R models reads

d dy
e (124% ) + ey ot =0 (1.4
This equation is very close to the Emden-Fowler equation
d dy
— (= t"y"™ = 0. 4.5
dt < dt> ey (45)

This equation is treated in [32] with the result that (with the appropriate
range of the parameters u, v which can be easily obtained from our treat-
ment) the solution exhibits an oscillating behavior with maxima and minima
diverging with a power law. Instead of the analysis presented there we intro-
duce a different approach which is simpler and clearer based on the action.
We apply immediately this approach to the R models whose action is

1 1 g
Sp = [ dt|t|?A | 9% — —wy? — Ly 4.6
R /I It <2y Sy =y (4.6)
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where [ is the integration interval. We look for a change of variables as
t=sgn(DIF’, =1z, (4.7)

so that the kinetic term and the interaction term z™ have coefficients inde-
pendent of the new time . Explicitly we get

2
Sk /dt{ = Jf|(2A-DB8+ 2041 <dz _ (fz>
dt t

B 5,8(&12‘{‘ 2A+1)5+2a—1z2 _ B%,{,(?A-‘rl)ﬁ—i-na—lzn}’ (4.8)

where T is the image of the interval I. We can now require a time independ-
ent kinetic and z" term imposing

(2A-1)8+2a+1=0, (2A+1)+na—1=0, (4.9)

which can be solved as

4A n+2
T oM —2A—(nt2) ﬁ__2(n—2)A—(n+2)’ (4.10)
and get
dz o \? 1 5 1
— et _ n 2-n)a 2  pt _.n

Sk /dt{ o < t~z> ﬂQw |t] z ﬁngz } (4.11)

The previous action can be recast in a more standard form by integrating

by part the term proportional to %z % dz? 1 get
lal
Sp=+-—=2>
R 28t |5
(11 (dz\*  [la(a+1) 1, 1 s g
+ dt{f— — [ - B }z - —z”}
/f 23 (dt) 2 B O e * P
(4.12)
Ifa>0>p0for A>3 + - +2 the interval around the singularity t = 0
I = [—€1,+¢€2] is mapped mto an interval around |{| = co as I = [—oo, —é]u
[1 +00] then the 22 terms are subdominant since |f|(24=-1)8+2a+1 — {12 and

|£|(2A+DB+2a—1 W Moreover the boundary term is finite.
Under the previous choice of a, 5 we can approximate the action Sg for

the I around the singularity simply asE|

Sp ~ /d <df> —5%%}. (4.13)

3The fact that 8 < 0 is compensated by the orientation of 1.
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Hence the trajectory z(#) is simply oscillating with period

1 1 nE,\n [t 1
“p= A6 414
2 \/2|—5|Ez(|/3|g> = (4.14)

where E, is the system energy.
Despite this nice feature the crossing of the singularity is not very well

defined at the classical level since t = 0% is mapped to ¢ = +00 and there
1

the particle is spread over the interval [— (%) " , <%) ;] in z coordinate

and it is not obvious how to match the position at ¢ = +o0o with the position
at = —oo. This is shown in ﬁgures andfor t— 07, ie. fort — —o0.
And in a smoother case in [4al and

A =149, = 5.10, (2, 2) = (0.16,—12.16), (g,n) = (0.10,8), (i1, f) = (0.485762, 231 AEATAD, w? = 5.10, (3, §) = (0.09,1.10), (g,n) = (0.10,8), (£, ;) = (—2.500000, —0.001000), step = 0.000100
3 100
2
50
1
N 0 = 0
-1
=50
. |
-3 : : : : : -100 . . . . .
0 50 100 150 200 250 -2.5 -2 -1.5 -1 -0.5 0
i t
(a) Motion in z coordinate and —# (b) The previous motion in y co-
time where the singularity is at ¢ = ordinate (with remapped initial con-
+o0 ditions) and ¢ time.

Figure 3: Classical motion with oo > 0

For the case @ < 0 < 8 the behavior of the classical motion is dictated
by

“lel 11 fdz\? 1 1
~ e —= — 1 - 2
Sk / dtﬁ{2 <dt> +2a(a+ )|t|2z }

—|&]

—|é| 1¢1 /dz 2 1 4A(2nA—(n—|—2)) )
N/_|€1| dtg{i <d_f> +§(2(n—2)A_(n+2))2W22}= (4.15)

because the boundary term does not contribute to the e.o.m we find again
a time dependent harmonic oscillator as in eq. (3.3) but with Acsy (where
keff = —a(l + a) = Aeff(l - Aeff), i.e. Aeff = —a) which is always real,
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A=1.49,0? = 5.10, (2, ) = (0.09,1.10), (9, n) = (0.10,8), (i, I7) = (0.485762, 231.20641949% w* = 5.10, (3, ) = (0.05, —1.46), (g, n) = (0.10,8), (ti, £) = (—2.500000, —0.001000), step = 0.000100
1.5 150

rl f | f | |
| L
R O | R | S O | 100

| |||| [ [ (| |4 50 F

(- 50 F

-100

L : ' ' : L L
0 50 100 150 200 250 2.5 -2 -1.5 -1 -0.5 0

(a) Motion in z coordinate and —% (b) The previous motion in y co-
time where the singularity is at ¢ = ordinate (with remapped initial con-
+o0 ditions) and ¢ time.

Figure 4: Another classical motion with v > 0 with a smoother behavior

explicitly
kepr > i AcpreC not possible
0<hepp<j 0<Agp<1l  24<n2 (4.16)
keff<0 Aeff>1 nTH<2A<%

As usual numerics can be tricky and give the wrong impression: compare
the figures [5a] and [Eb] with the same solution extended closer to the origin
given in figures @ and Both for t — 07, i.e for £ — 0~

4.2 The quantum interacting models exist

We can now exam the question of what happens to the quantum model. We
treat only the wave function approach because it is more intuitive.

Despite the fact the classical motion is not very well defined the quantum
system seems to be perfectly fine and generically better behaved than the
non interacting one. The last sentence means that we can write a normal-
izable wave function which generically vanishes at ¢ = 0 but at slower rate
that the non interacting, i.e. quadratic R theory. The adverb generically
refers to the fact that there is a “small” range of parameters where sys-
tem behavior can be mapped to a time dependent harmonic oscillator with
unbounded potential.

Another point to stress is that we have found a possible continuation
through the singularity it may be that there are other possibilities as in the

free case .
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A=0.59,0? = 5.10, (2, ) = (0.19,78.58), (g,n) = (0.10,8), (7, I) = (—2.559755, —0A33MA5Ys w? = 5.10, (y, §) = (0.09,1.10), (g, n) = (0.10,8), (ti, £5) = (—25.000000, —0.001000), step = 0.000100
3r 10

1k
0r
N 0 =

L L \ 15 L L \
-3 -2.5 -2 -1.5 -1 -0.5 0 -25 -20 -15 -10 -5 0
i t

(a) Motion in z coordinate with ov < 0 (b) The previous motion (with
and t time where the singularity is at remapped initial conditions) in y co-
t=0. ordinate and ¢ time.

Figure 5: Classical motion with o < 0 with a too short integration range to
show the expected behavior

In order to show that we start with Schroedinger equation for R model

| 11 1 i
i0p(y,t) = [_QW(?; + [t <2w2y2 + %y ﬂ P(y,t), (4.17)

and following the previous section on the classical motion we perform the
same change of variables as in the classic case (4.7)

2 -5+t (g _ %a@)

i~ 5 \ai 1

R AR (4.18)
|t| 0z

2=t Py

~ 1
{ = sgn()]t/
oy
along with setting ¢(y,t) = ]ﬂ_%azﬁ(z,f). The choice of the ¢ power is
made considering the invariance of the probability density [Y(y, t)|2dy =
|{(2,t)|?dz. The Schroedinger equation then becomes

10 -, - 1o (94115201 07
7¢(Z7t) :—5‘15‘ (2A—1)p—2 17¢(2>t)

ZE ot 0z2
+ %|E|(2A+l)ﬁ+na—lznd’;(zv E) + %w2|£|(214+1)5+2a—1z21[)(2, 5)
cal 0 0 -~

If we require the kinetic and 2™ terms be time independent we get exactly
the same solution for «, 5 as in the classical case (4.10]) and the Schroedinger
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A=0.59,0? = 5.10, (2, ) = (0.19, 78.58), (g,n) = (0.10,8), (7, If) = (—2.559755, —0ACLIIP w? = 5.10, (y, §) = (0.09,1.10), (9, n) = (0.10,8), (t;, £5) = (—25.000000, —0.000000), step = 0.000100
3r 400 1
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i t

(a) Motion in z coordinate with the (b) The previous motion (with
same parameters as in figure but remapped initial conditions) in y co-
with an integration range which ex- ordinate and ¢ time.

tends closer to the origin and shows
the proper asymptotic.

Figure 6: Classical motion with @ < 0 with a proper integration range to
show the expected behavior

equation becomes

10 -, - 102 - .
ngw(za ) =— 5?1/1(2,75)
g n7 1 7 s
+ e W(z,t) + §w2 20 224(z, 1)
ol 0 0 - .

which is exactly the Schroedinger equation associated with eq. (4.11)).
If & > 0 > 3 the 2" term is dominating for f — 400 (t — 0%) as in the
classical motion then we get a complete set of wave functions as

sgn(t)
/]

Gl t) ~io 1115 exp [ —iBL B Bz =ll3ly), ey

where L}, it the k-th energy eigenvalue of the effective Hamiltonian H.pr =
%pz + %gz” and effective time t.rr = Bt.

The wave functions are normalizable and vanish for ¢ — 0 allowing for
a nice and “smooth” crossing of the singularity. The vanishing of the wave

function can be again interpreted as the fact that the classical particle is
% = f—fz the wave functions
vanish (generically) slower than the non interacting case and this can be

spread over all the possible values of y. Since

20



interpreted as the fact that interactions has a better behavior than the non
interacting case. Better means that classical interacting particle goes to
infinity slower than the free one.

The other case is 8 > 0 > « as in the classical motion. In this case the
y kinetic term is dominating for £ — 0% (t — 0F). In fact in this limit the
Schroedinger equation is

~ -~ 2 ~ ~
z';;.w(z,t) N T ( 0,29
Redefining ¢(z,1) = 755 U(z,t) we get
2
i;;\y(z,a L0 g telat ) g (4.23)

- (i d) - =
20270 = 57 5y
which is the Schroedinger equation derived from (4.12)) and can be seen

as a time dependent harmonic oscillator with ngf = —ag+a) (so that
eff

Acpr = —a as in the classical case) and t.rf = Bt and therefore it exists as
a theory. In particular we get the leading behavior for the “ground state”

D(y,t) =[{ 7225 T (2, 7)

2a+1
1. 2a+1 sgn(t) 2041 by —25 35— 2
_ 2041 |:2Z< 5 2at1 _|5|c2¥a+1 HM 4 )y }
~ |5 e e 7 (4.24)

)

A 1—Acsy
)

where by = coweff and b1 = cw i.e. we have reabsorbed the w
dependence in (3.27) into the coefficients which must therefore satisfy an

equation corresponding to (3.25) without w. Finally notice that 2% —=

B
—W so that when perturbation theory breaks down, i.e. when 24 >
n+2

"t (o < —1) the wave function vanishes when ¢ — 0 and the potential
unbounded. Notice that the wave function vanishes when t — 0 in a wider
range of A values, i.e. 24 > "TJ“Q (a < —%) but not all of them implies
a perturbation theory breakdown because the potential is bounded (-1 <

a < —%).

5 Implications for string theory on temporal orbi-
folds

All the previous discussion is for the generic Kasner metrics of which the
Boost Orbifold is a peculiar case. For the Boost Orbifold where A = % the
QFTs considered do not suffer from any breakdown and this is apparently a
puzzle because the string on Boost Orbifold has a divergence. The solution
of this apparent puzzle is that divergences appear in QFT when higher
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derivatives interaction terms (induced by massive string states [25]) or non
linear sigma model interactions are included.

The reason we did not discuss the quantum mechanical models associated
with these QFTs is that either they suffer from Ostrogradskii instability or
they are not renormalizable. In any case this is not a limitation since it
is easy seen that we suffer of the same issues as the models discussed. We
have then a clear explanation of the origin of the divergences in four point
amplitudes . These divergences are also present in three point amplitudes
with massive states, i.e. in the lowest order of perturbation theory.

This does not mean that gravitational backreaction is not going to play
any role. In facts in the open string case when solved the issues at tree
level it may be well reappear to one loop open string amplitudes. This
is however not at all obvious since the previous argument on perturbation
theory breakdown applies to closed string as well so the resolution of the
issues at the sphere level with three or four punctures could suggest the
resolution at the annulus level, i.e. the sphere with two punctures.

Another point worth mentioning is that we have discussed the Boost
Orbifold only and not the Null Shift Orbifold. The reason in this case is
technical. While for the Boost Orbifold and its generalization the Kasner
metric we can reduce the QFT to a quantum mechanical model in the Null
Shift Orbifold we can only reduce to a 2d QFT since we need keeping both
%, Nevertheless we expect the same mechanism to be in action for this
case too.

An important point which is worth stressing is that divergences are
present in Lagrangian approach, i.e. in the covariant one where the time is
integrated over but there is no divergence in the light-cone formalism which
is Hamiltonian and where the time is not integrated [33]. This is is the
same as the previous quantum mechanical models: the Hamiltonian exists
but the perturbation theory does not. Finally notice that this can be shown
explicitly for the Null Shift Orbifold which is easily quantized on the light-
cone [33]. This observation explains also why the matrix model [34] is well
defined.

Since the problem is essentially Lagrangian this is also an issue for Witten
string field theory and in general for all the covariant formulations.

So we are left with the issue on how treat this divergences. One possib-
ility is to use the Hamiltonian formalism, for example the light-cone when
available. Even if these backgrounds do not possess Poincaré symmetry and
the light-cone formalism is well adapted (it is possible to use the light-cone
formalism also in other less obvious cases |35]) one could desire to have a
covariant formulation in this case too then a possible approach is [14]. An-
other possibility is to regularize the theory in some way, for example non
commutativity can do the job [36].

Finally let us mention that the way of performing the orbifold projection
in the temporal orbifold cases used in literature are not on very sound basis
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since the generators used to write the orbifold projector are dynamical and
they change when interactions are switched on. The only clear cut case
where this is not the case is the Null Shift Orbifold in light-cone quantization.
If we were to use the proper interacting generators there could also be some
cancellations which could give raise to finite amplitudes.

6 Conclusions

First of all let us discuss what the previous computations imply for QFT
and then shortly for string theory since we have discussed string theory in
the previous section.

The first and most important point is that interactions can drastically
change the fate of the fields under a Big Crunch/Big Bang.

Secondly what happens seems to depend on the details of the interaction,
in the models we studied the power of the interaction ¢" and the sign of the
parameter o.

Thirdly the breakdown of the perturbation theory is a breakdown of
Feynman diagram approach, i.e. of the concept of particle. Obviously this
happens because of the spacetime region around the singularity and exclud-
ing this region, i.e. before and after it the perturbation theory is well defined.
Nevertheless this result rises the question of how to treat the S matrix in
these backgrounds, in facts the theory exists and spaces are asymptotically
flat so we could expect to be able to define some kind of S matrix. Never-
theless it seems that the usual constraints from unitarity must be revisited
since near the singularity the concept of particle breaks down.

Finally the previous results seem to point to the importance of minisu-
perspace approach and pose the question how to extend it to string theory.

For the string theory the main result is that, at least, at the tree level
string theory is well for these backgrounds. Whether divergences from back-
reaction appear at loop level is by now unknown also because we have to
find a good way of treating the tree level.
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A Time dependent harmonic oscillator

We will follows essentially Tseytlin et at [37] which refers to [38] but we will
be careful in distinguish between Heisenberg and Schrodinger representation
and this should make things more clear. For a newer point of view on the

problem see also |39].
As usual we define operators in Heisenberg picture as

Onl(t,to) = UL(t,10)Os(t)Us(t, to),

so that we get Hamiltonian in Heisenberg picture as (m > 0)
Hia(t,10) = =3yt o) + 2mQ2()a (1 1),
2m 2

where in our case

Q%(t) = <w2 + A(ltz_A)> = <w2 + :;) .

We then get the e.o.m

. 1
J:H(ta tO) :EPH(t, tO))

pr(t to) = — mQ2(H)z (L, to),
with boundary conditions
g (to,to) = xs, pr(to,to) = ps.

They imply the second order ODEs

. d (1

A.1 Constant Heisenberg creator operator

We now define the operators Ag(t,to) using the matrix M(t) as

At to) =M(B)Zn (¢, to)
[ An(tte) \ [ —X(@t)  LTXx(@) zy(t,to)
(e ) = 1% ) Gt )
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where X(t) is a complex Solutionﬁ)f the classical e.o.m with given normal-
izationl]
X(t)+ P )X(t) =0,

X*X — XX* = 2iW (RX, SX) = im. (A.8)
Notice that the previous conditions do not fix completely the solution. To
fix it we need to choose an instantaneous vacuum, see appendix [B]

The previous operators satisfy the relation&ﬁ

AH(tatO)aA}I(tatO)} =1,
dAu(t,t) _ (DA to)
dt - ot

i.e. the canonical commutation relation and the time independence relation.
For later use we note that the inverse of M(t) is

_ L) L)
M(t) = < T > (A.10)

> +i[Hp(t, to), Au(t,to)] =0, (A.9)
H

A.2 Comparing with the usual harmonic oscillator 1
The general solution for the X equation for the usual harmonic oscillator is
X(t) = Xpe™ 4 X e ™, (A.11)
then we can compute the constraint
XX — XX = —im
= 2iw (|X_|* — |X4]?), (A.12)

from which we get the solution

_ [ iw(t—to) _
Xy 1/2we , X_=0. (A.13)

Notice that the constraint fixes X4 up to a phase that we have chosen so
that the time invariant Heisenberg operator

m . 1
Ag(t, tg) = 4 /%ew(t_to) <—zw3:H(t,t0) + mpH(t,t0)> , (A.14)

matches the corresponding Schroedinger operator for ¢ = .

4As we discuss in appendix [B| there is a one parameter family of solutions.

®Remember that given a second order ODE §j+a(t)y+b(t) = 0 the Wronskian associated
with two solutions f(¢) and g(t) is W(f,g) = fg— fg and it obeys the ODE W +aW =0
therefore W = cexp (— J dta(t)) with ¢ a constant. In our case a(t) = 0 and the Wronskian
is a constant.

SNotice that aAHa(tt’tO) = (aAgt‘tO)) = UgWUs. This means that the only
H

dA g (tto)
dt

reasonable way of computing is to express Ap in terms of operators whose
Schroedinger picture are time independent.
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A.3 Hilbert space

We want to construct the Hilbert space of states to be used in Heisenberg
formalism, i.e. we want states that do no depend on time.
We notice that acting with Ug on the Apg defining equation we get

At t) = MO 2 (1, 1) = As(t) = M()Zs, (A1)
but because of the boundary conditionson Zg we can also write

Amn(to, to) = M(to) Zu(to, to) = M(to)Zs = As(to), (A.16)
then because Ayg is constant we get the basic result

Ap(t,to) =UL(t, t0) As(t)Us(t, to)
= An(to,to) =As(to)- (A.17)

Now we can introduce the “vacuum” at time ¢g as

As(to)|0{to}) = 0, (A.18)
and build a basis for the Hilbert space which is characterized by time tg as

1

mAE”(toMO{to»} | (4.19)

Han, = {Infto)) =

A.4 Time evolution of basis elements and wave functions 1

Given any element of the previous basis we can identify it as a Schroedinger
state as

In{to};to,to)s = [n{to}), (A.20)

and compute its time evolution as follows.
Let us start with the “vacuum”, and write

As(to)|0{to}sto, to) s = UL (t, t0) As())Us(t,10)|0{to}; to, to)s = UL (t, t0) As(£)|0{to}; £, to)s = 0,
(A.21)
hence we can determine the time evolution of the ¢y vacuum state as

As()[0{to}; t,t0)s =0, (A.22)

from which follows its wave function up to a time dependent normalization

N2

iT

3

ng 22

v

Z

(-X(t)l‘ - ;X(t)(?z> Votte} (T, t0) = 0 = Yooy (2, ¢, t0) = N (t)e
(A.23)
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The normalization can be fixed using the Schroedinger equation as

. N d [x
ZatwO{to}(xatatO) = [ZN - %% (X)] w(){to}(xvtat(])

1|, X o [ X 2 L 62 2
= Hg(t)Yofip} (2,1, t0) = o |y ™ (X) o+ §mQ z” 0 Yoy (2, ¢, o),
(A.24)
and using X e.o.m to get
C
N(t) = , (A.25)
X(t)

with C'a constant which can be fixed requiring the normalization of ¢g¢,) (x,t,10)
as

ICJ? T
(0 x,t,to), P T, 1.t = :
(Vogte} (@, t, t0), Yogtoy (2, T, T0)) X m%<%>
oy 2T =1 (4.26)
m?2 ’ .

where we have used X normalization and e.o.mto write

) (X) 2 <XX> m (A.27)

xR 2

where it is interesting to notice that the chosen X normalization allows for
the convergence of the integral. Finally we can write the normalized wave
function as

4 m2 1 z% &IZ

?W‘f OR (A.28)

A.5 Comparing with the usual harmonic oscillator 2

w(){to} (.’E, t, tO) =

Using the results from the previous section and % = jw we get the harmonic
oscillator ground state wave function

¢0{to}(x7t7t0) = \4/ %e—i%w(t—to)e—%uxﬁ' (A29)
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A.6 Time evolution of basis elements and wave functions 2

To deal with excited states is better to use a generating function and there-
fore we define

|2{to}; t,t0)s = Z yn{to} tto)s
= e“‘s“ 0{to}; ¢, to)s, (A.30)
then we evaluate
(z|z{to}; t. to)s = (x|Us(t, to)|z{to}) = Z f%{to} z,t,to)

= (g|et*X " (Ows gz X" (t)pse”f*ix* Dl0{to};t,to)s

— X Or—in 2 X OX W) (g2 X D% |0 10} 1, t0) s

4 m2 1 i%@m2+LxZ,

1
—_ 2 XM TROTFTX® A31
T/ X() A3y

upon the use of the X normalization condition. It can also be checked that
the previous equation satisfy the Schroedinger equation

10, (2 2{to}: , t0) s = (—;nag + ;mQQ(t)ﬁ) (@le{to}itato)s. (A.32)

A.7 Overlaps

Since we want to check that overlaps are well defined we need computing
(n{to}||l{to}; t,t0)s but it is actually simpler to compute

s(z{to}s to, tol[w{to}; . to)s = (2{to}|Us(t, to)|w{to}) = Z n{to}Hl{fo} t,to)s,

(A.33)
since [n{to}) = |n{to};to,t0)s. Performing the explicit x integral we get

—im

X (to) X (t) — X (1) X*(to)

S(Z{t()}; to, tOHTU{tO}; t, t())s :\/

—im X(t) X*(tg) _1 (tO) *2719\/*(” 2
o X ()X (O —F (X7 (tg) [\/X*umz +V 5t } 2@ )Y 2w Y

A.8 Evolution operator in x space

For the same reason as before, i.e. to check the finitness of the regularized
string theory we need the kernel or the evolution operator in x space. We
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perform the computation using the generating function as follows
o0
(s, tolar, t1) =(@2|Us(t2, t1)|21) = Y Ynag) (@2, t2,0) 855 3 (21, 1, 0)
n=0

d?z
:/7re_Z|2<$2|Z{t0};7527to)SS(Z{to};tl,tom)» (A.35)

where the d?z integral is normalized as [ %6_‘42 =1.
We get

—im?

im? X(ty) o X*(t3) m [X(tg) o X*(11)
e IS(X(t2) ¥ (1)) [X(té)”*“%ﬂc*(tf)z%*hl”} g [mﬁ)x%*x*(t})w?] _

2

(A.36)

A.9 Comparing with the usual harmonic oscillator 3

Using the explicit solution for the harmonic oscillator we get

X .
S (VL)X (1) = sinwlty 1), o) = ) (A 37)

then the x3 coefficient becomes

im? X(t1)+im X (ts)
A3 (X (t2) X*(t1)) X(t2) 2 X(t2)
imw imw cosw(te — 1)

; [e—iw(t2—t1) +isinw(ty — tl)} =

T 2sinw(ts — t 2 sinw(ty —t1)’
(A.38)

as it should.

B Complex classical solution for Lp

We want to solve the equations (3.22]). One possibility is to use the WKB
approach, i.e. the adiabatic vacuum approach [40] and write

d2(t)

X(1) = [ WWE) 24y = Q)40 () + 02(1)

+0 (271, (B.1)

but this approach singles out €2 as a whole while for our purposes we are
more interested in singling out w.
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B.1 Perturbative solution for A in the small |wt| limit

We want to solve the classical equation with normalization condition given
in (3.22)) which we repeat here without setting m =1

X(t)+Q*(t)X(t) =0,
X*X — XX* =im. (B.2)

Actually we are interested in the perturbative solution around ¢ = 0. This
is a second order linear equation and therefore it has two independent solu-
tions. For our purpose it is sufficient to consider the following leading order
expansion

co(wt)A (1 + O(#%)) + c1(wt)!=A(1 + O(¢?)) t>0
1

) _{ o(—wt) M1+ O(t?) + &1 (—wt) =M1+ O0(t?)) t<0 (B.3)

We allow for different coefficients for ¢ > 0 and ¢ < 0 because of the singu-
larity in the differential equation. The normalization condition then implies

—(24 — Dwlel)*S <CO> = +(24 — Dw|e |*S (CO> = —lm. (B.4)
C1 C1 2

The issue to solve is the continuation through the singularity ¢t = 0. Since
we deal with a classical solution we can expect that it must be as smooth as
possible. For A > 1 (for 0 < A < 1 both independent solutions vanish for
t = 0 and therefore we take the solution for A > 1 as the the solution for
this range) the term [¢t|'~4 is divergent but it is the best we can do to get a
continuous trajectory. This suggests to set ¢; = ¢; and therefore ¢g = —¢
as consequence of the normalization condition. Notice that the discontinuity
in the coeflicient ¢y does not make X’ discontinuous, only X is discontinuous.

We are therefore led to
X(t) = cowt|wt) A1 + O(t2)) + cr|wt|' (1 + O(t?)). (B.5)

The general solution of the normalization condition (B.4]) reads

m et m ) o
_ i = [ dioye~it 4 AeR, (B
O\ AT A O AT @At Ne heASR (B

where « is a trivial overall phase while A parameterizes different solutions.
Explicitly we can write the normalized complex classical solution as

™ . . et
X(t) = \/mem (/\6_14’75’1_A + ngn(t) WA> (1+0(t%)),

INE

(B.7)
so that
X 1-A co oAy 1—-A 1 _
S 4-1)2 A=D = =4 (24-1)= 2A4-1) (B,
X ; +( )Clww\ ; +( ))\gw\wt\ (B.8)
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To understand the role of A we can compute

w2A-1 |£[2(A=1) 42

1
2 —

Wo(iﬁat)\ ~ ‘wt‘l_Ae A2 ’ (BQ)
from which we see that A parameterizes the instantaneous vacuum, in fact
for small wtg such that Q(ty)? > 0 we can compare with the usual harmonic
function probability density [{y.0)(@,t)| ~ e~ mSU(to)e?

B.2 Continuation through ¢t = 0 using a regularized equation

In the previous section we have given a plausible argument on how to con-
tinue the solution across the ¢ = 0 singularity based on the continuity. We
can make this argument more rigorous by looking to the solution with a
regularized ?(¢). This argument is more rigorous if one is willing to accept
that it is meaningful to regularize Q2(¢) as

2 k
2 . w+t7 ‘t‘>€
guw_{&+§ I (B.10)

We choose Q%(¢) = w? + e% <0, i.e. we take A > 1 so that
2

VI 1w

909 = ¥ - 5 e

Obviously we are not adding anything really new to the previous ar-
gument since we are making 2(¢) finite and continuous and therefore the
solution will be finite and continuous across the singularity and therefore
unique. It is anyhow interesting to see how the discontinuity in the ¢; coef-
ficient arises.

The general solution for [¢t| < € is

+0(é%). (B.11)

X (t) = ce cosh(|Q2(e)[t) + ¢, sinh(|2(e)t), (B.12)
so that the normalization condition (B.4) reads

1 m

3T (B.13)

S(eoce) =

whose general solution is

i3
_ m iB ,—iZ _ m_ e Lz
Ce = peP et ¢, = —e's, (B.14)
© V29 “ V2l p

We can now match the solution at ¢ = e. Since the solution for ¢ = e
diverges as X(et) ~ ¢!=4 we have either p — 0o or p — 0. In the former
case we need a = § and get

A Tklez=A
cosh y/[k|
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and the solution is essentially even since the odd part is suppressed while in
the latter case we need a = 3 + %7[' and get

A Y/ [klez=A
sinh \/|k|

and the solution is essentially odd.

Letting A — 17, i.e. |k| — 0 such that |€£2| is kept constant and bigger
than w? we get the usual harmonic oscillator with ..... Then only in the even
case p has a finite limit while in the odd case p ~ €.

(B.16)

C WKB analysis of Lp

but we will use the WKB expansion and write (x,t) = @ so that we
want to solve the equation

0,5z, 1) + %(axS(m,t))Q + % <w2 + t’;) - %335(;5, H=0. (C.1)

In the limit ¢ — 0 we can try to write
S(z,t) = ()" D s1)0(x)(L+0(1)) +0(—t) ()" s_yo(x)(1+0(1)) (C.2)

and fix a(4). Notice that we allow for a discontinuity in S at ¢t = 0 since
pz(x,t) = 0, Sv¢(z,t) and the momentum can be discontinuous due to the
infinite force.

At the leading order in t we get

o o) + L @? + 2502~ sty ~ 0, ()
t 2 0 22 PR ’
where we have dropped the subscript (+) since the equation is the same for
both cases. The unique solution is a = —1. Then we are left with

(s6(x))? — 2s0(x) + k = 0. (C.4)

This is a special case of Chrystal’s equatioxﬂ The most singular and easiest
solution is

So(x) = zax?, ®—a+k=0=ac{A1- A} (C.5)

"Chrystal’s equation reads
§* + Aty + By + Cz> = 0.
The general solution is

(Z _ a)a/(afb)
(Z _ b)b/(a—b)

anda, b=+ [B +2ATBE - 160] /2.

T =k, 4By= (A2 —4C — 22):102,
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Since there are two solutions for « it is still possible that s yo(z) differs
from s(_yo(z) but it turns out that they are the same since in order to avoid
singularities at = 0 for ¢ £ 0 in S we need choosing the lowest a solution.
So one could think of setting up an expansion like S = Lso(z) + s1(z) +
tso(x) + O(t?). This is possible but does not give the right answer. The
equation is non linear and therefore we cannot add solutions hence we must
check whether there exist subdominant expansions. Let us therefore write

(1) :%so(a:)(l +0(t)) + 2051y (2)(1 + O(1)), (C.6)

and try to fix b such that R(ab) > —1 and the added term is actually
subdominant. The equation for s!!ly(x) turns out to be

2sh st + 2absity = 0, (C.7)

which has solution
sWo(z) = cMola| P, (C.8)

since we do not want singularities in  we need b < 0. So it seems that
any b which satisfies the previous constraint can do but again the request of
singularities in x in higher order terms forces b = —1. It follows therefore
that a < 0 since « is real.

Finally we can set up the perturbative expansion as

1
S(z,t) :¥80((E) + s1(x) + tsa(z) + O(t?)
+log([t[)31
+ 812 Mo (@) + [¢]*tsM) (1)1 (2) + O*"*2)
+ |t|2ab8[2]0(x) + |t|2abt5[2]1($) + O(t2ab+2)
+..., (C.9)

where we added a further logarithmic contribution with constant coefficient
81 = (3i + 6)a which is necessary for the absence of singularities in z = 0
from s; and added double infinite series with power ¢" since as soon as we
add t* we get a term with power t2° from (9,5)2. In the case of non integer
power we need paying attention to the definitions of s, in order to get
equations which do not depend on the sign of ¢ therefore we write |¢t|"°t™.
Finally notice that we need not only (b) > —1 but R(b) > 0 so that all
added terms are subdominant.
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We now get the equations

|2/t - 2shstl 4+ 2absitly = 0

|22 /t - 2sh 52 + 4absly =0

1 2s)s] — sy + 251 = 0

e 25hs] + 2(ab + 1)sly — sl 4+ 24" 514 — 0

11220 2405210 - 92(2ab + 1512 — isl7 4+ 257 P 4 (sIU)2 =0
t0: 2shsh + 259 — is] + (s7)? + w?z? = 0. (C.10)

The solution for smo and 3[2}0 read
s[l]g(x) = acmo\x]_b, 3[2]0(35) = ac[2]0|x]_2b, (C.11)

from which one can easily guess the solution for all sl™. The solution for
s1, sml and 5[2]1 read

s1(z) =acy — dlog|z|,
~abcly(20 — ib — )

(1] — —b—2 [ (. —b—L
sty (2) 220~ 1) || + actt|z|
2, (2) _ablelo(45 —(4ib - 2;‘) + abel'l?] 22 4 g g2t
22 — 1
(C.12)
Finally we get also
2 s
82(%) _ 2( w 2 (5(5 ’L) 1 _ acz‘x|7i, (013)

2a+1)" ' 2Q2a+1)a?

Assembling all pieces in order to discuss the constraints on the constants we
get

S(a,t) :% BamQ] +log|t] {a(; +5)] + [=5log |2]]
w? §(0—1i) 1
s

abcMo(26 — ib — 4)
22a—1)

- a02|x|_i}

+ 12" [acola] ] + ¢

7072 + ac“h\wrb_i]

b[clHg (46 — 4ib — 2i) + abelll2

220 — 1)
(C.14)

The absence of singularities in « = 0 in the O(¢) term implies 6 = 0 or § = 1.
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Finally when A >1ad a=1— A <0 we get

. _ w2
e t) = Nt pA-D AT ] iAo A el 402
, .

(C.15)
As long as we take %(cm%) < 0 this expression is consistent since the nor-
malization N is a constant and independent on x and ¢ as it follows from

/OO do (s, 1) :/OO dar| NV 2]t |(A=D) 2RI 242 2 A= 1)l 4 4D

—00 —00

an1] 32
1 e
= NP [ ———=e —2RED) (C.16)
—2R ()

The physical meaning of the vanishing of the wave function for ¢ = 0 is that
the particle is diffused uniformly on the entire real axis x.
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