arXiv:1103.4648v2 [astro-ph.CO] 4 May 2011

Prepared for submission to JHEP

On the Perturbative Stability of Quantum Field Theories in de Sitter Space

D. Boyanovsky^a R. Holman^b aDepartment of Physics and Astronomy University of Pittsburgh Pittsburgh PA 15260 bDepartment of Physics Carnegie Mellon University Pittsburgh PA 15213

E-mail: boyan@pitt.edu, rh4a@andrew.cmu.edu

Abstract: We use a field theoretic generalization of the Wigner-Weisskopf method to study the stability of the Bunch-Davies vacuum state for a massless, conformally coupled interacting test field in de Sitter space. We find that in λϕ^4 theory the vacuum does not decay, while in non-conformally invariant models, the vacuum decays as a consequence of a vacuum wave function renormalization that depends singularly on (conformal) time and is proportional to the spatial volume. In a particular regularization scheme the vacuum wave function renormalization is the same as in Minkowski spacetime, but in terms of the physical volume, which leads to an interpretation of the decay. A simple example of the impact of vacuum decay upon a non-gaussian correlation is discussed. Single particle excitations also decay into two particle states, leading to particle production that hastens the exiting of modes from the de Sitter horizon resulting in the production of entangled superhorizon pairs with a population consistent with unitary evolution. We find a non-perturbative, self-consistent “screening” mechanism that shuts off vacuum decay asymptotically, leading to a stationary vacuum state in a manner not unlike the approach to a fixed point in the space of states.

Contents

1 Introduction 1

2 The Wigner-Weisskopf Method 3 2.1 Markovian approximation 4 2.2 Exact Solutions 6

3 The Quantum Field Theoretic Wigner-Weisskopf Method in Minkowski Space 9 3.1 Vacuum Amplitude in ϕ^4 9 3.2 Vacuum amplitude and 1-particle decay in φχ^2 11 3.2.1 Particle decay and particle production 14 3.2.2 On the wave function renormalization of the vacuum state: 15

4 The Quantum Field Theoretic Wigner-Weisskopf Method in de Sitter Space 16 4.1 De Sitter Vacuum Amplitude in ϕ^4 19 4.2 Vacuum amplitude and 1-particle decay in φ^3 20 4.3 Pair Production 24

5 Non-perturbative self-consistent screening? 26

6 Conclusions and further questions 28

A The DRG and the Markovian approximation 30

B Perturbative cancelation of vacuum diagrams 34

1 Introduction

The stability of de Sitter space has always been an interesting problem to ponder, whether in the context of inflation or of the cosmological constant problem. Early studies[1–3] revealed that de Sitter space time contains infrared instabilities and profuse particle production in interacting field theories[4]. Particle production in a de Sitter background has been argued to provide a “screening” mechanism that leads to relaxation of the cosmological constant[5–7] much like the production of particle-antiparticle pairs in a constant electric field. Cosmological expansion modifies the energy-uncertainty relation allowing “virtual” excitations to persist longer, leading to remarkable phenomena, which is stronger in de Sitter space time[8].

– 1 –

Polyakov[9] has recently argued that the Bunch-Davies vacuum for interacting test scalars is unstable to vacuum decay. This process induces runaway particle production, thus rendering the in and out vacua inequivalent. Polyakov then argues that the effect of this process is to counteract the cosmological constant, not unlike what happens in the Schwinger mechanism, leaving an non-inflationary FRW universe in its wake. While Polyakov’s arguments are compelling, a firm confirmation of this effect with a sound and systematic calculational framework is still lacking.

The arguments in ref. [9] are bolstered to a certain extent by a variety of calculations of various decay rates for particle states in de Sitter space. In refs. [10, 11] as well as in ref. [12], the rate for a field to decay into its own quanta was calculated, while the vacuum decay rate for a massless conformally coupled scalar with a quartic potential was computed in refs. [13–15]. These latter authors use an S-matrix approach to compute the decay rate for |0⟩ → |⃗k_1, . . . , ⃗k_4⟩ and argue that the lack of energy conservation allows this decay to proceed. However, it seems to us that these calculations need to be taken with a grain of salt. At the outset, the use of S-matrix amplitudes presupposes the existence of asymptotic states connected by an S-matrix that may not even exist in de Sitter space[16]. More generally though, if the background is time dependent and does not turn off in the asymptotic regions, physical quantities will be time dependent and must be tracked as such.

Turning to the explicit decay rate calculations, we know that for a massless conformally coupled with a λϕ^4 potential, we can perform the conformal rescaling to χ = a(η)ϕ, where a(η) is the scale factor in conformal time η to convert this to the case of a massless interacting field in Minkowski space. But the Minkowski vacuum is perturbatively stable. How can this be reconciled with the decay rate found in these afore-mentioned calculations?

In this work, we develop a different formalism, one that tracks the evolution of the quantum state directly in real time. It is the field-theoretic analog of the Wigner-Weisskopf (WW)[22] method in quantum mechanics and completely bypasses the need for the existence of asymptotic states. In this article we introduce the method, test it in Minkowski space time and apply it to two massless conformally coupled theories in de Sitter space time: λϕ^4; λϕ^3. The latter provides the simplest realization of a non-conformally invariant theory in which de Sitter expansion leads to vacuum instability in perturbation theory.

Our major results are that indeed we find that the λϕ^4 vacuum is stable, as expected. The only time dependence the state acquires under time evolution is a phase corresponding to corrections to the vacuum energy. However, for non-conformally invariant interactions (e.g. cubic) the vacuum exhibits an instability to decay as a consequence of a time dependent wavefunction renormalization which diverges at late times, showing the infrared nature of this effect. This method allows for an unambiguous determination of the stability of the Bunch-Davies vacuum. Furthermore, it is a non-perturbative generalization of the transition amplitude one computes in perturbation theory, thus valid at late times. It is also closely related to the dynamical renormalization group method of resumming secular terms[11, 18], which has been used recently to deal with the secular growth of correlators in de Sitter space due to infrared effects[17](see also refs.[19–21]).

– 2 –

2 The Wigner-Weisskopf Method We start with a review of the Wigner-Weisskopf method in the case of Minkowski space time where there is time translational invariance.

Consider a system whose Hamiltonian H is given as a soluble part H_0 and a perturbation H_I : H = H_0 + H_I . The time evolution of states in the interaction picture of H_0 is given by i d dt |Ψ(t)⟩_I = H_I (t) |Ψ(t)⟩_I , (2.1) where the interaction Hamiltonian in the interaction picture is H_I (t) = e^{iH0 t}H_I e^{−iH0 t} (2.2) This has the formal solution |Ψ(t)⟩_I = U(t, t_0)|Ψ(t_0)⟩_I (2.3) where the time evolution operator in the interaction picture U(t, t_0) obeys i d dt U(t, t_0) = H_I (t)U(t, t_0) . (2.4) Now we can expand |Ψ(t)⟩_I = ∑ n C_n(t)|n⟩ (2.5) where |n⟩ form a complete set of orthonormal states; in the quantum field theory case these are many-particle Fock states. From eq.(2.1) one finds the exact equation of motion for the coefficients C_n(t), namely Ċ_n(t) = −i ∑ m C_m(t)⟨n|H_I (t)|m⟩ . (2.6) 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 H_I . Thus consider the situation depicted in figure 1 where one state, |A⟩, couples to a set of states {|κ⟩}, which couple back only to |A⟩ via H_I .

Under these circumstances, we have Ċ_A(t) = −i ∑ κ ⟨A|H_I (t)|κ⟩ C_κ(t) (2.7) Ċ_κ(t) = −i C_A(t)⟨κ|H_I (t)|A⟩ (2.8) where the sum over κ is over all the intermediate states coupled to |A⟩ via H_I .

– 3 –

Figure 1. Transitions |A⟩ ↔ |κ⟩ in first order in H_I .

Consider the initial value problem in which at time t = 0 the state of the system |Ψ(t = 0)⟩ = |A⟩ i.e.

C_A(0) = 1, C_κ = 0. (2.9)

We can solve eq.(2.8) and then use the solution in eq.(2.7) to find C_κ(t) = −i ∫_t 0 ⟨κ|H_I (t^′)|A⟩ C_A(t^′) dt^′ (2.10) Ċ_A(t) = − ∫_t 0 Σ(t, t^′) C_A(t^′) dt^′ (2.11)

where Σ(t, t^′) = ∑ κ ⟨A|H_I (t)|κ⟩⟨κ|H_I (t^′)|A⟩ (2.12) This integro-differential equation with memory yields a non-perturbative solution for the time evolution of the amplitudes and probabilities. Inserting the solution for C_A(t) into eq.(2.10) one obtains the time evolution of amplitudes C_κ(t) from which we can compute the time dependent probability to populate the state |κ⟩, |C_κ(t)|^2. This is the essence of the Weisskopf-Wigner[22] non-perturbative method ubiquitous in quantum optics[23].

The hermiticity of the interaction Hamiltonian H_I , together with the initial conditions in eqs.(2.9) yields the unitarity condition ∑ n |C_n(t)|^2 = 1 . (2.13)

In general it is quite difficult to solve eq.(2.11) exactly, so that an approximation scheme must be developed. We do this below and then compare the approximate results to both exact results when they are available as well as other approximation schemes.

2.1 Markovian approximation The time evolution of C_A(t) determined by eq.(2.11) is slow in the sense that the time scale is determined by a weak coupling kernel Σ. This allows us to use a Markovian approximation in terms of a consistent expansion in derivatives of C_A. Define

W_0(t, t^′) = ∫_t′ 0 Σ(t, t^{′′})dt^{′′} (2.14)

– 4 – so that Σ(t, t^′) = d dt W_0(t, t^′), W_0(t, 0) = 0. (2.15)

Integrating by parts in eq.(2.11) we obtain ∫_t 0 Σ(t, t^′) C_A(t^′) dt^′ = W_0(t, t) C_A(t) − ∫_t 0 W_0(t, t^′) d dt^′ C_A(t^′) dt^′. (2.16)

The second term on the right hand side is formally of fourth order in H_I and we see how a systematic approximation scheme can be developed. Setting

W_1(t, t^′) = ∫_t′ 0 W_0(t, t^{′′})dt^{′′}, W_1(t, 0) = 0 (2.17)

and integrating by parts again, we find ∫_t 0 W_0(t, t^′) d dt^′ C_A(t^′) dt^′ = W_1(t, t) Ċ_A(t) + · · · (2.18)

leading to ∫_t 0 Σ(t, t^′) C_A(t^′) dt^′ = W_0(t, t) C_A(t) − W_1(t, t) Ċ_A(t) + · · · (2.19)

This process can be implemented systematically resulting in higher order differential equations. Up to leading order in this Markovian approximation the equation eq.(2.11) becomes Ċ_A(t) [1 − W_1(t, t)] + W_0(t, t)C_A(t) = 0 (2.20)

with the result C_A(t) = e^{−i} ∫_t 0 E(t^′)dt^′ , E(t) = −i W0(t, t) 1 − W_1(t, t)

≃ −i W_0(t, t) [1 + W_1(t, t) + · · · ] (2.21)

Note that in general E(t) is complex. In particular if the time integral in eq.(2.21) is secular in time, the real part of E yields a time dependent phase while the imaginary part of E determines the time dependent decay since the sum rule eq.(2.13) requires that the norm of the state either remains the same or diminishes. The non-secular contributions to the integral yield the overall asymptotic normalization of the state, namely the wave-function renormalization constant. The connection with the resummation scheme provided by the dynamical renormalization group will be analyzed in appendix. A.

Since both W_0, W_1 ∝ H^2_I , the leading order solution of the Markovian approximation is obtained by keeping E(t) = −i W_0(t, t). However, if W_1(t, t) features secular terms that invalidate the perturbative expansion at late time then the full expression in eq.(2.21) must be used. We will see in section(5) an important case where this situation emerges.

In the Markovian approximation the coefficients C_κ(t) become C_κ(t) = −i ∫_t 0 ⟨κ|H_I (t^′)|A⟩ e^{−i} ∫_t′ 0 E(t^{′′} )dt^{′′} dt′. (2.22)

– 5 –

The non-perturbative nature of this solution is manifest by comparing this result to the usual perturbative transition amplitude in perturbation theory M_{A→κ} = −i ∫_t 0 ⟨κ|H_I (t^′)|A⟩ dt^′. (2.23) This clearly corresponds to keeping C_A(t) = 1 in eq.(2.10), and is therefore valid only at very early times.

2.2 Exact Solutions In order to understand the domain of validity of the Markovian approximation developed in the previous subsection, we take the time in this subsection to compare its results to those obtained in a situation where time translation invariance obtains. This allows us to solve eq.(2.11) exactly via Laplace transform methods. Thus, suppose that H_I is time independent in the Schrodinger picture. We take the states |A⟩ and {|κ⟩} to be eigenstates of H_0, H_0|n⟩ = E_n|n⟩ . (2.24) We will assume ⟨n|H_I |n⟩ = 0 by redefining the non-interacting Hamiltonian H_0 to include the diagonal matrix elements of the interaction; this amounts to diagonalizing the perturbation to first order in the interaction.

Using this in eqs.(2.7, 2.8), we find C_κ(t) = −i⟨κ|H_I |A⟩ ∫_t 0 e^{i(Eκ−EA)t′} C_A(t^′) (2.25) and Σ(t, t^′) = ∑ κ |⟨A|H_I |κ⟩|^2 e^{i(EA−Eκ)(t−t′ )} ≡ ∫_∞ −∞ dω^′ ρ(ω^′) e^{i(EA−ω′)(t−t′ )} (2.26) where the spectral density ρ(ω^′) is given by

ρ(ω^′) = ∑ κ |⟨A|H_I |κ⟩|^2δ(E_κ − ω^′) . (2.27) Introducing the Laplace variable s and the Laplace transform of C_A(t) as C_A(s), with the initial condition C_A(t = 0) = 1, we find

C_A(s) = [ s + ∫_∞ −∞ dω^′ ρ(ω^′) s + i(ω^′ − E_A) ]_{−1} (2.28)

with solution C_A(t) = ∫_{i∞+ϵ} −i∞+ϵ ds 2π i C_A(s) e^{st} (2.29)

– 6 – where the ϵ → 0^+ determines the Bromwich contour in the complex s-plane parallel to the imaginary axis to the right of all the singularities. Writing s = i(ω − iϵ) we find

C_A(t) = ∫_∞ −∞ dω 2π i e^{iωt} [ ω − iϵ − ∫_∞ −∞ dω^{′ ρ(ω′)} ω+ω^′−E_A−iϵ ] (2.30)

In the free case where ρ = 0, the pole is located at ω = iϵ → 0, leading to a constant C_A. In perturbation theory there is a complex pole very near ω = 0 which can be obtained directly by expanding the integral in the denominator near ω = 0. We find ∫_∞ −∞ dω^′ ρ(ω^′) ω + ω^′ − E_A − iϵ ≃ −ΔE_A − z_A ω + i Γ_A 2 (2.31)

where

ΔE_A = P ∫_∞ −∞ dω^′ ρ(ω^′) (E_A − ω^′)

(2.32)

Γ_A = 2π ρ(E_A) (2.33)

z_A = P ∫_∞ −∞ dω^′ ρ(ω^′) (E_A − ω^′)^2

(2.34)

and P stands for the principal part. The term ΔE_A is recognized as the energy shift while Γ_A is seen to be the decay rate as found from Fermi’s golden rule. The long time limit of C_A(t) is determined by this complex pole near the origin leading to the asymptotic behavior C_A(t) ≃ Z_A e^{−iΔErA t} e^{− Γ} r A 2 t (2.35)

where Z_A = 1 1 + z_A

≃ 1 − z_A = ∂ ∂E_A [ E_A + ΔE_A ] (2.36)

is the wave function renormalization constant, and

ΔE^r_A = Z_A ΔE_A (2.37) Γ^r_A = Z_A Γ_A (2.38)

Now let’s compare these results to those found via the Markovian approximation. With Σ(t, t^′) given by eq.(2.26), to leading order in H_I we find E(t) = −i ∫_t 0 Σ(t, t^′) dt^′ = ∫_∞ −∞ dω^′ ρ(ω^′) (E_A − ω^′) [ 1 − e^{−i(ω′−EA)t} ] (2.39)

so that ∫_t 0 E(t^′) dt^′ = t ∫_∞ −∞ dω^′ ρ(ω^′) (E_A − ω^′) [ 1 − sin(ω^′ − E_A)t (ω^′ − E_A)t ]

− i ∫_∞ −∞ dω^′ ρ(ω^′) (E_A − ω^′)^2 [ 1 − cos [ (ω^′ − E_A)t ] ] (2.40)

– 7 –

Asymptotically as t → ∞, these integrals approach: ∫_∞ −∞ dω^′ ρ(ω^′) (E_A − ω^′) [ 1 − sin(ω^′ − E_A) t (ω^′ − E_A) t ] −−−−→ t → ∞ P ∫_∞ −∞ dω^′ ρ(ω^′) (E_A − ω^′)

(2.41) ∫_∞ −∞ dω^′ ρ(ω^′) (E_A − ω^′)^2 [ 1−cos [ (ω^′ −E_A)t ] ] −−−−→ t → ∞ π t ρ(E_A)+P ∫_∞ −∞ dω^′ ρ(ω^′) (E_A − ω^′)^2

(2.42)

Using these results we find that in the late time limit,

W_1(t, t) → − z_A, (2.43)

leading to the result − i ∫_t 0 E(t^′) dt^′ → −iΔE^r_A t − Γ^r_A 2 t − z_AZ_A (2.44)

where ΔE^r_A, Γ^r_A, z_A are given by eqs. (2.32,2.37,2.33,2.38,2.34,2.36). From this we read off C_A(t) = Z_A e^{−iΔErA t} e^{− Γ} r A 2 t (2.45)

where we approximated e^{−zA ZA} ≃ 1−z_A Z_A = Z_A in perturbation theory. This is in complete agreement with the asymptotic result from the exact solution eq.(2.35).

Introducing this result into eq.(2.25) for the coefficients C_κ we find to leading order

|C_κ(∞)|^2 = |⟨κ|H_I |A⟩|^2 [ (E^R_A − E_κ)^2 +^{Γ2A}_4

], E^R_A = E_A + ΔE_A. (2.46)

This can be interpreted as follows. If |A⟩ is an unstable state, the states |κ⟩ with E_κ ∼ E_A i.e. those nearly resonant with the state |A⟩, are “populated” with an amplitude ∝ 1/Γ_A within a band of width Γ_A centered at E^R_A . Furthermore ∑ κ |C_κ(∞)|^2 = ∫_∞ −∞ dω^′ ρ(ω^′) [ (E^R_A − ω^′)^2 +^{Γ2A}_4

] ≃ 1 (2.47)

where we used eq.(2.33). In this situation, unitarity entails a probability flow towards excited states.

When Γ_A = 0, i.e. |A⟩ is stable, we find

|C_A(t)|^2 = Z^2_A ≃ (1 − 2 z_A). (2.48)

Using eq.(2.35) with Γ_A = 0 in eq.(2.25), we see that

|C_κ(t)|^2 = 2 |⟨κ|H_I |A⟩|^2 (E^R_A − E_κ)^2 [ 1 − cos [ (E^R_A − E_κ)t ] ] . (2.49)

– 8 –

In the asymptotic long time limit we find ∑ κ≠A |C_κ(∞)|^2 → 2 P ∫_∞ −∞ dω^′ ρ(ω^′) (E^R_A − ω^′)^2

= 2 z_A . (2.50)

with |C_A(∞)|^2 + ∑ κ≠A |Cκ(∞)| 2 = 1. This result clearly exhibits how the unitarity result in eq.(2.13) is upheld in the non-decaying state case. Most of the probability remains in the initial state, although a perturbatively small amount of it, ≈ 2z “flows” to the excited states.

Our conclusion from this comparison of results is that the Markovian approximation is trustworthy at late times, which makes it the perfect tool to study vacuum stability. We can also compare its results to those of a different approximation scheme, the dynamical renormalization group[11, 18], which resums secular terms to extract asymptotic late time behavior. In the interests of clarity we relegate this discussion to the appendix, but the result is that the Markovian approximation also agrees with DRG results.

We now turn our attention to the field theoretic implementation of these ideas.

3 The Quantum Field Theoretic Wigner-Weisskopf Method in Minkowski Space

In this section we apply the ideas of section 2 to Minkowski space scalar field theories. We consider two separate situations. First, we take a massless scalar field with a quartic potential and compute the late time behavior of the vacuum persistence amplitude. We will then treat the case of a scalar φ coupled to another (lighter) scalar χ via a cubic coupling φχ^2. This will allow us to compute both the vacuum persistence amplitude as well as the single particle amplitude, from which a decay rate can then be extracted, following the procedures described above.

3.1 Vacuum Amplitude in ϕ^4

We take the normal ordered interaction Hamiltonian to be

H_I (t) = λ ∫ d^3x : ϕ^4(⃗x, t) : , (3.1)

where the interaction picture field is quantized as usual in a volume V ϕ(⃗x, t) = 1 √ V ∑ ⃗k 1 √ 2k [ a_{⃗k} e^{−i(kt−⃗k·⃗x)} + a^†_{⃗k} e^{i(kt−⃗k·⃗x)} ] . (3.2)

The normal ordering cancels tadpole diagrams and makes it so that to leading order in H_I , the vacuum is connected only to four particle states |κ⟩ = |1_{⃗k1} ; 1_{⃗k2} ; 1_{⃗k3} ; 1_{⃗k4} ⟩:

⟨1_{⃗k1}; 1_{⃗k3}; 1_{⃗k3}; 1_{⃗k4}|H_I (t)|0⟩ = λ

(2π)^3 V^2 δ^{(3)}

(^4∑ i=1 ⃗k_i ) ei(k_1+k_2+k_3+k_4)t

4 (k_1k_2k_3k_4)^{12}

; (3.3)

– 9 – we have subtracted the zero point energy of the vacuum so that H_0|0⟩ = 0. This matrix element is depicted by the left hand side in figure 2. The kernel Σ(t, t^′) of eq.(2.26) is given by

Σ(t, t^′) = λ^2 ∑ ⃗k_1 · · · ∑ ⃗k_4 (2π)^3 V δ^{(3)} ( ∑_4 i=1 ⃗k_i ) V^4 16 k_1k_2k_3k_4 e^{−i(k1+k2+k3+k4)(t−t′ )} = ∫_∞ −∞ dω^′ ρ(ω^′) e^{−iω′(t−t′ )} (3.4) where

ρ(ω^′) = λ^2 V ∫ d^3k_1 (2π)^3 ∫ d^3k_2 (2π)^3 ∫ d^3k_3 (2π)^3 δ(k_1 + k_2 + k_3 + |⃗k_1 + ⃗k_2 + ⃗k_3| − ω^′) 16 k_1k_2k_3|⃗k_1 + ⃗k_2 + ⃗k_3|

. (3.5)

This describes the three loop diagram on the right hand side of figure 2.

Figure 2. φ^4 theory: left: transition matrix element ⟨κ|H_I |0⟩ with the four particle state |κ⟩ = |1_{⃗k1} ; 1_{⃗k2} ; 1_{⃗k3} ; 1_{⃗k4} ⟩, right: ⟨0|H_I |κ⟩⟨κ|H_I |0⟩.

From the results of the previous section we find

C_0(t) = e^{−z0} e^{−iΔE0 t} , (3.6)

where

ΔE_0 = −λ^2 V

∫_3∏ i=1 d^3k_i (2π)^3 1 16 ( k_1k_2k_3|⃗k_1 + ⃗k_2 + ⃗k_3| ) 1 (∑_3 i=1 k_i + |⃗k_1 + ⃗k_2 + ⃗k_3|

) (3.7)

z_0 = λ^2 V ∫ 3∏ i=1 d^3k_i (2π)^3 1 16 ( k_1k_2k_3|⃗k_1 + ⃗k_2 + ⃗k_3| ) 1 (∑_3 i=1 k_i + |⃗k_1 + ⃗k_2 + ⃗k_3|

)_2 (3.8)

We also find that the vacuum is stable

Γ_0 = 2πρ(ω^′ = 0) = 0 (3.9)

as expected.

ΔE_0 is recognized as the leading order O(λ^2) correction to the vacuum energy in the normal ordered theory. The volume factor just reflects the extensivity of the vacuum energy.

As we will compare the results obtained in Minkowski space-time with the case of de Sitter cosmology in the next section, it will prove illuminating to understand eqs.(3.7, 3.9, 3.8) in

– 10 – more detail. According to the adiabatic theorem the exact ground state |~0⟩ is obtained from the non-interacting vacuum |0⟩ by adiabatically switching on the perturbation H_I → e^{−ϵ|t|} H_I , with ϵ → 0^+ |~0⟩ = U_ϵ(0, −∞)|0⟩ (3.10) where U_ϵ(t, t_0) is the time evolution in operator in the interaction picture with adiabatic switching-on of the interaction Hamiltonian. To O(λ) we find |~0⟩ = |0⟩ − i ∫_0 −∞ ∑ κ |κ⟩⟨κ|H_I (t)|0⟩ e^{−ϵ|t|}dt (3.11) where |κ⟩ are the four particle states and ⟨κ|H_I (t)|0⟩ is given by eq.(3.3). With H_I (t) = e^{iH0t}H_I e^{−iH0t} the time integral can be done straightforwardly leading to

∫_0 −∞ ⟨κ|H_I (t)|0⟩ e^{−ϵ|t|} dt = −iλ (2π)^3 V^2 δ^{(3)}

(^4∑ i=1 ⃗k_i ) 1 4 (k_1k_2k_3k_4)^{12} 1 (k_1 + k_2 + k_3 + k_4 + iϵ) (3.12) It is clear that the transition amplitude ⟨κ|U_ϵ(0, −∞)|0⟩ has nothing to do with the decay of the vacuum state, which is stable in Minkowski spacetime, but rather with the “dressing” of the vacuum by virtual excitations; the true vacuum state is a superposition of many particle Fock states. Comparing eq.(3.12) with eq.(3.8) it is clear that

z_0 = ∑ κ |⟨κ|~0⟩|^2 (3.13) is given by eq.(3.8) and is a manifestation of unitarity. Furthermore the exact energy of the adiabatically constructed ground state is given by

E = E_0 + ΔE_0 = ⟨~0|(H_0 + H_I )|~0⟩ ⟨~0|~0⟩ (3.14)

which up to O(λ^2) is given by eq.(3.7). This example clarifies that the Weisskopf-Wigner method provides a non-perturbative alternative to the adiabatic theorem of Gell-Mann and Low[24].

3.2 Vacuum amplitude and 1-particle decay in φχ^2

The cubic coupling between two fields gives us the opportunity to compute a non-trivial decay rate using the WW techniques. We first compute the vacuum amplitude as we did in the quartic case, though in this situation instead of dealing with a three-loop diagram, the corrections come in at two loops.

Thus, consider a massive field φ coupled to a massless field χ with the interaction Hamiltonian being H_I = λ ∫ d^3x φ(⃗x) χ^2(⃗x). (3.15)

– 11 –

The leading order vacuum to vacuum matrix elements are shown in figure 3 and we find

Σ_0(t, t^′) = ∫_∞ −∞ dω^′ ρ_0(ω^′) e^{−iω′ (t−t′)} (3.16)

with

ρ_0(ω^′) = V λ^2 ∫ d^3p (2π)^3 ∫ d^3k (2π)^3 δ(ω^′ − E_p − k − |⃗k + ⃗p|) 2E_p 2k 2|⃗k + ⃗p| , E_p = √ p^2 + m^2_φ. (3.17)

We also have that W_0(t, t) = −i ∫_∞ −∞ dω^′ ρ_0(ω^′) ω^′ ( 1 − e^{−iω′t} ) . (3.18)

Taking the long time limit of the leading order contribution, we find, using eqs.(2.41,2.42): − i ∫_t 0 E(t^′)dt^′ → −iΔE_0 t − z_0 (3.19)

where ΔE_0 = −P ∫_∞ −∞ dω^′ ρ_0(ω^′) ω^′ , z_0 = P ∫_∞ −∞ dω^′ ρ_0(ω^′) ω^{′ 2} ; (3.20)

note that ΔE_0 and z_0 are quadratically and linearly divergent in the ultraviolet respectively. This observation will be important when we analyze the vacuum to vacuum amplitude in de Sitter space-time. The late time behavior of the vacuum persistence amplitude is found to be

C_0(t) = Z_0 e^{−iΔE0 t}, Z_0 = e^{−z0} ≃ 1 − z_0. (3.21)

Figure 3. φ χ^2 vacuum to vacuum amplitude. Thin lines correspond to φ, thick lines to χ.

The diagrams that are summed by this result can be clearly interpreted: they are those that feature the leading dependence on the volume V at each order in λ^2 . For example at order λ^4 there are two types of contributions, two disconnected diagrams of the type depicted in figure 3 with a contribution ∝ (λ^2V )^2, and another disconnected diagram in which one of the internal lines features a one-loop self energy correction, with a contribution ∝ λ^4 V which is subleading in terms of the volume factors and represents the O(λ^4) correction to the vacuum energy.

Next we turn our attention to the behavior of the single particle amplitudes C_1φ_p (t). To leading order in H_I , the one φ state is connected to states with two-χ quanta. There are two

– 12 – contributions to Σ(t, t^′) in this case: a disconnected one, describing a change in the vacuum state as well as a connected one which incorporates the contribution of the decay process to the self-energy of the φ field (figure 4).

Figure 4. φ χ^2 one φ particle amplitude. Thin lines correspond to φ, thick lines to χ.

The two-χ states for each diagram are different. For the vacuum diagram, we have |κ⟩ = |1^φ_{⃗p} , 1^φ_{⃗k1} , 1^χ_{⃗k2} , 1^χ_{⃗k3} ⟩ with ⃗k_1 + ⃗k_2 + ⃗k_3 = ⃗0, while the connected diagram requires |κ⟩ = |1^χ_{⃗k1} , 1^χ_{⃗k2} ⟩ with ⃗p = ⃗k_1 + ⃗k_2.

It is straightforward to find in this case

Σ(t, t^′) = Σ_0(t, t^′) + Σ_1(⃗p, t, t^′) (3.22)

where Σ_0(t, t^′) is given by eqs.(3.16,3.17) and

Σ_1(⃗p, t, t^′) = ∫_∞ −∞ ρ_1(p, ω^′) e^{−i(ω′ −Ep)(t−t′ )} (3.23) with ρ_1(p, ω^′) = λ^2 ∫ d^3k (2π)^3 δ(ω^′ − k − |⃗p − ⃗k|) 2E_p 2k 2|⃗p − ⃗k| (3.24)

Following the same steps as in the previous examples we find − i ∫_t 0 E(t^′)dt^′ → −i [ ΔE_0 + ΔE_1(p) ] t − Γ_φ 2 t − [ z_0 + z_1(p) ] (3.25)

where ΔE_0 and z_0 are given by eq.(3.20) and

ΔE_1(p) = P ∫_∞ −∞ dω^′ ρ_1(p, ω^′) E_p − ω^′ , z_1(p) = P ∫_∞ −∞ dω^′ ρ_1(ω^′) (E_p − ω^′)^2

. (3.26)

– 13 –

The decay rate for φ → 2χ is found to be

Γ_φ = 2πρ_1(p, E_p) = 2πλ^2 ∫ d^3k (2π)^3 δ(E_p − k − |⃗p − ⃗k|) 2E_p 2k 2|⃗p − ⃗k| , (3.27)

leading to C_1φ_p (t) = Z_0Z_1(p) e^{−iΔE0t} e^{−iΔE1(p)t} e^{− Γφ2 t} (3.28)

The interpretation of this result is clear: ΔE_0 + ΔE_1(p) is the total energy shift of the one particle state with respect to the unperturbed vacuum state, whereas ΔE_1(p) is the energy shift with respect to the “dressed” vacuum state. Similarly, the total wave function renormalization Z_0Z_1(p) is the overlap between the bare single particle state obtained from the bare vacuum by applying a creation operator and the full “dressed” single particle state.

The phase ΔE_0 t is the vacuum energy and is common to all many particle states. It can be renormalized away by introducing a counterterm Hamiltonian proportional to the identity operator H_{ct} = −ΔE_0. (3.29)

Then each many particle state features a term in the equation of motion for their amplitudes C_n given by iΔE_0 C_n, which exactly cancels the phase from the vacuum energy (disconnected diagram). Furthermore, renormalizing the vacuum state and defining single particle states with respect to the full “dressed” vacuum state, can be achieved by defining the renormalized amplitudes ~C_n(t) = C_n(t)Z^{−1}_0 (3.30)

leading to ~C_{1φp} (t) = Z_1(p) e^{−iΔE}1^{(p)t} e^{− Γφ}_2^t (3.31)

This renormalization procedure cancels the contribution of the disconnected diagram which multiplies all many particle amplitudes by Z_0 e^{−iΔE0 t}. This is familiar from renormalized perturbation theory; the vacuum diagrams cancel between numerators and denominators in expectation values or correlation functions, since these correspond to the renormalization of the vacuum state. However, these disconnected graphs are present in the time evolution of the quantum states themselves.The redefinition of particle states by dividing the “bare” amplitudes by the amplitude of finding the bare state in the “dressed” state is an important ingredient in the adiabatic hypothesis of Gell-Mann and Low[24].

3.2.1 Particle decay and particle production The decay of a φ particle of momentum ⃗p results in the production of two χ particles with ⃗k_1, ⃗k_2. The final result for the amplitude of the state with a pair of χ particles can be understood from a simple argument which will be useful in the discussion of particle production in de Sitter spacetime. From eq.(2.8) the amplitude of the two χ particle state is given by ~C_{2 χ}(t) = −i⟨1^χ_{⃗k1} , 1^χ_{⃗k2} |H_I |1^φ_{⃗p} ⟩ ∫_t 0 e^{−i(Ep−k−|⃗p−⃗k|)t′} ~C_1φ_p (t^′) dt^′. (3.32)

– 14 –

Taking the amplitude C_1φ_p (t^′) ≃ 1 during the decay time scale t^′ ≲ 1/Γ_φ, the integrand in (3.32) is ≃ 1 for the resonant wave-vectors k + |⃗p − ⃗k| ∼ E_p and the integral yields a secular term that grows linearly with time, while for wave-vectors well outside the resonant band, the rapid phase averages the integral out. Since the amplitude ~C_1φ_p (t^′) ∼ 0 for t^′ >> 1/Γ_φ, the resonant wave-vectors for which the phase nearly vanishes lead to

~C_{2 χ}(t >> 1/Γ_φ) ∝ 1/Γ_φ. (3.33)

Thus “resonant pairs” are produced linearly in time within a time ∼ 1/Γ_φ during which the amplitude C_1φ_p is nearly constant. This argument confirms the general result eq.(2.46), and will be useful in the interpretation of particle production from decay in de Sitter spacetime.

3.2.2 On the wave function renormalization of the vacuum state: In anticipation of a study of the time evolution of quantum state in de Sitter spacetime we analyze in detail the time evolution of the vacuum state in the case in which all fields φ, χ are massless, because we want to use this study in Minkowski spacetime as a guideline for interpretation of results in de Sitter cosmology. In this case Σ_0(t, t^′) can be calculated exactly by carrying out the three body phase space momentum integrals in eq.(3.16,3.17), and we find

Σ_0(t, t^′) = i λ^2V (4π)^4 (t − t^′ − iϵ)^3

, ϵ → 0^+ (3.34)

where ϵ provides a convergence factor that regularizes the ultraviolet behavior of the integrals. From this it follows that − i ∫_t 0 E(t^′) dt^′ = −i λ^2V 2(4π)^4 [ − t ϵ^2 − i ϵ + 1 t ] (3.35)

from which we can extract in the long time limit

ΔE_0 = − λ^2V 2(4π)^4 ϵ^2

, z_0 = λ^2V 2(4π)^4 ϵ

. (3.36)

This clearly displays the quadratic (1/ϵ^2) and linear (1/ϵ) ultraviolet divergences of the energy shift and wave function renormalization respectively.

We also find W_0(t, t^′) = i λ^2 V 2(4π)^4 [ 1 (t − t^′ − iϵ)^2 − 1 (t − iϵ)^2 ] (3.37) and W_1(t, t) = − λ^2 V 2(4π)^4 ϵ [ 1 + i ϵ t ] = −z_0 + O(1/t), (3.38)

this last result confirming the asymptotic behavior of eq.(2.43). A similar calculation shows that the wave-function renormalization for the single particle state, z_1(p), is ultraviolet finite.

It should be clear from the above discussion, and the comparison with the exact solution using the Laplace transform, that the vacuum amplitude C_0(t) provides a resummation of the

– 15 – vacuum diagrams of the type depicted in figures (2,3), whereas the amplitude for the single particle state C_1(t) provides a Dyson-like resummation of the self-energy diagrams depicted in figure 4.

This discussion and the comparison to known results in Minkowski space time explicitly clarifies that the WW method provides a resummation of the perturbative series akin to the Dyson resummation of self-energies insertion but directly in real time. For the vacuum case it sums (to lowest order) the two (ϕ^3) or three (ϕ^4) loop diagrams for the vacuum energy, and for single particle states it resums (to lowest order) the one-loop self energy diagrams (for ϕ^3) along with the vacuum diagrams. The loop corrections are given by the usual momentum integrals.

Although the ϕ^3 theory is unbounded below and therefore has an intrinsic instability, such instability is not manifest either in the vacuum wave function renormalization or in single particle states for the self-interacting case (χ = ϕ) since kinematics prevents 1 → 2 processes.

We will resort to these results when we try to interpret the various contributions to the evolution of the vacuum state in de Sitter spacetime.

4 The Quantum Field Theoretic Wigner-Weisskopf Method in de Sitter Space

The previous section showed quite clearly that the solution to the WW equations given by the Markovian approximation reproduces the results of standard flat space perturbation theory and and provides non-perturbative control of the late time behavior of the vacuum and many particle amplitudes C_n(t). Having established the reliability of the non-perturbative result in Minkowski spacetime, we now turn to studying the time evolution of states in de Sitter spacetimes.

We will consider the same situations as described in the previous section, i.e. first that of a quartically self-coupled field and then a cubically coupled one. The new features to be added to the discussion are first, that we will consider only massless, conformally coupled fields (i.e. ξ = 1/6), and second, in the cubic case we allow for the possibility that χ = φ. In Minkowski spacetime this last condition would preclude any decay phenomena from occurring, but as we shall see below, the lack of a global time-like Killing vector in de Sitter spacetime allows energy non-conserving processes to occur.

We consider a spatially flat Friedmann-Robertson-Walker (FRW) cosmological spacetime with scale factor a(t). In comoving coordinates, the action is given by S = ∫ d^3x dt a^3(t) { 1 2 ϕ̇^2 − (∇ϕ)^2 2a^2 − 1 2 ( M^2 + ξ R ) ϕ^2 − g ϕ^p } , p = 3, 4 (4.1)

with R = 6 ( ä a + ȧ^2 a^2 ) (4.2)

– 16 – being the Ricci scalar, ξ = 0 corresponds to minimal coupling while ξ = 1/6 corresponds to conformal coupling.

Specializing now to the de Sitter case with a(t) = e^{Ht}, it is convenient to pass to conformal time η = −e^{−Ht}/H with dη = dt/a(t) and introduce a conformal rescaling of the fields a(t)ϕ(⃗x, t) = χ(⃗x, η). (4.3) The action becomes (after discarding surface terms that will not change the equations of motion) S = 1 2 ∫ d^3x dη { 1 2 [ χ^{′2} − (∇χ)^2 − M^2_χ(η) χ^2 ] − λ [ C(η) ]_{(4−p)} χ^p } , (4.4)

with primes denoting derivatives with respect to conformal time η and

M^2_χ(η) = ( M^2 + ξR ) C^2(η) − C^{′′}(η) C(η) , (4.5)

where for de Sitter spacetime C(η) = a(t(η)) = − 1 Hη . (4.6)

In this case the effective time dependent mass is given by

M^2_χ(η) = [M 2 H^2

+ 12 ( ξ − 1 6 )] 1 η^2

. (4.7)

The Heisenberg equations of motion for the spatial Fourier modes of wavevector k of the fields in the non-interacting (g = 0) theory are given by χ^{′′}_{⃗k}(η) + [ k^2 − 1 η^2 ( ν^2 − 1 4 )] χ_{⃗k}(η) = 0 , (4.8)

where ν^2_χ = 9 4 − (M 2 H^2

+ 12 ξ ) (4.9)

Two linearly independent solutions are given by

g_ν (k; η) = 1 2 i^{−ν− 12} √ πη H^{(2)}_ν (kη) (4.10)

f_ν (k; η) = 1 2 i^{ν+ 12} √ πη H^{(1)}_ν (kη) = [g_ν (k; η)]^∗ , (4.11)

where H^{(1,2)}_ν (z) are Hankel functions. Expanding the field operator in this basis χ(⃗x, η) = 1 √ V ∑ ⃗k [ a_{⃗k} g_ν (k; η) e^{i⃗k·⃗x} + a^†_{⃗k} f_ν (k; η) e^{−i⃗k·⃗x} ] . (4.12)

The Bunch-Davies vacuum is defined such that

a_{⃗k}|0⟩ = 0 , (4.13)

– 17 – and the Fock space states are obtained in the usual manner, i.e. by applying creation operators a^†_{⃗k} to the vacuum.

In the Schroedinger picture the quantum states |Ψ(η)⟩ obey i d dη |Ψ(η)⟩ = H(η) |Ψ(η)⟩ (4.14)

where in an expanding cosmology the Hamiltonian H(η) is generally a function of η (unlike in Minkowski space-time where it is a constant by energy conservation). Introducing the time evolution operator U(η, η_0) obeying i d dη U(η, η_0) = H(η) U(η, η_0), U(η_0, η_0) = 1, (4.15)

the solution of the Schroedinger equation is |Ψ(η)⟩ = U(η, η_0) |Ψ(η_0)⟩. Writing the Hamiltonian as H(η) = H_0(η) + H_I (η) with H_0(η) the non-interacting Hamiltonian, and introducing the time evolution operator of the free theory U_0(η, η_0) satisfying i d dη U_0(η, η_0) = H_0(η) U_0(η, η_0), i d dη U^{−1}_0 (η, η_0) = −U^{−1}_0 (η, η_0) H_0(η), U_0(η_0, η_0) = 1, (4.16) the interaction picture states are defined as

|Ψ(η)⟩_I = U^{−1}_0 (η, η_0)|Ψ(η)⟩. (4.17)

These obey d dη |Ψ(η)⟩_I = −iH_I (η)|Ψ(η)⟩_I , H_I (η) = U^{−1}_0 (η, η_0)H_I (η)U_0(η, η_0) (4.18)

where the normal-ordered interaction Hamiltonian in the interaction picture is

H_I (η) = λ [−Hη]^{(4−p)} ∫ : [χ(⃗x, η)]^p : d^3x (4.19)

where χ is the free field Heisenberg field operator in eq.(4.12). We now expand the state |Ψ(η)⟩_I in Bunch-Davies Fock states |n⟩ |Ψ(η)⟩_I = ∑ n C_n(η)|n⟩. We can now implement the Weisskopf-Wigner program directly by replacing t → η in the results of the previous sections, with the proviso that t → ∞ ⇒ η → 0^−, and the initial conditions on the states are given at some given initial time η_0. Eventually we will take η_0 → −∞. Equations (2.10,2.11) now become C_κ(η) = −i ∫_η η_0 ⟨κ|H_I (η^′)|A⟩ C_A(η^′) dη^′ (4.20) Ċ_A(η) = − ∫_η η_0

Σ(η, η^′) C_A(η^′) dη^′ (4.21)

– 18 – where Σ(η, η^′) = ∑ κ ⟨A|H_I (η)|κ⟩⟨κ|H_I (η^′)|A⟩ (4.22) and the intial conditions C_A(η_0) = 1, C_{κ≠A}(η_0) = 0.

In the Markovian approximation to leading order in the interaction

C_A(η) = e^− ∫_η η0 W_0(η^′ ,η^′) dη^′ , W

0(η^′, η^′) = ∫_η′ η_0

Σ(η^′, η^{′′} )dη^{′′} . (4.23)

We now specialize to the case described at the beginning of this section, namely M^2 = 0, ξ = 1/6, ν = 1/2, in which case canonical quantization of the scalar field in a finite comoving volume V leads to χ(⃗x, η) = 1 √ V ∑ ⃗k 1 √ 2k [ a_{⃗k} e^{−ikη} e^{i⃗k·⃗x} + a^†_{⃗k} e^{ikη} e^{−i⃗k·⃗x} ] . (4.24)

4.1 De Sitter Vacuum Amplitude in ϕ^4

A massless, conformally coupled quartically self-coupled scalar theory is conformally (or more precisely Weyl) invariant and to lowest order (i.e. neglecting higher order radiative corrections that break conformal invariance via renormalization effects), correlation functions are independent of the metric.

The vacuum to vacuum amplitude is described once again by the diagram in figure (2) leading to

Σ_0(η, η^′) = λ^2 V ∫ 3∏ i=1 d^3k_i (2π)^3 e^{−i(∑3i=1 ki+|⃗k1+⃗k2+⃗k3|)(η−η′ )} 16k_1k_2k_3|⃗k_1 + ⃗k_2 + ⃗k_3|

(4.25)

W_0(η^′, η^′) = −iλ^2 V ∫ 3∏ i=1 d^3k_i (2π)^3

[ 1 − e^{−i(∑3i=1 ki+|⃗k1+⃗k2+⃗k3|)(η′ −η0)} ]

16k_1k_2k_3|⃗k_1 + ⃗k_2 + ⃗k_3| [ ∑_3 i=1 k_i + |⃗k_1 + ⃗k_2 + ⃗k_3|

]. (4.26)

Integrating in η^′ and taking η − η_0 → ∞ we find

C_0(η) = Z_0 e^{−iΔE0(η−η0 )} (4.27)

where Z_0 ∼ 1 − z_0 and ΔE_0 are the same as the Minkowski spacetime results of eqs.(3.7,3.8).

As expected due to the Weyl invariance of the system, the vacuum is stable. There is only an η dependent phase and an overall wave function renormalization just as in Minkowski spacetime. However, the main point of this exercise is to clarify that a transition matrix element ⟨κ|H_I |0⟩ ≠ 0 is not a signal of any instability of the vacuum (or for that matter of particle states). Rather, it points to the “dressing” of the particular state via its coupling to a continuum of states and the ensuing renormalization. Only the time dependence of the amplitude can distinguish between a true decay of the state or a simple phase and this is exactly what the Wigner-Weisskopf approach focuses on.

– 19 –

4.2 Vacuum amplitude and 1-particle decay in φ^3

A more interesting situation appears when we consider an interaction that is not Weyl invariant, such as a cubic self-interaction φ^3. The reason for this is that as seen in eq.(4.4), the interaction vertex for χ now depends on the scale factor, and hence on the conformal time η.

We follow the approach we took in the flat space case, first concentrating on the vacuum amplitude. In the Markovian approximation, the vacuum persistence amplitude satisfies

Ċ_0(η) + ∫_η η_0

Σ_0(η, η^′) C_0(η^′) dη^′ = 0. (4.28)

The matrix elements for Σ_0 are depicted in figure 3 but with all the lines now corresponding to the same massless, conformally coupled field φ. We find

Σ_0(η, η^′) = λ^2 V H^2 η η^′ ∫ d^3p (2π)^3 ∫ d^3k (2π)^3 e^{−i(p+k+|⃗k+⃗p|)(η−η′ )} 2p 2k 2|⃗k + ⃗p| . (4.29)

The momentum integrals are similar to those appearing in the Minkowski case with massless fields and yield Σ_0(η, η^′) = i λ^2 V (4π)^4 H^2 η η^′ 1 [ η − η^′ − iϵ ]_3 . (4.30)

Here ϵ → 0^+ provides a ultraviolet convergence factor for the momentum integrals just as in Minkowski spacetime. We obtain

W_0(η, η) = − λ^2 V (4π)^4 H^2 η^4 { i [ η2 2ϵ^2

− ln (−η ϵ )] + η ϵ + π 2 } + · · · , (4.31)

where the dots stand for subleading terms as η, ϵ → 0, η_0 → −∞.

Keeping the leading order terms in the asymptotic limits η → 0^− , η_0 → −∞ , ϵ → 0^+ we find C_0(η) ≃ e^{−iΔ0(η)} e^{−z0(η)}, (4.32)

where Δ_0(η) = − λ^2 V 2(4π)^4 H^2(−η) ϵ^2 [ 1 − 2 3 ϵ^2 η^2 ln (−η ϵ )] , (4.33)

z_0(η) = λ^2 V 2(4π)^4 H^2η^2 ϵ [ 1 + π ϵ 3 η ] . (4.34)

The 1/ϵ^2 and 1/ϵ ultraviolet divergences are the same as in Minkowski spacetime, when we match t → ∞ to η → 0^−. However, there are some important differences with the flat space result. The wave function renormalization, featuring the 1/ϵ divergence, is now time dependent and grows as η → 0^−. This is a consequence of the extra factors 1/η in the interaction vertices. The phase Δ_0(η) also features a novel logarithmic ultraviolet divergence. The time evolution of the wave function renormalization function z_0(η) is such as to force

– 20 – the decay of the vacuum state and this decay is hastened as η → 0^−, revealing the infrared nature of instability of the vacuum.

Comparing the wave function renormalization given by eqn. (4.34) with the result in Minkowski space-time given by eqn. (3.36) it is clear that the instability has nothing to do with the intrinsic instability of the ϕ^3 theory from being unbounded below but is a direct manifestation of the cosmological expansion and breaking of conformal invariance, since the conformally invariant ϕ^4 features an ultraviolet divergent but η independent wave-function renormalization constant.

The leading order ultraviolet divergence of z_0(η) acquires an interesting interpretation if we assume that the short distance/time ultraviolet cutoff ϵ is constant in physical coordinates: ~ϵ = ϵ (−Hη) = constant. (4.35)

Under this assumption, the leading order term in z_0 becomes

z_0(η) = λ^2 V_{phys}(η) 2(4π)^4 ~ϵ

(4.36)

where V_{phys}(η) = V (−Hη)^3 (4.37)

is the physical volume. This is a striking result: the vacuum wave function renormalization with this regularization is the same as in Minkowski spacetime, eq.(3.36), but in terms of the physical volume which grows as a function of time. Therefore with this choice of regularization, the decay of the vacuum state is a consequence of the fact that the spatial volume increases with time, hence the amplitude for finding the bare state in the dressed state falls off exponentially with the physical volume.

This behavior of the vacuum state leads to some rather interesting consequences for various correlation functions that might be associated with physical observables, such as nongaussianity. We do understand that inflaton fluctuations ζ behave as massless minimally coupled fields with derivative and non-local interactions, and so our calculations will have limited utility in understanding what happens with ζ correlators. However, we expect that the WW method can be brought to bear on this question and so we present here a calculation of the effects of the decay of the vacuum on the non-gaussian expectation value ⟨0| : χ^3(⃗x, η) : |0⟩. Passing to the interaction picture, χ(⃗x, η) is given by eq.(4.24) and |0(η)⟩_I = ∑ n C_n(η)|n⟩ where the coefficients C_n(η) are the solutions to the Weisskopf-Wigner equations (4.24,4.21) with A = 0. In an obvious notation : χ^3(⃗x, η) :≃ (a^†)^3 + (a)^3 + (a^†)^2a + a^†a^2 and since to lowest order H_I connects the vacuum to the three particle state |κ⟩ = |1_{⃗k1} ; 1_{⃗k2} ; 1_{⃗k3} ⟩, (see figure 3), the terms that contribute are of the form

⟨1_{⃗k1} ; 1_{⃗k2} ; 1_{⃗k3} |(a^†)^3|0⟩ ∝ C^∗_κ(η)C_0(η), ⟨0|(a^3)|1_{⃗k1} ; 1_{⃗k2} ; 1_{⃗k3} ⟩ ∝ C_κ(η)C^∗_0 (η).

– 21 –

The coefficients can be computed using

⟨1_{⃗k1} ; 1_{⃗k2} ; 1_{⃗k3} |H_I (η)|0⟩ = λ H η (2π)^3 δ^{(3)} (⃗ k_1 + ⃗k_2 + ⃗k_3 ) [8V^3k_1k_2k_3]^12 e^{i(k1+k2+k3)η} (4.38)

which leads to C_κ(η) = −i λ H η (2π)^3 δ^{(3)} (⃗ k_1 + ⃗k_2 + ⃗k_3 ) [8V^3k_1k_2k_3]^12 ∫_η η_0

e^{i(k1+k2+k3)η′} C_0(η^′) dη^′ η^′ . (4.39)

Summing all contributions we finally find ⟨0| : χ^3(⃗x, η) : |0⟩ = −i λ H ∫ d^3k_1 d^3k_2 (2π)^6 8k_1k_2|⃗k_1 + ⃗k_2|

C^∗_0 (η) ∫_η η_0

e^{i(k1+k2+k3)(η−η′ )} C_0(η^′) dη^′ η^′ +h.c. . (4.40) The lowest perturbative order would replace C_0 → 1 leading to an infrared logarithmic divergence as η → 0. However the Weisskopf-Wigner resummation replaces C_0 by the solution (4.32) thereby suggesting that vacuum decay severely damps out the non-gaussian correlations.

While this is a very preliminary result, it does suggest that the resummation provided by the Weisskopf-Wigner method may lead to important modifications of non-gaussian correlations, a topic of much importance[19–21] that will be explored elsewhere.

Now let’s turn to the behavior of the one-particle states here. Recall that in the Minkowski case, the Markovian approximation to the WW solutions allowed us to extract a decay rate for the state, as well as an energy shift and a wavefunction renormalization. The situation in de Sitter is, as might be expected by now, both more complicated and far more interesting.

For single particle states |1_{⃗p}⟩ there are two contributions to Σ(η, η^′) just as in the single particle case in Minkowski spacetime: Σ(η, η^′) = Σ_0(η, η^′) + Σ_1(p, η, η^′). The disconnected vacuum contribution Σ_0(η, η^′) is given by eq.(4.30) whereas for the connected contribution we find

Σ_1(p, η, η^′) = λ^2 H^2 η η^′ ∫ d^3k (2π)^3 e^{−i(k+|⃗p−⃗k|−p)(η−η′ −iϵ)} 2p 2k 2|⃗p − ⃗k| (4.41)

where ϵ → 0^+ is a convergence factor that regulates the ultraviolet behavior of the momentum integral. This integral can now be carried out leading to

Σ_1(p, η, η^′) = −i λ^2 32π^2 p H^2 η η^′ (η − η^′ − iϵ)

, (4.42)

from which we obtain the connected contribution to W_0: W_{0,1}(p, η, η) = ∫_η η_0

Σ_1(p, η, η^′)dη^′ = i λ^2 32π^2 p H^2 η^2 { − i π 2 − ln (−η ϵ ) − ln (η − η_0 − iϵ −η_0 ) } . (4.43) The ln(ϵ) reflects a logarithmic ultraviolet divergence, also seen in the one-loop self-energy, which can be renormalized by a mass renormalization. Including a mass counterterm in the

– 22 –

Lagrangian δM^2 : ϕ^2 : /2, yields an extra term in the interaction Hamiltonian. Upon passing to conformal time and rescaling the fields by the scale factor we have

H^{ct}_I (η) = 1 2H^2 η^2 ∫ d^3x δM^2 : χ^2 : . (4.44)

This yields the matrix element − i⟨1_{⃗p}|H^{ct}_I (η)|1_{⃗p}⟩ = −i δM^2 2p H^2 η^2

. (4.45)

Taking this counterterm to first order and choosing

δM^2 = λ^2 16π^2 ln ( ϵ μ ) (4.46)

where μ is a renormalization scale, results in renormalizing W_{0,1} by replacing ϵ → μ in eq.(4.43).

After mass renormalization we find the leading asymptotic behavior as η → 0^−, η_0 → −∞

C_{1⃗p} (η) = C_0(η) ~C_{1⃗p} (η) , ~C_{1⃗p} (η) = e^{−iΔ1(p,η)} e^{−γ(p,η)} (4.47)

where C_0(η) is given by the vacuum (disconnected) contribution eq.(4.32) with eqs.(4.33,4.34) and ~C_{1⃗p} (η) is the one particle connected amplitude with

Δ_1(p, η) = − λ^2 ln (_{−η} μ ) 32π^2 p H^2(−η)

(4.48) γ(p, η) = λ^2 64π p H^2 (−η)

. (4.49)

The decay law e^{−γ(p,η)} with eq.(4.49) can be understood without invoking the Markovian approximation as follows: Σ_1(p, η, η^′) given by eq.(4.42) can be written as

Σ_1(p, η, η^′) = −i λ^2 32π^2 p H^2 η η^′ P 1 (η − η^′) + λ^2 32π p H^2 η^2 δ(η − η^′). (4.50)

The imaginary part leads to an overall η-dependent phase for C_1, while the real part leads to

Ċ_1(η) + λ^2 64π p H^2 η^2

C_1(η) = 0 ⇒ C_1(η) = (phase) × e^{−γ(p,η)} (4.51)

The extra factor 1/2 arises because the argument of δ(η − η^′) vanishes at the upper limit of integration.^1 Thus the asymptotic decay law is valid beyond the Markovian approximation. An as already pointed out in ref.[10, 11] the decay of single particle states into pairs of their own quanta is a consequence of the lack of kinematic thresholds in the expanding cosmology.

The single particle decay 1 → 2 in the self-interacting massless ϕ^3 theory in de Sitter space time is again in striking contrast with the situation in Minkowski where kinematics forbids this process. Therefore this single particle instability is again a consequence of the cosmological expansion and the manifest lack of kinematic thresholds and not in any manner associated with the intrinsic instability of ϕ^3 mentioned above.

1This can be seen by writing the integral as

∫_0 η0 Θ(η − η^′)δ(η − η^′) C1(η^′) dη^′ with Θ(0) = 1/2.

– 23 –

4.3 Pair Production

Just as in Minkowski spacetime, the decay of the single particle state entails the production of correlated pairs of particles with momenta ⃗k, ⃗p − ⃗k. The amplitude for pair production is obtained from the general renormalized form eq.(B.5) (see Appendix B for details) where |A⟩ = |1_{⃗p}⟩, ~C(⃗k, ⃗q, η) = −i λ (2π)^3 δ^{(3)}( ⃗k + ⃗q − ⃗p) H [ 8 V^3 p k q

] 1_2 ∫_η η_0 e^{i(k+q−p) η′} ~C_{1⃗p} (η^′) dη^′ η^′ . (4.52)

The η^′ integral in eq.(4.52) cannot be done exactly; however, for weak coupling^2, λ^2/H^2 ≪ 1 we can provide a reliable estimate of the amplitude.

In the integrand in eq.(4.52)

~C_1(η) −η = (phase) × e^{− g(−η)} (−η) , g = λ^2 64π p H^2

. (4.53)

This function is ∝ 1/(−η) for −η ≳ g, reaches a maximum at −η ≃ g and then falls off sharply to zero for −η < g. This means that the integrand is dominated by the region −η > g in which we can approximate ~C_{1p} ∼ 1.

Approximating ~C_{1p} ∼ 1 for −η > g in eq.(4.52) and assuming that all wave-vectors are deep inside the horizon at the initial time η_0, namely −(k + q − p) η_0 ≫ 1 we find ~C(⃗k, ⃗q; η) ≃ i λ (2π)^3 δ^{(3)}( ⃗k + ⃗q − ⃗p) H [ 8 V^3 p k q

] 1_2 { − Ci[−Kη] + i Si[−Kη] − i π 2 } , K = k + q − p (4.54)

where Ci, Si are the cosine and sine integrals respectively. It is clear that the amplitude for pair production is largest when K becomes superhorizon, namely −Kη ≪ 1, in which case taking −η ≃ g, we find ~C(⃗k, ⃗q; η) ≃ i λ (2π)^3 δ^{(3)}( ⃗k + ⃗q − ⃗p) H [ 8 V^3 p k q

] 1_2 { ln [ 1 Kg ] − i π 2 } , Kg ≪ 1. (4.55)

For modes that remain well inside the horizon during this time scale, the oscillatory phase leads to strong dephasing and cancellation of the integral since Ci[−Kη] → 0, Si[−Kη] → π/2 for −Kη ≫ 1. We see then that the decay of single particle states leads to the production of particles with superhorizon wavelengths. The total probability can be estimated by summing over the superhorizon wave-vectors that yield the largest contribution, namely those for which

2In the λϕ^3 theory λ has dimensions of mass and the perturbative expansion is in terms of the dimensionless ratio λ/H.

– 24 –

K ≲ 1/g. Since in perturbation theory g p = λ^2/64πH^2 ≪ 1, it follows that these wavevectors correspond to k ≲ 1/g. An approximate estimate for the total probability of pair production is obtained by neglecting the logarithm in eq.(4.55), leading to ∑ ⃗k,⃗q | ~C(⃗k, ⃗q; η ∼ 1/g)|^2 ≃ λ^2 32 π^2p^2H^2 ∫ 1_g 0 [ p + k − |p − k| ] dk (4.56)

for g p ≪ 1. The integral in eq.(4.56) ∼ 2p/g leading to the approximate result ∑ ⃗k,⃗q | ~C(⃗k, ⃗q; η ∼ 1/g)|^2 ≃ 2 π ∼ 1 (4.57)

This result is a confirmation of unitarity.

It is important to establish a difference with the case of single particle decay in Minkowski spacetime analyzed in section (3.2). Particle decay in Minkowski spacetime leads to pairs with a non-perturbatively large amplitude ∝ 1/Γ but in a narrow band of wave-vectors with a width ∝ Γ. Unitarity is fulfilled by populating a narrow band of nearly resonant wavevectors with large amplitudes. In de Sitter space-time the situation is very different; the massless particle of momentum ⃗p decays into particles with wave-vectors ⃗k, ⃗p − ⃗k which are non-resonant. The production amplitude begins to grow logarithmically when ⃗k crosses the horizon with p either sub or super horizon. The analysis above demonstrates that particles with superhorizon wavelengths are produced with perturbatively small amplitudes, but at long time more and more particles become superhorizon and these states all become populated up to wave-vectors of order 1/g. The sum total of probabilities is very nearly one, up to the logarithmic corrections that were neglected in the calculation above.

The detailed process of particle production actually depends on the time scale in a subtle manner. If the wave-vector p is deep inside the Hubble radius during some early time scale, namely −pη ≫ 1, the condition for the phase to be slowly varying and thus for the integral to grow logarithmically, |(k + |⃗p − ⃗k| − p)η| ≪ 1, implies p ≫ k and |kη| ≪ 1, since for this configuration k + |⃗p − ⃗k| − p ≃ k(1 − ^k · ^p). This means that the decay process corresponds to the emission of soft superhorizon quanta and a recoil of the particle, just like bremsstrahlung as found in ref.[11] for the decay of subhorizon modes. After p becomes superhorizon, pair production becomes more efficient by the decay into nearly back-to-back superhorizon entangled pairs of momenta p ≪ k ≤ 1/g. Therefore particle production hastens when p crosses the horizon and this decay process leads to correlated pairs of superhorizon particles.

From the definition of g in (4.53) it follows that p g = λ^2/64πH^2 ≪ 1 for weak coupling. Therefore, in the weak coupling regime the wave-vector p exits the Hubble radius well before the time scale −η ∼ g at which ~C_{1p} begins to decrease and production of superhorizon pairs occurs during a large interval in time during which the amplitude ~C_{1p} ≃ 1.

– 25 –

We conclude with the observation that at long times decay of single particles in de Sitter spacetime leads to an entangled state of superhorizon pairs up to momentum ∼ 1/g, |1_{⃗p}⟩ → 1/g∑ ⃗k ~C(⃗k, ⃗p − ⃗k; η ∼ 1/g) |1_{⃗k}, 1_{⃗p−⃗k}⟩ (4.58)

where the pair amplitude is given by eq.(4.55). Since p ≪ 1/g and the integral in eq.(4.56) is dominated by momenta near the upper limit ∼ 1/g, it follows that the processes with the largest amplitudes correspond to the emission of nearly back-to-back superhorizon pairs with momenta k ≫ p.

5 Non-perturbative self-consistent screening?

The above results were obtained under the assumption that W_1(t, t) in eq.(2.21) is perturbatively small and can be neglected. While it is formally true that W_1(t, t) ∝ λ^2, the results for the vacuum eqs.(4.32-4.34) might give us pause as to the validity of this argument. The volume, cutoff and η dependence which becomes singular at long time η → 0^− all conspire against the validity of perturbation theory. However, if z_0 does not depend singularly on η in the long time limit and reaches a constant, as is the case in Minkowski space time then this is simply interpreted as a (large) renormalization and “dressing” of the bare state, which is renormalized by wave function renormalization as is the case in the adiabatic hypothesis. However, the strong η dependence of z_0(η) in (4.34) clearly indicates that the fully “dressed” vacuum state becomes orthogonal to the bare vacuum state at long time. Thus unlike the case of Minkowski space time where W_1 approaches a constant and its contribution can be simply lumped together in with the constant (albeit cutoff and volume dependent) wave function renormalization, in de Sitter space time W_1(η, η) grows singularly as η → 0^−. Thus it is possible that the denominator in eq.(4.32) compensates for the growth of the numerator slowing down the decay of the vacuum state. To assess this possibility we now calculate W_1 in eq.(2.21):

W_1(η, η) = ∫_η η_0 W_0(η, η^′)dη^′ ≃ − G (−η)^3 { i ln (−η ϵ e ) − η 2ϵ − π 2 } , G = λ^2 V (4π)^4 H^2

, (5.1)

where again we have neglected subleading terms. As in Appendix B, we allow for a counterterm H_{ct}(η) in the Lagrangian to cancel the (infinite) vacuum phase, so that the equation for C_0 now becomes

Ċ_0(η)[1 − W_1(η, η)] + [iH_{ct}(η) + W_0(η, η)]C_0(η) = 0 (5.2)

with W_0(η, η) given by eq.(4.31). Requiring that H_{ct} cancel the divergent imaginary part of W_0(η, η), we write iH_{ct}(η) − i G (−η)^3 [ (−η) 2ϵ − ln(−η/ϵ) (−η) ] ≡ i G (−η)^3

Φ(η), (5.3)

– 26 – defining the variable Φ(η). Remarkably, a suitable choice of Φ(η) leads also to a cancelation of the real part of W_0, namely the contribution that leads to vacuum decay. With the choice of counterterm eq.(5.3) we find iH_{ct} + W_0(η, η) 1 − W_1(η, η) = iΦ(η) −^1_ϵ −^π_{2η}

(−η)^3 G + α(η) + iβ(η) (5.4)

where α = − η 2ϵ − π 2 (5.5)

β = ln ( −η ϵ e ) . (5.6)

In the limit G/(−η)^3 ≫ 1 the ratio in eq.(5.4) becomes i [ Φ(η)α(η) + β(η) (_1 ϵ −^π_{2η} )] + [ Φ(η)β(η) − α(η) (_1 ϵ −^π_{2η} )]

α^2(η) + β^2(η)

. (5.7)

The real part of the above expression leads to the time dependent vacuum wave-function renormalization and the decay of the vacuum state. However, it is noteworthy that the particular choice Φ(η) = α(η) β(η) ( 1 ϵ − π 2η ) (5.8)

cancels the real part leading to iH_{ct} + W_0(η, η) 1 − W_1(η, η) = i (_1 ϵ −^π_{2η} ) ln (_{−η} ϵ e ) (5.9)

namely a purely imaginary contribution. With this choice of Φ the solution of eq.(5.2) becomes

C_0(η) = e^{−iΩ(η)}, Ω(η) ≃ η ϵ ln (_{−η} ϵ e ) + O(ln(ln(−η))) (5.10)

We interpret this result as a self-consistent screening of the vacuum evolution. The result in eq.(5.4) is strongly reminiscent of the behavior of a running coupling towards a fixed point; in d = 4 − ϵ (Euclidean) dimensions the dimensionless renormalized dimensionless coupling of a λϕ^4 theory approaches an infrared fixed point, namely g(κ) = λκ^{−ϵ} 1 +^{λκ−ϵ I}_ϵ −−−→ κ → 0 ϵ I (5.11)

where I is a constant and κ an infrared scale. This suggests our conjecture: that nonperturbative self-consistent effects may lead to a fixed point in Hilbert space in which the

– 27 – vacuum state is stable, evolving in time only with a phase. In this analysis we only focused on the terms that diverge as η → 0^−, ϵ → 0 and neglected terms that remain finite in these limits which result in a volume dependent but finite contribution to the phase and wave function renormalization which remain perturbatively small in these limits.

At this point we can only conjecture this behavior based on the above analysis, and clearly much more needs to be understood before concluding that this effect is generic to all theories. Furthermore, it could well be that higher order effects that may have been missed could change this picture. An important aspect that will be discussed elsewhere is the manifestation of unitarity from the contribution of states that are connected to the vacuum by the interaction. Clearly, this phenomenon is noteworthy of further investigation and its impact on the asymptotic behavior of correlation functions require further and deeper study.

6 Conclusions and further questions

In this article we introduced a non-perturbative formulation to study the time evolution of quantum states in cosmological space time. The method is a quantum field theoretical generalization of the Weisskopf-Wigner[22] theory of atomic line widths which leads to a resummation of the perturbative series for the real time dynamics. In a Markovian approximation to the equations for the amplitudes, we established the correspondence between this method and Dyson-type resummations in Minkowski spacetime as well as with the dynamical renormalization group approach to real time dynamics[18]. In Minkowski spacetime this method allowed us to establish the asymptotic long time limit of the amplitudes of quantum states thereby revealing how unitarity is manifest both in the case of non-decaying vacuum and decaying single particle states. Having established the reliability of the method in Minkowski space-time, we generalized it to study the time evolution of quantum states in cosmological space time.

We then began a program to study long time and infrared divergences by implementing the non-perturbative method in two prototype quantum field theories in de Sitter space time: conformally coupled massless ϕ^4, ϕ^3. These are the simplest scalar field theories that still possess many of the relevant features that are of current intense interest. The ϕ^4 theory is conformally invariant and the asymptotic dynamics of quantum states is similar to that of Minkowski spacetime: the vacuum is “dressed” but stable with an amplitude having a divergent but time independent wave function renormalization and a phase which is also divergent and reflects vacuum fluctuations.

The ϕ^3 case is more interesting; even when conformally coupled to gravity and massless, it is not a conformal invariant theory and particle production takes place. We found that the vacuum amplitude features not only a divergent phase, but also a wave function renormalization which depends singularly on (conformal) time and is proportional to the volume. This behavior entails an instability of the vacuum state which is enhanced by the volume factor. We find that in a particular regularization scheme, this instability can be simply understood from the vacuum wave function renormalization in Minkowski spacetime, but in terms of the

– 28 – expanding physical volume thereby arguing that the decay of the vacuum is a consequence (in this renormalization scheme) of both the wave function renormalization of the vacuum state being proportional to the spatial volume as well as the cosmological expansion of the physical volume. The potential impact of vacuum decay on a simple non-gaussian correlation function was discussed. We showed that the vacuum diagrams in the time evolution of excited quantum states can be canceled systematically in perturbation theory by renormalizing the amplitudes with a time dependent vacuum wave function renormalization. In this theory we also showed that single particle states decay into two quanta of the same field, as a consequence of the lack of kinematic thresholds, resulting in particle production. This process is hastened when the momentum of the decaying particle becomes superhorizon leading to an entangled state of superhorizon pairs. We also analyzed how the amplitude of quantum states of these produced pairs manifestly satisfies unitarity.

The singular time dependence of the vacuum wave function renormalization, combined with the volume and cutoff dependence all suggest a breakdown of the leading Markovian approximation. We considered the general expression eq.(2.21) for the Markovian approximation and found the remarkable result that a particular choice of counterterm in the Hamiltonian leads to a complete cancelation of the secular and singular contributions to the vacuum wave function renormalization at long time and the asymptotic stability of the vacuum state. We conjecture that this is a self-consistent “screening” mechanism akin to the approach to a fixed point of a running coupling, in this case describing a dynamical fixed point in Hilbert space in the evolution of the state.

This body of results lead us to ask further questions that will be addressed in forthcoming work:

• How to systematically calculate correlation functions in the quantum states whose amplitudes are solutions of the generalized Weisskopf-Wigner equations. This translation between the dynamics of states and correlation functions will allow a direct comparison with the dynamical renormalization group resummation program implemented at the level of correlation functions in refs.[11, 17].

• How to consistenly go beyond the Markovian approximation studied here, and in particular, how to understand whether going beyond the Markovian approximation introduces important corrections to the results obtained here.

• In minimally coupled massless theories, there are additional infrared divergences. How do these manifest themselves in the resummed amplitudes for the quantum states? Is there an infrared fixed point that emerges from the resummation program?

• Ref.[25] provides an intriguing, all orders result stating that the vacuum of a massive scalar field in de Sitter space time is both stable and free of infrared singularities, and that correlation functions may be computed in a Euclidean compactification and analytically continued to Lorentzian signature without instabilities or infrared divergences.

– 29 –

These results seemingly contradict those of ref.[9]. Clearly it is important to understand whether the asymptotic screening mechanism found in our work can explain the results of ref.[25] within the real time dynamics of states, or at least provide a bridge towards a translation between the Euclidean and real time formulation at asymptotically large time.

Work on these and other questions is in progress and will be reported elsewhere.

Acknowledgments

D. B.is supported by NSF grant award PHY-0852497, R. H. is supported by the DOE through Grant No. DE-FG03-91-ER40682. R. H. would also like to thank David Seery, Toni Riotto and Ramy Brustein for valuable discussions as well as the University of Sussex astrophysics group, Jerome Martin at the IAP in Paris and the CERN theory group for hospitality while this work was in progress.

A The DRG and the Markovian approximation

The DRG approach also offers a systematic method to study the evolution of quantum states[18] and provides an alternative to the adiabatic switching-on procedure to generate exact eigenstates of the interacting Hamiltonian from the eigenstates of the non-interacting system. Along the way this DRG formulation extracts the energy shifts, wave function renormalization constants and offers a clear description of the decay dynamics of quantum states and its description in terms of Fermi’s Golden rule.

Consider the time evolution of a quantum state in an interacting theory with Hamiltonian

H = H_0 + λ H_I , (A.1)

namely |ψ(t)⟩ = e^{−iH(t−t0 )} |ψ(t_0)⟩ = e^{−iH0t} U(t, t_0) e^{iH0t0} |ψ(t_0)⟩ , (A.2) where we have introduced the unitary time evolution operator in the interaction picture

U(t, t_0) = 1 − i λ ∫_t t_0

H_I (t^′) dt^′ − λ^2 ∫_t t_0 ∫_t′ t_0

H_I (t^′) H_I (t^{′′}) dt^′ dt^{′′} + O(λ^3) , U(t_0, t_0) = 1 , (A.3) with H_I (t) = e^{iH0t} H_I e^{−iH0t} . (A.4) It is convenient to pass to the interaction picture in which the states are given by |ψ(t)⟩_i = e^{iH0t} |ψ(t)⟩ , (A.5) and their time evolution is given by

|ψ(t)⟩_i = U(t, t_0) |ψ(t_0)⟩_i . (A.6)

– 30 –

Consider the adiabatic time evolution operator U_ϵ(t, t_0) obtained by replacing H_I (t) → e^{−ϵ|t|} H_I (t) , (A.7) in the time evolution operator U(t, t_0) in eq.(A.3). The adiabatic, or Gell-Mann-Low theorem asserts that the states |Ψ_n⟩ = U_ϵ(0, −∞) |n⟩ , (A.8) constructed out of the eigenstates |n⟩ of the non-interacting Hamiltonian H_0 with energy E_n, are exact eigenstates of the total interacting Hamiltonian H, and the exact eigenvalues are then given by[24] E_n + ΔE_n = ⟨Ψ_n|H|Ψ_n⟩ ⟨Ψ_n|Ψ_n⟩ . (A.9)

The dynamical renormalization group provides an illuminating alternative to this procedure. To make this approach more clear and to establish contact with familiar results, we now consider the case in which |ψ(t_0)⟩_i is an eigenstate of the non-interacting Hamiltonian H_0, namely |ψ(t_0)⟩_i = |n⟩, H_0|n⟩ = E_n|n⟩ . (A.10) To highlight the main ideas of the DRG, we will focus on the evolution of the (persistence) amplitude, C_n(t) = ⟨n|ψ(t)⟩_i , (A.11)

though the time evolution of the off-diagonal overlap coefficients C_m(t) = ⟨m|ψ(t)⟩_i; m ≠ n can be studied along the same lines. In this section we restore the diagonal matrix elements of the perturbation allowing for ⟨n|H_I |n⟩ ≠ 0 to highlight the consistency of the DRG resummation.

Inserting the identity ∑ m |m⟩⟨m| = 1 appropriately, we find

C_n(t) = ⟨n|U(t, t_0)ψ(t_0)⟩_i = C_n(t_0) [ 1 − i λ (t − t_0) ⟨n|H_I |n⟩ − λ^2 2 (t − t_0)^2 ⟨n|H_I |n⟩^2

−λ^2 ∫_t t_0 ∫_t′ t_0 ∑ m≠n |⟨n|H_I |m⟩|^2 e^{i(En−Em)(t′−t′′)} dt^′ dt^{′′} + O(λ^3) ] , (A.12)

where we have written C_n(t_0) = ⟨n|ψ(t_0)⟩_i despite our choice of initial state for which C_n(t_0) = 1, to emphasize that the initial amplitude factors out.

Introducing the spectral density

ρ_n(ω) = ∑ m≠n |⟨n|H_I |m⟩|^2 δ(ω − E_m) (A.13)

as in the main text, the straightforward integration over the time variables t^′, t^{′′} in eq.(A.12) can be performed, yielding

– 31 –

C_n(t) = C_n(t_0) { 1 − i λ (t − t_0) ⟨n|H_I |n⟩ − λ^2 2 (t − t_0)^2 ⟨n|H_I |n⟩^2 (A.14)

−i λ^2 (t − t_0) ∫ dω ρ_n(ω) (E_n − ω) [ 1 − sin[(E_n − ω)(t − t_0)] (E_n − ω)(t − t_0) ] (A.15)

−λ^2 ∫ dω ρ_n(ω) (E_n − ω)^2 [ 1 − cos[(E_n − ω)(t − t_0)] ] + O(λ^3) } . Using eqs.(2.41,2.42), we find the asymptotic long time limit,

C_n(t) = C_n(t_0) { 1 − i λ (t − t_0) ⟨n|H_I |n⟩ − λ^2 2 (t − t_0)^2 ⟨n|H_I |n⟩^2

−i(t − t_0) λ^2 ∑ m ′ |⟨n|H_I |m⟩|^2 E_n − E_m − λ^2 π (t − t_0) ρ_n(E_n)

−λ^2 ∑ m ′ |⟨n|H_I |m⟩|^2 (E_n − E_m)^2 + O ( 1 t − t_0 , λ^3 ) } . (A.16)

where ∑ m ′ refers to the sum over all the states with E_m ≠ E_n. We write the expression above as,

C_n(t) = C_n(t_0) [ 1 + λ S^{(1)}_n (t) + λ^2 S^{(2)}_n (t) − λ^2 Z^{(2)}_n + O ( 1 t − t_0 , λ^3 )] , (A.17)

where λ^{(i)}S^{(i)}_i (t) are secular terms (linear and quadratic in time respectively) while the term −λ^2Z^{(2)}_n in eq.(A.17) is the time independent term in eq.(A.16).

To use the dynamical renormalization group, we renormalize the amplitude as

C_n(t_0) = C_n(τ) R_n(τ), R_n(τ) = 1 + λ r^{(1)}_n (τ) + λ^2 r^{(2)}_n (τ) + O(λ^3) . (A.18)

Hence,

C_n(t) = C_n(τ) { 1 + λ [ r^{(1)}_n (τ) + S^{(1)}_n (t) ] + λ^2 [ r^{(2)}_n (τ) + S^{(2)}_n (t) + r^{(1)}_n (τ) S^{(1)}_n (t) ]

−λ^2 Z^{(2)}_n + O(λ^3) } (A.19)

The counterterms r^{(i)}_n (τ) are chosen so as to cancel the secular terms at a time scale t = τ, leading to

r^{(1)}_n (τ) = −S^{(1)}_n (τ) , r^{(2)}_n (τ) = −S^{(2)}_n (τ) + [r^{(1)}_n (τ)]^2 . (A.20)

– 32 –

The independence of the amplitude C_n(t) on the arbitrary time scale τ, namely dC_n(t)/dτ = 0 leads to the dynamical renormalization group equation

Ċ_n(τ) [ 1 + λ ( r^{(1)}_n (τ) + S^{(1)}_n (t) ) + O(λ^3) ] +

C_n(τ) [ λṙ^{(1)}_n (τ) + λ^2 ( ṙ^{(2)}_n (τ) + ṙ^{(1)}_n (τ) S^{(1)}_n (t) ) + O(λ^3) ] = 0 (A.21)

where the dot stands for derivative with respect to τ. Keeping terms up to second order in λ yields, Ċ_n(τ) C_n(τ) = − d dτ { λ r^{(1)}_n (τ) + λ^2 [ r^{(2)}_n (τ) − 1 2 ( r^{(1)}_n (τ) )_2]} + O(λ^3)

Notice that the t-dependent pieces cancelled out identically. Such cancellation is necessary for the consistency of the DRG to second order in λ . We find using the counterterms given by eq.(A.20), C_n(τ) = C_n(t_0) e^{λ S(1)n (τ )+λ2} { S^{(2)}_n (τ )−^1_2 [ S^{(1)}_n (τ ) ]} . (A.22)

Using now the explicit form of the secular terms which are read off from eq.(A.16), we finally find the DRG solution to second order to be given by

C_n(τ) = C_n(0) e^{−iΔEnτ} e^{− Γnτ2} , (A.23)

with the energy shift and width up to O(λ^2) given by ΔE_n = λ ⟨n|H_I |n⟩ + λ^2 ∑ m ′ |⟨n|H_I |m⟩|^2 E_n − E_m , Γ_n = 2 π ρ_n(E_n) . (A.24)

Notice that the terms in τ^2 cancel identically in the exponent of eq.(A.22) and (A.23). Again, such cancellation is necessary for the consistency of the DRG[18].

Finally, inserting eq.(A.23) into eq.(A.19) and choosing the arbitrary renormalization scale τ to coincide with the time t, we find the asymptotic long time behavior of the dynamical renormalization group resummed amplitude as

C_n(t)^{t→∞}= Z_n e^{−iΔEnt} e^{− Γnt2} . (A.25)

The energy shift ΔE_n is clearly the same as obtained in familiar perturbation theory, the decay rate Γ_n coincides with the transition probability per unit time obtained from Fermi’s Golden rule, and the wave function renormalization

Z_n = 1 − λ^2 ∑ m ′ |⟨n|H_I |m⟩|^2 (E_n − E_m)^2 = ∂ ∂E_n (E_n + ΔE_n) , (A.26)

is the same as obtained in usual perturbation theory and determines the overlap between the unperturbed state and the exact eigenstate of the Hamiltonian. Thus, we see that the

– 33 – dynamical renormalization group leads to an alternative formulation of the construction of the exact eigenstates which allows to extract the energy shifts, widths and weights and that coincides with the familiar setting of quantum mechanics. Its results also coincide with those obtained in the Markovian approximation to the WW equations considered in the main text.

This exercise has an important byproduct. By considering the perturbative expansion up to second order in the interaction Hamiltonian, we found secular terms that contain the square of the first order secular terms. These must cancel consistently and systematically in the final DRG equation since they are accounted for in the resummation furnished by the DRG. Indeed we found such cancellation in eqs.(A.22,A.23). This is the equivalent of the renormalizability of the perturbative expansion. Thus, this example not only provides a pedagogical framework to explore and confirm the dynamical renormalization group, but also manifestly shows the renormalizability in the sense that higher order terms that appear in the perturbative expansion, which are associated with the expansion of first order terms in the solution, cancel systematically in the dynamical renormalization group equation.

B Perturbative cancelation of vacuum diagrams

We saw in the Minkowski case that the C_n’s could be renormalized in a way so as to absorb the effect of disconnected vacuum diagrams. In that situation this was simple to do since the wavefunction renormalizations were constant in time. However, this does not hold in a cosmological setting. Thus, the question arises as to how to deal with the effects of vacuum diagrams. In this subsection, we give a prescription for handling this issue.

First, add the following counterterm to the Hamiltonian H_{ct} = − d dη Δ_0(η) (B.1)

where Δ_0(η) is given by eq.(4.33). Next, follow the Minkowski procedure by redefining the amplitudes as ~C_n(η) = Z^{−1}_0 (η)C_n(η) = e^z0^{(η)}C_n(η), (B.2)

where z_0(η) is given by eq.(4.34).

The set of equations for the renormalized amplitudes ~C now become ˙~C_κ(η) = [ − iH_{ct}(η) + ż_0(η)] ~C_κ(η) − i⟨κ|H_I (η)|A⟩ ~C_A(η) (B.3) ˙~C_A(η) = [ − iH_{ct}(η) + ż_0(η)] ~C_A(η) − i⟨A|H_I (η)|κ⟩ ~C_κ(η) (B.4)

Since ~C_A ∼ 1 and ~C_κ ∝ λ and because H_{ct}, ż_0 ∝ λ^2 it follows that i⟨κ|H_I (η)|A⟩ ~C_A(η) ∝ λ while [ − iH_{ct}(η) + ż_0(η) ] ~C_κ(η) ∝ λ^3.

– 34 –

Therefore the latter terms in eq.(B.3) are perturbatively small, so that to leading order eq.(B.3) becomes: ˙~C_κ(η) = −i⟨κ|H_I (η)|A⟩ ~C_A(η) . (B.5) However, in (B.4) both terms are of the same order and thus we must keep both of them for consistency. Following the steps presented in the previous sections (after neglecting the first term in the right hand side of (B.3)), implementing the Markovian approximation, we finally obtain the equation for the single particle amplitude:

˙~C_{1⃗p} (η) + [iH_{ct}(η) + ż_0(η) + W_{0,0}] ~C_{1⃗p} (η) + W_{0,1} ~C_{1⃗p} (η) = 0, (B.6)

where W_{0,0} is the vacuum contribution and W_{0,1} is the single particle contribution eq.(4.43). It is clear that the vacuum contribution is now canceled since

H_{ct}(η) = −Im[W_{0,0}], ż_0(η) = −Re[W_{0,0}] . (B.7)

The solution of eq.(B.6) with eq.(B.7) is given by eq.(4.47). It should be clear that the same procedure cancels the vacuum contribution in the equation of motion for the renormalized amplitudes for all excited states.

References

[1] A. M. Polyakov, Sov. Phys. Usp. 25 , 187 (1982) [Usp. Fiz. Nauk 136, 538 (1982)]. [2] N. P. Myhrvold, Phys. Lett. B 132, (308) (1983); Phys. Rev. D 28, 2439 (1983). [3] L. H. Ford, Phys. Rev. D 31, 710 (1985) 710.

[4] , A. D. Dolgov, M. B. Einhorn, V. I. Zakharov, Phys. Rev. D52, 717 (1995); Acta Phys.Polon.

B26 , 65 (1995); A. Dolgov, D. N. Pelliccia, Nucl. Phys. B734, 208 (2006). [5] I. Antoniadis, P. O. Mazur, E. Mottola, NewJ.Phys.9, 11 (2007); E. Mottola, R. Vaulin, Phys. Rev. D74 , 064004 (2006); M. Giannotti, E. Mottola, Phys. Rev.D79,045014 (2009); E. Mottola, arXiv:1008.5006; arXiv:1006.3567.

[6] I. Antoniadis, J. Iliopoulos and T. N. Tomaras, Phys. Rev. Lett. 56, 1319 (1986); I. Antoniadis and E. Mottola, J. Math. Phys. 32, 1037 (1991).

[7] L. R. W. Abramo, R. H. Brandenberger and V. F. Mukhanov, Phys. Rev. D 56, 3248 (1997);

V. F. Mukhanov, L. R. W. Abramo and R. H. Brandenberger, Phys. Rev. Lett. 78, 1624 (1997); L. R. W. Abramo and R. P. Woodard, Phys. Rev. D 60, 044010 (1999); L. R. Abramo and R. P. Woodard, Phys. Rev. D 65, 063515 (2002); G. Geshnizjani and R. Brandenberger, JCAP 0504, 006 (2005); R. H. Brandenberger, arXiv:hep-th/0210165.

[8] S. P. Miao, N. C. Tsamis, R. P. Woodard, arXiv:1002.4037; R. P. Woodard, arXiv:astro-ph/0310757; T. M. Janssen, S. P. Miao, T. Prokopec, R. P. Woodard, Class.Quant.Grav.25, 245013 (2008); N. C. Tsamis and R. P. Woodard, Phys. Lett. B 301, 351 (1993) 351; N. C. Tsamis and R. P. Woodard, Annals Phys. 238,1 (1995); N. C. Tsamis and R. P. Woodard, Phys. Rev. D 78, 028501 (2008).

– 35 –

[9] A. M. Polyakov, Nucl. Phys.B797,199 (2008); Nucl. Phys.B834,316 (2010); D. Krotov, A. M.

Polyakov, arXiv:1012.2107.

[10] D. Boyanovsky, R. Holman, S. Prem Kumar, Phys. Rev. D56, 1958 (1997). [11] D. Boyanovsky, H. J. de Vega, Phys. Rev. D70, 063508 (2004); D. Boyanovsky, H. J. de Vega, N. G. Sanchez, Phys. Rev.D71 023509 (2005); Nucl. Phys. B747, 25 (2006).

[12] J. Bros, H. Epstein, M. Gaudin, U. Moschella and V. Pasquier, Commun. Math. Phys. 295, 261 (2010); J. Bros, H. Epstein and U. Moschella, arXiv:0812.3513; J. Bros, H. Epstein and U. Moschella, JCAP 0802, 003 (2008).

[13] E. T. Akhmedov, A. Roura, A. Sadofyev, Phys. Rev.D82, 044035 (2010); E. T. Akhmedov, P.

V. Buividovich, Phys. Rev.D78, 104005 (2008); E. T. Akhmedov, Mod.Phys.Lett.A25,2815 (2010); E. T. Akhmedov, P. V. Buividovich, D. A. Singleton, arXiv:0905.2742;

[14] A. Higuchi, Class.Quant.Grav.26:072001,(2009), arXiv:0809.1255 [gr-qc] [15] E. Alvarez and R. Vidal, JHEP 0910, 045 (2009), arXiv:1004.4867. [16] Edward Witten, “Quantum Gravity in de Sitter Space”, arXiv:hep-th/0106109 (2001). [17] C.P. Burgess, R. Holman, L. Leblond, S. Shandera JCAP 1003, 033 (2010), arXiv:1005.3551. [18] D. Boyanovsky, H. J. de Vega, Annals Phys. 307, 335 (2003); D. Boyanovsky, H. J. de Vega, S.-Y. Wang, Phys. Rev. D67, 065022 (2003); D. Boyanovsky, H. J. de Vega, D.-S. Lee, S.-Y. Wang, H.-L. Yu, Phys. Rev. D65, 045014 (2002).

[19] S. B. Giddings, M. S. Sloth, JCAP 1101, 023 (2011). [20] D. Seery, Class. Quantum Grav. 27, 124005 (2010). [21] W. Xue, K. Dasgupta, R. Brandenberger, arXiv:1103.0285. [22] V. Weisskopf, E. Wigner, Z. Phys. 63, 54 (1930).

[23] M. O. Scully, M. S. Zubairy, Quantum Optics, (Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, U.K.

(1997)); M. Sargent III, M. Scully, W. E. Lamb, Laser Physics (Addison-Wesley, Reading MA 1974); W. Louisell, Quantum Statistical Properties of Radiation, (Wiley, N.Y. 1974).

[24] M. Gell-Mann, F. Low, Phys. Rev. 84, 350 (1951); A. L. Fetter, J. D. Walecka. Quantum Theory of Many Particle Systems (McGraw-Hill Book Co. N.Y. 1971); S. S. Schweber, An introduction to Relativistic Quantum Field Theory, (Row, Peterson and Co, Elmsford, N.Y. 1961).

[25] D. Marolf, I. A. Morrison, arXiv:1010.5327; Phys. Rev.D82, 105032 (2010); S. Hollands, arXiv:1010.5367; A. Higuchi, arXiv:1012.3415.

– 36 –