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The background-field method is adopted for studying the dynamics of coherent states within an
interacting scalar field theory. Focusing on a coherent state that corresponds to the homogeneous
condensate, the quantum depletion of the expectation value of the field operator is demonstrated to be due
to the annihilation of the condensate constituents into relativistic quanta. Moreover, due to the fact that the
initial field acceleration and energy for the nonsqueezed coherent states are determined in terms of a bare
coupling constant, instead of the renormalized one, the appearance of perturbative singularities is shown to
be inevitable. In other words, consistency of these states requires the finiteness of the bare coupling

constant, through the resummation.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Coherent states, parametrized by macroscopic continu-
ous parameters, are generally deemed to be the adequate
quantum counterparts to classical configurations [1,2]; see
also [3,4]. For clarity, let us kick start the discussion by
explicitly constructing the coherent state for the scalar field
theory which will be the focus of the present work:

IC) = o0/ [xldalix)-m@d) 10y (1.1
The expectation value of the canonical field and its
conjugate momentum, at the moment of construction of
the state and in the absence of the tadpoles in the vacuum of
the theory |Q2), can be readily obtained from canonical
commutation relations:

(ClPIC)(t = 0) = ().

(CI[C)(1 = 0) = 7ai(x).

(1.2)

(1.3)

Therefore, as long as the functions ¢ (x) and 7z, (x) are
finite in the A7 — O limit, the state (1.1) corresponds
to a quantum description of the classical configuration.
Equivalently, one could parametrize the coherent state
by the average occupation number N, at a momentum
level k.

Published by the American Physical Society under the terms of
the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International license.
Further distribution of this work must maintain attribution to
the author(s) and the published article’s title, journal citation,
and DOI. Funded by SCOAP’.

2470-0010/2022/105(4)/045003(15)

045003-1

Conventional methods for tackling the question of quan-
tum corrections to the classical dynamics consist of quantiz-
ing fluctuations around the fixed classical background
followed by the assessment of the semiclassical backreaction
on the background; cf. Ref. [5] for the overview of different
methods. In this work, we will discuss the advantage of
constructing the state explicitly in its entirety, which gives a
unique perspective on the so-called “initial-time singularity,”
encountered in the literature within semiclassical methods
for certain initial conditions for quantum fluctuations [6—10],
in the context of coherent states.

This work has been motivated by a quantum corpu-
scular approach to classical backgrounds developed in
Refs. [11-16], where the coherent state description of
dynamical systems was shown to give rise to novel
quantum effects. These were demonstrated to lead to a
complete departure from the classical dynamics in some
cases and to be of utmost importance for systems such as
black holes, de Sitter, and cosmic inflation. The discussion
for inflation has been revisited in Ref. [17], and the
potential ramifications for the beginning of inflation were
discussed in Ref. [18]. The question of quantum depletion
of the axion condensate has been investigated in Ref. [19].
In Refs. [20,21], quantum dynamics of condensates with a
conserved charge was analyzed within the two-particle-
irreducible formalism (cf. Ref. [22]) in the context of
(1 + 1)-dimensional self-interacting scalar field theory, and
conclusions analogous to Refs. [16,19] were drawn. The
explicit dynamics of coherent states of the form (1.1) were
studied in Ref. [23] up to a certain order. The dynamics of
coherent states as a quantum counterpart to classical
dynamics was analyzed within quantum mechanical setting
in Ref. [24].
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We extend the work done in Ref. [23] in analyzing
the dynamics of Eq. (1.1) to higher orders. Moreover, by
adopting the well-known background-field method for
coherent states, we avoid spurious contributions to the
dynamics that were encountered in Ref. [23]. Our goal, in
this article, is to capture the results of the S-matrix analysis
of Ref. [16] within our direct computation of the real-time
dynamics of coherent states. Following Ref. [16], in a
weakly interacting theory, the homogeneously oscillating
background with frequency @ corresponds to a quantum
state with large occupation number N of quanta with
the same frequency. Although the classical description is
expected to hold for a large period of time for such
configurations, the scattering among quantum constituents
could lead to the gradual breakdown of the semiclassical
approximation. The timescale after which the quantum
dynamics is expected to deviate from its classical counter-
part significantly was coined as quantum break time [16]
and was found to be given by1

1

t4p NV’ (1.4)
where 1 is a dimensionless coupling constant and a, f > 1
are determined by the scattering channel dominating the
depletion. We will show that for a massive scalar field with
quartic self-interaction the depletion of the one-point
expectation value of the field in a coherent state (1.1),
with ¢ (x) = const and 7(x) = 0, is dominated by 4 — 2
annihilation of the constituents for AN < 1, which is the
lowest-order kinematically allowed depletion channel for
the theory at hand. The corresponding timescale is given by
Eq. (1.4) with @ = 1 and f = 3, reproducing the S-matrix
result of Ref. [19].

The article is organized as follows. In Sec. II, relevant
aspects of the background-field method are reviewed. In
Sec. 111, this technique is applied to coherent states and the
one-loop quantum dynamics of the expectation value of the
field is analyzed both analytically and numerically, in a
coherent state corresponding to the homogeneous conden-
sate. In Sec. IV, the depletion of the coherent state due to
particle production is discussed and the connection with the
S-matrix processes for the annihilation of the condensate

'For systems exhibiting semiclassical instability, the quantum
break time has been shown to scale as 7, ~ 7y 'log N in Ref. [14],
where y is the Lyapunov exponent of the associated instability;
see also Ref. [21] for the derivation within the two-particle-
irreducible formalism. Clearly, a system undergoing quantum
breaking is also necessarily scrambling information [14]. Black
holes, for example, are believed to be fast scramblers [25]; i.e.,
they thermalize in the above-mentioned logarithmically depen-
dent timescale (y~! ~ Ry, N =S, S being its entropy). This is due
to the excitation of their quasinormal modes (Lyapunov expo-
nents) under external perturbations. In this optic, the scrambling
time corresponds to the time needed by the black hole to adjust to
the received information.

constituents is made. In Sec. V, certain aspects of two-loop
corrections and their implications for the construction of
the coherent state are discussed. In Sec. VI, the appearance
and implications of the initial-time singularity in the
dynamics of coherent states are discussed. Section VII is
devoted to the summary and outlook.

II. BACKGROUND-FIELD METHOD

We begin by overviewing the background-field method
for studying quantum dynamics; see, e.g., Ref. [7]. This is
an important step necessary to compare standard results
found in the literature to what we will derive using a
coherent state description. In particular, even though the
two descriptions are in one-to-one correspondence and both
could describe exactly the quantum dynamics of a given
system, in the latter we have full control over the state of the
system itself.

In order to underline the differences between various
approximations we will refer to throughout the paper, we
begin from the discussion of the classical dynamics and
then progress toward the fully fledged quantum dynamics
described by the background-field method that is, in
principle, exact but requires an 7 expansion, for practical
purposes. For definiteness, we will focus on a massive
scalar field with quartic self-interaction with Lagrangian

A. Classical and semiclassical dynamics

The classical analog of Lagrangian (2.1) is easily
obtained by replacing the field operator g?ﬁ with a c-number
field ¢. The classical dynamics follows from the equation
of motion

(-O+m?)p + %fjﬁ =0. (2.2)

Being classical, this equation describes the dynamics in
A — 0 limit.

Now, in order to capture some of the quantum effects, it
suffices to go beyond the classical approximation by
quantizing fluctuations around the classical configura-
tion. This is done by quantizing the linear equations for
fluctuations:

A
(—D +m? + §<I>§l>¢/ =0, (2.3)

where @ is the solution of classical equations (2.2) and the
fluctuation operator has been defined by means of the

following decomposition of the field operator q?ﬁ =®, +y.
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Although this approximation corresponds to keeping
7 < 1 but finite, by ignoring quantum backreaction on the

background, it assumes @, > /().
The important, usually overlooked, point stressed in a

series of papers [11-16] is that the results obtained in this
way are exact only in @, — oo limit. Consequently, one
should be extremely cautious when attributing a physical
meaning to the semiclassical backreaction from quantum
fluctuations on the background itself.

B. Full-quantum dynamics

The background-field method adopted in Ref. [7] for
computing the quantum corrections to the classical dynam-
ics consists of analyzing the coupled system of equations
of the one-point expectation value in a quantum state and
the equation for the correlation functions for fluctuations,
with the latter quantized as the deviation from the one-
point function. The starting point for the derivation is
Heisenberg’s operator equation

(=0 + m?)¢ + %&3 = 0. (2.4)

For the system in a quantum state |¥), one performs the
following decomposition of the Heisenberg picture oper-
ator:

A

d=0+y, with ©=(¥P¥). (2.5)

Notice that (Pjy|¥) = 0 by definition. As a result, the
expectation value of Eq. (2.4) reduces to

(—D +m? % (Pl (x. t)|‘P>><I>(x, f)

A A
+ 20 ) + 4 (PR () ®) = 0,

3! 3! (26)

The substitution of the above decomposition into Eq. (2.4)
and subtracting Eq. (2.6) from it yields

<—D +m? + gtbz(x, t))zi/(x, )

Dx, 1) (7 (x. 1) = (P2 (x. 1))

[NSNEY

+

| >~

+ 5 (3 (x. 1) = (P (x.1)|¥)) = 0. (2.7)

w

The latter equation can be straightforwardly converted into
the set of equations for n-point correlation functions if one
multiplies it by the corresponding number of operators and
evaluates everything over |¥). For example, the two-point
function satisfies

(-0 4 4+ 5020) ) Ol . ) 1)

2
o (¥ )R (X 1))
4 (0 (. ) ) =0, (2:8)

We would like to stress that Eqs. (2.6)—(2.8) are exact
and, if solved consistently, would provide a consistent
evolution of the one-point as well as higher-order corre-
lation functions. This is a direct consequence of the fact that
the decomposition (2.5) is exact, differently from the one
adopted in the semiclassical approximation. Obviously,
one needs to perform some kind of perturbative expansion
in order to proceed, the most natural one being the 7
expansion, i.e., a loop expansion.

Up to this point, the discussion has been very general;
we have not even specified the quantum state. The
analysis simplifies if the state in question has a macro-
scopic one-point function, i.e., lim,_o® # 0. In this
case, if one is interested in leading-order 7 corrections
to the evolution of @, it suffices to solve Eq. (2.6)
without the last term. For this task, one would need
to solve the two-point function equation (2.8) at tree
level, that is, without the last two terms. Even at this
level, the actual procedure is nontrivial, as the solution
is a complicated function of the classical coupling A.
However, it can be solved numerically for homogeneous
®(¢) (with suitable initial conditions) to a desirable
order in coupling, as was done in Ref. [7]. More
generally, if we would like to know the evolution of
higher-order correlators, we need to know initial con-
ditions for all of them. The specification of state |¥)
corresponds precisely to this: the notion of the initial
conditions. We will see below how all this comes about
within the coherent state description of the system.

Let us conclude this section by pointing out that, when
one tackles the question of quantum evolution of a classical
field configuration of interest, it is usually attempted to
guess the initial conditions for the correlators. This is
equivalent to writing down the quantum state of the system
based on a one-point expectation value, which could lead to
misleading conclusions. It goes without saying that this
comment applies only to the case when the only input for
the quantum computation is taken to be the classical
properties of the system. There are cases when relevant
initial conditions are known for mode functions (i.e., for the
correlation functions) as well. The examples are the
systems initially prepared in thermal equilibrium with an
external medium; for instance, if one is interested in the
quantum evolution of a Bose-Einstein condensate which
was brought to zero temperature at some initial time, then
the initial state can be justifiably taken to be the vacuum of
the Bogoliubov modes.
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III. COHERENT STATE DESCRIPTION

The background-field method outlined in the previous
section, as powerful as it can be, requires an input in the
form of initial conditions for all the correlation functions in
order to find the evolution of the system fully. Moreover,
the choice of these conditions corresponding to a consistent
quantum state may be challenging. Not to mention that it
may be impractical for calculating certain quantum infor-
mation, i.e., the quantum entanglement generated as a result
of the evolution. These, in general, would require the
computation of high-order correlators or, alternatively, the
evolution of the state itself. The importance of under-
standing the latter has been underlined for various systems
in Refs. [11-16].

Therefore, it is important to take a step back and discuss
the procedure for constructing a state itself. The systems
possessing an approximate classical description are proven
to be adequately described in terms of coherent states.
Following Ref. [23], we construct the coherent state at
initial time ¢ = 0 out of the vacuum state of the interacting
quantum field theory at hand and the canonical degrees of
freedom as

IC) = o' [ EX(PaWrW-1a@P00) oy (3.1)

with |Q) denoting the Hamiltonian eigenstate with the
lowest possible energy eigenvalue, (g?), #) satisfying canoni-
cal commutation relations, and (¢, ) being c-number
functions. The convenient property of this state is that it has
unit norm and satisfies the following to all orders in A at the
initial moment of time ¢ = O:

(CIPIC) (1 = 0) = pa(x). (3.2)

(CI[C)(1 = 0) = 7ai(x). (3.3)

These relations determine the initial conditions for the one-
point expectation values. Since the state has been formu-
lated in its entirety, we can fish out the initial conditions for
other correlators as well. For instance, we have the
following for the two-point functions:

(Cl(x.0)(5,0)|C) = per(x)par (v) + (B (x,0)(.0) ).
(3.4)

(Cla(x,0)2(y,0)[C) = m (x) 7 (y) + (|7 (x,0)7(y, 0)[|Q).
(3.5)

In other words, if we were to define the fluctuation operator
as r = ¢ — (C||C), similar to the previous section, we
would find its initial two-point function to be given by the
vacuum correlator.

Instead of solving the coupled system of equations
outlined in the previous section as a consistent implemen-
tation of the background-field method, we stick with the
explicit representation of the quantum contribution to the
equation of the one-point function in terms of the coherent
state. We begin from Eq. (2.6) and take into account that the
last term starts to contribute only at 7% order (i.e., at two
loops). We further rewrite the third term in parentheses in
terms of the undecomposed operator

(=04 m>)®(x, 1) + 1(133()6, )

3!
L0 N[ (x.IC) ~ (Il ICP)
+ O(R?) =0, (3.6)

with ®(x, ) = (C|¢(x,1)|C) as before. Here, we have
borrowed a trick from the background-field method in
order to drop the manifestly two-loop order contribution.
The second term in square brackets is obviously ®2;
however, we keep it in the given form to underline that
we will be evaluating the bracketed expression explicitly up
to a desired order in coupling constant. We would like to
stress that the only approximation made at this level is the
loop expansion, and Eq. (3.6) is exact at O(h). It is
important to keep in mind that when evaluating the
bracketed term we will encounter higher loop contributions
that would need to be dropped for consistency of the
computation.

Throughout this work, we will be focusing on the
idealized coherent state with ¢ (x) = ¢pg = const and
74(x) = 0. The direct consequence of this homogeneity
and the translation invariance of the Hamiltonian is the
homogeneity of the one-point expectation values, which
will serve as a simplifying factor; e.g., ®(¢) = (C|p|C)
remains homogeneous at all times for homogeneous
coherent states.

The direct evaluation of the one-point expectation value
®(r) involves two types of contributions: one-particle
irreducible (1PI) and reducible ones. The first are encoded
in the diagrams in Fig. 1, while the latter may be understood
as an irreducible diagram where some wiggled lines are
replaced by propagators connecting irreducible subdia-
grams. One of the important points we would like to
emphasize is that the utilization of Eq. (3.6) resums the
reducible contributions into ®. This is a direct consequence
of the fact that the reducible contributions cancel within the
bracketed expression. Therefore, if one reads the wiggled
lines in Fig. 1 as ®(¢) up to a certain necessary order in
coupling [and not as the free solution @ (1) = ¢, cos(mt)],
reducible diagrams are automatically taken into account
and may be dropped in the calculation. This is carefully
shown in Appendix A, and we redirect the reader there for
more technical details on this point. Finally, it appears as if
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FIG. 1.

-C +_QM+>©< +>é<+>§§<+w5>

The irreducible diagrams that contribute to the one-point expectation value of ¢ (indicated on the lhs as the full circle), up to A*.

Here, the box stands for action variation 6S/8¢| ¢—a() and the wiggled lines correspond to ®(¢) insertions. The vertices are clockwise

time ordered. The second (third) term on the rhs is divergent and is responsible for mass (coupling) renormalization.

1PI terms could be resummed, too, into a loop of the
propagator with a shifted mass (although a time-dependent
one). The caveat impeding such a simplification will be
discussed at the end of this section.

Now, by direct evaluation of the expectation values up to
the order of 4*, Eq. (3.6) can be brought to the following
form:

-+ () + 4070 =5 00 [ anen)s )

3 ¢ !
—%(I)(t)/ dt1/ldtzcbz(tl)q)z(tz)Sz(t, ti.t)
0 0

»* t | 153
+§d>(t)/ dtl/ dtz/ dt; @ (1)) D% (1,)D?(13)
0 0 0

X 85(t, 11, 1y, 13), (3.7)
where
3
Sy (t.1) :/m&%)zsin(ZEp(t—tl)), (3.8)
3
Sy(t, 11, 1) = /(2”)(31(#)3(005 (2E (1) = 1))
P
—cos (2E,(t —11))), (3.9)
3
Salt.t1012.1) = [ s s (in (2o = 1)
P

—sin (2E,(t; — 13))
+ (sin (2E,(t = 11)) cos (2E, (1, — 13))).
(3.10)

The procedure to evaluate (C|¢|C) and (C|¢?*|C) is shown
in Appendix A. Here, we dropped the gradient due to the
homogeneity of the one-point function. We have also
performed the mass renormalization, removing one of
the manifest divergencies, by

A A
ml, = m? + 2 ().

5 (3.11)

The remaining divergence resides in the first term on
the right-hand side in Eq. (3.7), which can be taken care
of by the coupling renormalization in analogy with

Ref. [23]. Namely, the UV divergence can be isolated
by performing time integration by parts which can be
subsequently absorbed by the third term on the left-hand
side via coupling renormalization:

d*p
A, =A- 312/—.
P (271)3(2Ep)3

As one should have expected, the adopted renormaliza-
tion prescription is identical to its S-matrix counterpart.
However, once condition (3.12) is imposed in Eq. (3.7), a
time-dependent divergence is generated. This is known in
the literature as an “initial-time singularity” [9], because it
diverges only for ¢ = 0. Although it is singular at the level
of the equation of motion, it gives a regular contribution to
the one-point function upon integration. The issue of
initial-time singularities based on the choice of the initial
state is discussed in Sec. VI.

Notice that we can simply substitute the classical
counterpart of @ in terms appearing on the right-hand
side in Eq. (3.7), as they are manifestly quantum due to
loop integrals. Working at the level of the equation of
motion, rather than computing the one-point expectation
value, leads to a much more straightforward calculation:
Evaluating the difference in Eq. (3.6) requires studying the
one-point and two-point functions to a lower order in 4 than
the one required for a direct computation of the one-point
expectation value, as shown in Appendix A. In other words,
we trade an explicit calculation of the one-point function up
to A* with an analogous calculation of the one-point and
two-point functions up to A°. Therefore, one less time
integral is involved in the terms appearing in the equation of
motion as compared to the one-point expectation value.

The perturbative solution to Eq. (3.7) can be obtained
iteratively in 4, resulting in a generalization of the result of
Ref. [23] to include up to the order of A* corrections. The
result can be found in Appendix A, together with a
complementary and direct derivation. As is well known,
a blatant perturbative analysis leads to (spurious) secular
instabilities in nonlinear systems [22], and subtle hand-
ling is required to extract physical trends. This can be
achieved by mixing different orders in a way that removes
unphysical behavior. Namely, instead of approximating ®@’s
appearing in the interaction terms of Eq. (3.7) by its
perturbative counterpart evaluated to a minimal required
order, we will treat them fully as an unknown function and

(3.12)
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solve the equation for it numerically. The outcome of this
computation will be presented in the next section, followed
by a physical discussion.

We would like to conclude this section by touching
upon the fact that the structure of the diagrams in Fig. 1
resembles a geometric series that resums into a time-
dependent mass shift. For clarity, let us recall the one-loop
equation of motion for ®(7) in the compact form of the
previous section:

(0% + m?)0(1) + 3@ = =2 (Clp ()] C)Pa1),

(3.13)

Here, @ stands for the solution to classical equations of
motion. Notice that the right-hand side in Eq. (3.13) is
manifestly quantum and vanishes in the classical limit. Its
evaluation at one loop requires the knowledge of the tree-
level dynamics of y = (C|¢|C) — ®(r), which is readily
given by

(—D +m? + ngfl(t)) g, ) =0. (3.14)

Let us reiterate that we have assumed the homogeneity of
the one-point function, which is a direct consequence of the
translation invariance of the initial coherent state in ques-
tion and of the Hamiltonian. We solve Eq. (3.14) following
the standard procedure; see, e.g., Ref. [7]. One begins with
the mode decomposition

[ Ui(t) + al U ()],

[k
l//(x) _/(271.)3 /Za)2
(3.15)

with initial conditions U, (0) = 0 and U (0) = —ia}. The
choice of a)g is dictated by the quantum state of interest,
which sets initial conditions for correlation functions.
Namely, for unsqueezed coherent states (3.1), the initial

condition for two-point function (3.4) corresponds to a)g =

Vk? + m? at the tree level.

As a result of this decomposition, the relevant set of
equations governing the one-loop dynamics of @ takes the
following form:

(07 + m*)D(1) + %dﬁ(t)

p ek 1 ,
5940 [ G gagUAOR. (316

(0? + w})Ui(t) = 0, (3.17)

with w; = \/k> + m? + 4/2®(1)?. It is rather straightfor-
ward to show how the terms in Eq. (3.7) are recovered from

Eq. (3.16). Indeed, it is sufficient to expand Eq. (3.17)
perturbatively with respect to the coupling constant. Such a
formulation makes the diagrammatic structure of Fig. 1
transparent. Furthermore, in this form, the one-loop dynam-
ics of the one-point function can be obtained numerically
without even resorting to the expansion in A, which is
precisely what was done in Ref. [26].

A. Analysis

In this subsection, Eq. (3.7) is evaluated numerically. Let
us stress that the one-loop dynamics encoded by the system
of Egs. (3.16) and (3.17) has already been simulated in
Ref. [26] for 2/(82%) = 0.1 and an initial value of the field
(in mass units) of ®(0) = 5. Even though this choice of
parameters is still within the validity of the one-loop
expansion, in the aforementioned numerical analysis, an
initial strong damping takes place as the field, within five
oscillations, is halved in amplitude. In fact, we also checked
that, for their choice of initial conditions, the system is
within a parametrically resonating instability band.
Therefore, the exponentially fast growing modes lead to
an initial strong damping of the mean field dynamics, after
which the system starts depleting according to the well-
known scaling +~'/3 [27].

Since we would like to verify whether the perturbatively
expanded Eq. (3.7) and the full one-loop dynamics of
Eq. (3.16) have a similar leading behavior (at least for small
time), we focus on a region away from the parametrically
unstable modes, with collective coupling A®?(0) close to
unity.> We therefore focus on the case ®(0) =5 and
A =0.1. Moreover, being on the lattice, we simulate all
the equations of motion in terms of unrenormalized
quantities, as a natural renormalization prescription is given
by the lattice finiteness. The UV and IR cutoffs were chosen
so that the former (latter) is much higher (lower) than the
physical frequencies of the system. Numerical simulation
of Eq. (3.7) is shown in Fig. 2. As can be seen, no
qualitative deviations are seen between the classical non-
linear dynamics and the perturbed quantum one up to O(4%)
(small deviations are not visible due to the plot resolution).
The situation is dramatically different at the order of 1%,
which is precisely the order at which 4 — 2 (four con-
stituent quanta into two fluctuations; cf. Fig. 3) annihilation
channel opens up. The mean field dissipates as r~'/3 as seen
in Fig. 2. Such a scaling is well known given the full

The coupling chosen by Ref. [26] invalidates the perturbative
A expansion in Eq. (3.7).

Each higher 4 order in Eq. (3.7) involves a new time
integration, therefore undermining both the speed of the simu-
lation as well as its rate of convergence. To obviate the problem
we evaluated the integrals of (3.7) via Monte Carlo with Sobol
quasirandom sequences. Indeed, more advanced algorithms such
as VEGAS [28] could easily improve the convergence of the
simulation, but for our current purpose, and result, the above-
mentioned method proved sufficient.
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FIG. 2. Simulations of Eq. (3.7) including different O(1) terms. The green line corresponds to the classical solution of the equation of
motion while the black line to the one-point function up to 43 and # corrections. No qualitative deviations are seen between those two
lines. A completely different behavior is obtained including the A* terms in the one-point function (red line). At this order, the 4 — 2

annihilation channel of constituent quanta opens up and the condensate starts depleting. The blue line represents the scaling ¢~

173 usually

obtained in the literature from the loop analysis: As we may see, this matches the scaling of depletion obtained from the A* perturbative

analysis.

one-loop equation (3.16) [27]. Interestingly, we showed here
that it is recovered by simply including terms of high enough
order in coupling 4. Indeed, we verified that the dynamics
obtained perturbatively in coupling and the one obtained
from the full one-loop analysis overlap for the timescale
shown in Fig. 2.4 By no means is the overlap between two
expansions trivial. In fact, for the parameters at hand, one
should have naively expected the significance of semi-
classical nonlinear corrections not accounted for by our
O(2*, h) computation. However, it seems that higher-order
channels describing the annihilation of more than four
constituents are dynamically negligible. Such contributions
are, in fact, accounted for within full one-loop treatment.

IV. QUANTUM DEPLETION

In this section, we would like to analogize the semi-
classical dynamics of the coherent state, laid out above, to
the S-matrix description of quantum depletion of classical
systems [11-16,19]. The coherent state we have focused on
corresponds to the homogeneous initial field displacement

“For longer timescales, the memory integrals appearing in
Eq. (3.7) are no longer numerically reliable, and, therefore, no
statement can be made regarding the late time behavior. After a
certain time, new diagrams become relevant for the dynamics
(e.g., the ones responsible for rescattering of excitations and
thermalization [22]).

¢o. Classically, such a field configuration would result in
anharmonic oscillations, with characteristic frequency
depending on ¢y. For small amplitudes, i.e., A < m?,
the classical oscillation takes place with frequency m and
nonlinearities play an insignificant role in the dynamics for
an extended period of time. However, the small correction
to the oscillation frequency S ~ Ag3/m leads to the
cumulative offset of the phase relative to the noninteracting
case, which becomes significant over the classical time-
scale fy ~dw~'. When necessary, one can correct this
offset by shifting the phase of the free solution, extending
the consistency for another 7.. Moreover, due to periodic-
ity, the departure in question is obviously a transient effect.
For large amplitudes, on the other hand, the characteristic
frequency becomes of the order of v/A¢. In the latter case,
the S-matrix analysis is complicated by the fact that the
coherent state at hand cannot be viewed as a condensate of
on-shell particles; instead, one should revisit the notion of
particle and consider them to be significantly off shell with
effective mass set by the characteristic classical frequency.
In the former case, on the other hand, one can proceed to
analyze the quantum dynamics as the S-matrix process for
the condensate of on-shell particles, due to the fact that [16]

}lin%d)(t) = (C||C)(r) =~ ¢y cos(mt), for ApE < m?

(4.1)
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|N) [N — 4, kq, k2)

FIG. 3. Here, the tree-level Feynman diagram associated to the
4 — 2 channel is represented. This is the main S-matrix process
that leads to the depletion of the condensate. For large N, the final
state is well approximated by its label (neglecting entanglement).

(keeping in mind the above-mentioned cumulative phase
shift).

Notice that, since we have been working with infinite
homogeneity, the regulating volume must be taken to be
larger than any other length scale in the problem. Therefore,
we are dealing with a state of a macroscopic number of
particles, populated by zero-momentum particles with
number density n ~mg3. Denoting the total particle
number by N, one can study the S matrix with a coherent
in-state |N) which has N particles on average.

Obviously, there are various quantum channels for the
evolution of the system. The most evident ones are the
particle number changing processes that lead to the gradual
depletion of the condensate, due to the absence of the
symmetry protecting against it. Within the theory at hand,
the simplest process that leads to the deterioration of the
condensate corresponds to 4 — 2 annihilation of the
constituents and is depicted in Fig. 3. The rate of depletion
through this channel in unit volume is given by [16]

r 4
r. <113> e,
\% m

which is a leading-order estimate in the limit of large
occupation number. The quantity appearing in parentheses
is the collective coupling, determined as the multiple of the
quantum coupling and the occupation number within the
volume of the order of m™3. It is intrinsically a classical
quantity that sets the strength of classical nonlinearities.
In other words, it would be independent of 7 if we were to
reintroduce it explicitly [16]. Using Eq. (4.2), one can
readily obtain the timescale after which an order one
fraction of the condensate is expected to be depleted
[16] (purely through 4 — 2):

3
2 ~/1</1%> m.

This is precisely the effect captured by the gradual decline
in the amplitude of oscillation for the one-point function,
depicted in Fig. 2. To convince oneself in this equivalence,

(4.2)

(4.3)

it suffices to notice that the A* term of Eq. (3.7), which is
responsible for the decay, contains the required number of
¢o’s for reproducing Eq. (4.2).

Let us reiterate that the semiclassical approximation
adopted throughout this work thus far is reliable as long
as the depletion is negligible, i.e., for 1 < t4,. The extra-
polation of the dynamics beyond this timescale requires
inclusion of higher-order loop effects. As long as we are
dealing with leading-order quantum corrections to the
dynamics, our analysis demonstrates that the elementary
S-matrix process responsible for the decline of the one-
point function is the 4 — 2 annihilation. As far as the
evolution of the state is concerned, on the other hand, one
might expect that 2 — 2 rescattering of constituents might
also lead to the nontrivial dynamics [16]. There, it was
argued that, even though such a channel is kinematically
prohibited for on-shell particles, it may still proceed due to
inevitable off-shellness of interacting degrees of freedom.
What we have demonstrated in this work is that this effect

does not show up in the dynamics of (C|¢|C).

There are, obviously, multiparticle annihilation proc-
esses contributing to the depletion as well; e.g., one could
have SN > 4 particles out of total N annihilating into few
quanta. It is straightforward to show that the rate of such
processes involves higher powers of [in/m?] compared to
Eq. (4.2). Consequently, even though for small collective
couplings the main contributor to the depletion is naturally
expected to be the 4 — 2 process, for order one collective
couplings (and greater) one might naively expect other
multiparticle channels to become equally efficient if not
dominant. However, as is demonstrated by our numerical
analysis from the previous section, which was carried out
for [An/m?] ~ 1, the full one-loop dynamics is successfully
captured by Eq. (3.7), which terminates at A* order and,
thus, can account only for the 4 — 2 channel. It was
pointed out to us by Dvali and Eisemann that there is an
S-matrix argument behind this suppression of multiparticle
channels [29,30].

V. BEYOND ONE LOOP

An important point we would like to discuss further
concerns the choice of the vacuum, around which the
coherent state is constructed. The observation was made in
Ref. [23] that, for the purposes of one-loop computation
and to A2 order in semiclassical nonlinearities [i.e., to
O(h, 2?)], the vacuum could have been taken to be of the
free theory without altering results. In other words, the
results were insensitive to the replacement Q) — |0) in
Eq. (3.1). Although it is expected to be legitimate for
asymptotic coherent states, the equivalence was counter-
intuitive for a physical coherent state constructed at a finite
time and was believed to be an artifact of the analyzed
perturbative order.

In this work, we have extended the analysis to
include higher-order semiclassical nonlinearities and found
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|Q) — |0) to be inconsequential at one loop. We have
further compared the two cases including the leading
two-loop corrections that are O(A2,2%). As a result of
the tedious but straightforward computation, we found the
results to be identical as long as the construction around the
free vacuum is handled in analogy with asymptotic states of
the S-matrix formalism. Namely, the one-point function

(Colp|Co)(t) for

ICy) = e—ifd‘)f((/lcl(x #(x) = (x |Oph> (5.1)

matches the outcome for Eq. (3.1), with [0,,) being the
vacuum of the free Hamiltonian albeit with renormalized
mass. The two-loop mass renormalization that renders the
results finite for Eq. (3.1) as well as Eq. (5.1) is given by

;)@

dpdiq 1
(8E,EE, ) (E, +E, +E, )
(5.2)

PR &p
2 02 -~ IR S
Men = 1 +<2 2/(2;:) 3(2E,)?

+§/@m6

It is straightforward to see that this expression represent a
standard subtraction (cf. Ref. [31]).

Similar to what happens for coupling renormalization at
one loop, the two-loop mass renormalization leaves a
residual term which, at the level of the equation of motion,
is divergent for ¢ =0, although the solution for the
one-point expectation value remains finite. The issues
concerning the initial-time singularity are discussed in
the following section.

VI. INITIAL-TIME SINGULARITY

The appearance of initial-time singularities is usually
perceived as a pathology of initial conditions for the
fluctuation field. In the literature, these types of singular-
ities have been attributed to the absence of the appropriate
counterterms at the initial-time boundary and which can be
introduced by the adjustment of the state [9,10]. As long as
we do not think of the state of the system in its entirety, this
indeed seems to be a perfectly reasonable guiding principle
for choosing initial vacua for which no singularities are
encountered at any order in perturbation theory. It was
demonstrated in Ref. [23] that this requirement would
indicate the inconsistency of unsqueezed coherent states
(3.1) within interacting quantum field theories, unless
another resolution of this puzzling behavior is found. In
this work, we would like to take a stance aligned with
Ref. [23] and discuss what could possibly provide such an
alternative outcome. Namely, considering the elegance of
the construction of these states and the success in capturing
expected aspects of the dynamics, we would like to
entertain the idea that the initial-time singularity is simply

an artifact of the perturbative expansion. The obvious
motivation for such reasoning is to avoid the premature
dismissal of coherent states as members of the physical
Hilbert space. This section is devoted to outlining the
essential properties of this initial-time singularity.

As shown in Ref. [23], the one-point function in the
coherent state has the following undesirable one-loop
behavior at the initial time:

lim®(¢) > 2¢°

2.1
lim 517 - In(mt).

(6.1)
Although by itself it has a well-defined # — O limit, its
second time derivative (i.e., field acceleration) has a
logarithmic divergence. We have extended the one-loop
analysis to higher orders in 1 and have established that
there are no additional one-loop contributions with similar
peculiar initial-time behavior. We have also computed the
leading-order two-loop contribution to this singularity. The
results can be conveniently summarized in the form of
the equation of motion for the one-point function:

/1 3
3'q>()+

2 ) dp
_ %hq)([)gbo / (2”)3(2Ep)3

2 " / d*pdiq
- K %0
3 (27)°(8E,E E,,)

+O(R2,23) =0,

(0F + mgn) (1) +

cos(2E 1)

cos[(E, + E, + E,,)1]
E,+E,+E

r+q

(6.2)

where the ellipsis stands for manifestly finite terms (includ-
ing at the initial time) and we have renormalized the
parameters where relevant. The last two terms are finite
everywhere except at t = 0, at which moment they diverge,
implying the divergence of 9?®(t = 0). An interesting
point, however, is that ®(¢) itself is regular everywhere
including ¢t = 0.

For further clarity, let us evaluate Eq. (6.2) at the initial
time (since finite quantum corrections depicted by the
ellipsis vanish)

2 3
@qu+%m+%%@—%%/@$éﬁ?
B d3pd3q
+a#J%:0

(6.3)

It is straightforward to notice that the last two terms are
undoing the coupling renormalization and the sunrise
contribution to the two-loop mass renormalization. This
implies, for instance, that if the bare coupling is truly
infinite, then the initial field acceleration is also infinite.
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Since we know for a fact that the bare coupling constant is
infinite at any given order in perturbation theory, the only
possibility for the coherent state in question to avoid
0?®(t = 0) = oo would be if the bare coupling comes
out finite after resumming all infinite contributions. A
similar argument should apply to some of the divergent
contributions to the mass as well.

Interestingly, evaluation of the expectation value of
Heisenberg’s equation, even for a generic coherent state
(3.1), directly at the initial time yields

(1= 0) = A + s + 2 (01710))

Z
+ ?4521 =0, (6.4)
keeping in mind that ¢ (x) is simply a configuration that
determines the coherent state and sets the initial one-point
function ®(z = 0) = ¢ Here, we have introduced the
wave-function normalization Z, as it is nontrivial at two
loops. It is straightforward to fish out all the counter-
terms the coherent state is missing at the initial time
from Eq. (6.4).

Taking into account the comment we have made above
about the initial-time singularities being absent from the ®
itself while present in its second time derivative, one could
wonder whether it poses a puzzle at all. Even if one were to
prefer its avoidance, one could simply start counting time
not from the moment when the state is (3.1) but its evolved
version by an infinitesimal time interval e:

|C) = eiHee™ [ OBl -m0d) 10y (65)
However, the important point we would like to make is
that if certain perturbative infinities are not resummed into
finite results, then the problem with Eq. (3.1) cannot
possibly be localized at the initial time. To elucidate the
shortcomings, let us go back to the Schrodinger picture for
a moment. As a result of the time evolution, the coherent
state (3.1) begins to lose coherence’ gradually. Moreover,
the resulting state should have a similar (not precisely the
same) lack of coherence as the state resulting from evolving
Eq. (3.1) backward in time. The latter, on the other hand,
should possess pathologies way before reaching ¢ =0,
since a well-defined state in renormalizable theory should
not be able to evolve into a pathological one. Because of
this, one might wonder if there is indeed a pathology that is
present in Eq. (3.1) at all times, irrespective of whether it is
rewinded forward or backward, that does not show up in the
late time dynamics of correlation functions. Indeed, the
expectation value of the Hamiltonian reduces to

>Here, we mean coherence in a physical sense that is connected
to the classicality of the state. It, of course, remains to be the
coherent state in terms of the general mathematical definition.

(ClIC) = [ @z |3+ 59007

Ly A2, on N\ o AZ
w3 (G @i )R] 6o

where we have rewritten 7. in terms of the initial field

velocity via 7,/Z = (C|p|C)(t = 0) = ¢ see Ref. [23]
for the derivation. Being a conserved quantity, the pathol-
ogies exhibited by Eq. (6.6) are possessed by Eq. (6.5) as
well. Hence, certain perturbative divergencies must resum
into finite results6; otherwise, one would have to accept that
the state (6.5) is not a member of the physical Hilbert space,
for any e. Examination of Egs. (6.4) and (6.6) lets us
conclude that the consistency of the coherent state (3.1)
requires the finiteness of 4, Z, and {m? + 1Z/2(Q|¢*|Q)}.
Notice that the latter contains only bubbly divergencies and
is missing some contributions that appear in a standard
perturbative mass renormalization; e.g., at two loops, it is
missing the sunrise contribution.

VII. OUTLOOK

We have analyzed certain dynamical aspects of coherent
states for a massive scalar field with quartic self-interaction.
It has been long known that, within the theory at hand, the
semiclassical backreaction from quantum fluctuations on
the background field itself leads to the gradual deteriora-
tion of the amplitude of anharmonic oscillations [26]. We
have reexamined the process within the coherent state
description of the homogeneous condensate and have
demonstrated that its depletion is due to annihilation of
constituents into relativistic quanta, by linking our findings
with the results of the S-matrix analysis of Refs. [16,19].
In particular, the effect has been established to be domi-
nated by the 4 — 2 channel at least for moderate collective
couplings. The background-field method has proven
extremely useful in capturing physical effects. It provides
a way of analyzing perturbative dynamics that avoids
spurious secular instabilities that come hand in hand
with a direct perturbative evaluation of correlation func-
tions [23].

The advantage of knowing a complete form of a quantum
state is in the possibility of evaluating any correlation
function to any given order in loop expansion. However,
certain questions require dynamics of only a limited
number of correlation functions. The lack of necessity of
the entire quantum state is one of the main virtues of this
approach; however, such a piecewise treatment of the state
may obscure certain important aspects. For instance, when
one is interested in the leading-order quantum corrections
to the dynamics of the field configuration, it suffices to

®We thank Otari Sakhelashvili for valuable discussions around
this point, through ongoing work on a related subject [32].
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isolate the dynamics of the one- and two-point functions,
yielding a one-loop corrected background field and the
tree-level dynamics of the two-point function, which, in
turn, is equivalent to finding the dynamics of the fluctua-
tions around the classical background. It has been long
known that certain initial conditions for the semiclassical
fluctuations lead to the perturbative backreaction on the
equation of the background field itself that is singular at
the initial time. Initial states exhibiting such behavior are
immediately dismissed within the common lore. Building
on the work of Ref. [23], we have demonstrated here that
the simplest coherent states constructed at a finite instance
of time out of well-defined ingredients possess such an
unpleasant singularity. Consequently, either these are
artifacts of the perturbation theory or the nonsqueezed
coherent states of the form (3.1) must be deemed unphys-
ical. Our computation illustrates the advantage of thinking
about the state of the system in its entirety as we are able to
derive certain quantities, such as the energy of the system
and the initial field acceleration, exactly. The correspond-
ing results are given in the closed form without invoking
loop expansion. For example, we have demonstrated that
the energy of the coherent state, that corresponds to the
localized field configuration, depends on the bare coupling
constant A and the field normalization constant Z. This
dependence is such that the finiteness of the energy requires
the finiteness of these constants. However, as is well known
from the analysis of the scattering amplitudes, e.g., the bare
coupling constant has infinite contributions at each pertur-
bative order. Unless these perturbative divergencies resum
to a finite value, the nonsqueezed coherent states consid-
ered in this work must be discarded as unphysical. On the
other hand, if such a resummation does take place, then it
would ameliorate the initial-time singularity for the field
acceleration, along with ensuring finiteness of the energy.
One may wonder what the depletion of the background
field, defined as the expectation value of the field in the
coherent state, implies about the classicality of the system.
The significant deviation from the coherence, as an
increasing number of energetic particles is being produced,
definitely indicates that its dynamics is no longer semi-
classical. The particle production can be treated as the
squeezing of the coherent state to some extent. However, it
becomes more nontrivial than that the moment significant
energy budget is outsourced from the one-point function to
higher-order correlators. We have analyzed the dynamics of
only one- and two-point functions, providing information
about the state merely at the Gaussian level. In order to
capture effects that go beyond the squeezing of the coherent
state, one should analyze higher-order correlators. The
|

0|U(T.0)e% ] X017 (0,101 (1, x)|U, (1.0)e™® [ €50y (0, ~1)|0)

impact of the corresponding dynamics on the one-point
function would be captured by incorporating higher-order
loop corrections. One may wonder if the state itself may
maintain classicality despite such a loss of coherence.
Indeed, if a coherent state were to evolve into, say, a
number eigenstate with most of the quanta on a level with
macroscopic occupancy, then the state itself would be
regarded as being close to classical, even though the
trajectory that led us there would have been fully quantum.
In other words, even if coherence is completely gone, it
does not necessarily mean that the state cannot have
classical features.

Let us conclude by pointing out that the considered
coherent states are parametrized by classical information,
i.e., by the initial field configuration ¢ (x) and 7z (x). In
reality, the state of a system depends on the formation
history and may include additional quantum imprints. An
example could be the squeezed coherent state, which has
the same initial one-point functions as the simplest states
considered here but has different initial conditions for two-
point functions. Obviously, such modifications would alter
the dynamics of not only the two-point correlation function
but the background field as well. In other words, the
depletion process we have discussed through particle
production would depend on the origin of the system to
some extent. These kind of considerations have been shown
to be of utmost importance for black holes [33-36].
Another important aspect that has been stressed upon in
a series of papers [11-15] concerns the nonthermal quan-
tum corrections to the black hole spectrum. The point is that
the quantum depletion of the background ® in Eq. (2.8)
affects the spectrum of fluctuations in a nontrivial way, not
to mention the contribution from the last two terms which
may affect the dynamics at the same order in 7 as the
background depletion. The rigorous application of this
point to gravitational systems is technically challenging and
will be attempted elsewhere.
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APPENDIX A: ONE-POINT FUNCTION UP TO 2*

We begin this Appendix by highlighting the steps needed
for evaluating the expectation value of a general operator
O[¢] over a coherent state |C), using the tools adopted in
Ref. [23]. In particular, the quantity (C|O[¢]|C) can be
converted into an out-of-time-ordered vacuum expectation
value in the interaction picture:

1"

(clo|c) = lim

(0|U,(T,-T)|0) . (Al
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The field operator &51(1‘, x) satisfies the usual ladder
expansion

A dEp 1 e

h.0) = [ Gl @ 4 8

(A2)

where 1, is a fiducial moment in time where the expansion

has been defined with p, = \/m? + p?. Moreover, since
all operators on the right-hand side in Eq. (A1) are in the
interaction picture, we introduce the following compact
notation:

~

&1(”) =¢,, it z;) = ¢y

It follows from the Baker-Campbell-Hausdorff identity
that the operators enclosed by the two exponentials
introduced by the presence of a coherent state reduce to

(A3)

ei¢0fd3x/ﬁ,(0,x/)0[¢x]e—i¢ofd3x”fr,(o,x”) — 0[®y(1) + .

(A4)

where @ (1) = ¢, cos mt is the classical solution to the free
equation of motion; see Ref. [23]. Therefore, the inner part
of Eq. (A1) may be calculated dropping the exponents and
shifting the fields of the inner operators by the solution of
the free equation of motion.

As an explicit example, we apply Eq. (Al) to cal-
culate the one-point function up to 4> corrections. The
generalization to other correlators is straightforward.
Concerning the theory at hand, operators U;(T,0) and
U,;(0,—T) that connect the noninteracting vacuum to the
true vacuum may be dropped, since they will not
contribute to the one-point function at one loop. This
simplifies Eq. (A5) to

(Clp|C) = (0] S X HON Y (0, 1), U, (1, 0)e 0 S FHON 0y 4 O(n2), (AS5)

In other words, at one loop, the interacting vacuum of the theory may be identified with its asymptotic vacuum. Now, we
expand the evolution operators in { U, (0, t)¢,U,(z,0)} up to the third order in A and apply the identity (A4) that removes the
exponentials and shifts all qfﬁ fields by ®(¢). Once the contractions are performed and the propagators are evaluated in
momentum space, the final expression for the one-loop contributions to <C\$\C> up to A is found. We redirect the reader to
Ref. [23] for a detailed evaluation of those steps we just described, up to A2. The generalization to A* corrections is
straightforward (even though more tedious).

The A and A% contributions are

sin(m(t — 1))

A 2 d? .
<C|¢|C>l+12 = (D% (t) + —/ P q)o(t1>q)(2)(t2) Slanp(tl - t2>T, (A6)

2 ) (2n)°(2E,)?
where <I>Z£(t) = @ (t) + D, (t) + D,(¢) is the classical solution to the equation of motion up to 12, with ®, () denoting

O(A") classical contributions, while the integral represents the first nontrivial quantum correction to the one-point function.
Even though it is manifestly divergent, that contribution can be made finite, imposing coupling renormalization.

Then we have 13 terms, with the classical part
2
413290
+ 24mt sin(mt)(12m*¢* + 88 cos(2mt) — 5 cos(4mt) — 25) — 48 cos(Smt) + cos(7mt)),

(ClplC)d = ((1080m2t* — 547) cos(mt) + (594 — 648m>1*) cos(3mt)

(A7)

which matches the 1> correction to the classical solution of the equation of motion for a scalar oscillator endowed by a
quartic potential, as expected. Finally, order # quantum contributions at A> order are

A3 d*p t f t sinm(t— 1)
eyl Y dr At @ (1, )D2 (1, ) D2 (12) —0 1/
2 / (27[)3(2Ep)3[) 1[) 2A 3P0 (11)®5(22) 5 (13)

X (cos(2E,(t, — 13)) — cos(2E,(t; — 13)))

22 dp

to Wltdh Arl dr, |:(q>1(t1)q)(2)(t2) +2®(t;)Dg(1,) D (1)) sin(2E , (t; — 1)

sinm(t; —t,)] sinm(t — ;)

A [t .
+§A Ay (1)@ (1) @F (£3) Sin(2E, (1, — 13)) p” p
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It is interesting to see that the third line may be combined with the 4> one-loop term of Eq. (A6), resulting in

/12

while the fourth line combines with all the classical terms
up to A% into

df1 2 (1)

sin(m(t—tl))‘ (A10)

3!

Here, @, and ®,. are the one-point expectation value
truncated at, respectively, the 1 and A% order.

Therefore, Eq. (A9) could have been obtained from the
A contribution replacing ®,(¢) with the full classical
solution to the equation of motion. This behavior is a
consequence of the fact that two classes of one-loop
quantum corrections arise from the perturbative expansion
(AS). The first class, the irreducible terms, are contribu-
tions that cannot be resummed with previous order terms.
For example, the irreducible A% term is given by the integral
in Eq. (A6), while for 43> we have the first two lines in
Eq. (A8). The second class of terms is given by reducible
contributions, which are terms which may be resummed
with the irreducible contributions appearing at the previous
orders, as shown for Egs. (A9) and (A10). It is straightfor-
ward to see that the solution of Eq. (3.16) up to 43 contains
both the reducible and irreducible 4* contributions we have
|

14

—28in2E, (1, — t4) + sin(2E, (1,

z@ﬂﬁ;/%/MQM®Wmm< ) S0,

— 12 + t3 — l4) + Sin(ZEp(t

sinm(t—t;)

(A9)

|
found in this section. In particular, Eq. (A10) is the part of
the solution of Eq. (3.16) sourced by the cubic term of the
equation of motion, while Eq. (A9) is sourced by the
classical nonlinearities of the background insertions in
the 4?> and one-loop term.

Finally, let us comment on A* terms. According to the
statement given above, we may obtain the reducible 1*
contributions by correcting the condensate insertions in
Eq. (A10) from ®,(t;) to ®,;3(¢;) [and in a similar way
in Eq. (A9)] and then expanding up to A* and 7. What we
are missing are the A* irreducible terms, which are
responsible for the depletion of the one-point function.
Diagrammatically, those contributions look like an on-shell
propagator entering a loop with four vertices. Therefore, we
may find them expanding Eq. (A5) up to A* and fishing out
contractions that look like

/14

57 o) PG (12) 5 (13) PG (12) (92, 42,82, 42) + - (A1)
If one collects those terms and expresses propagators in
momentum space, the A* irreducible contribution will
reduce to

ey [ [ [ [ w0 503 2sn26, 1

Lty =y 4 1)) S 1)

. (A12)

which matches the A* term obtained from solving the equation of motion (3.7).

APPENDIX B: TWO-LOOP MASS RENORMALIZATION

In Ref. [23], it was verified how the one-loop mass and coupling prescriptions commonly adopted in the S-matrix
formalism are the same ones regularizing the coherent state time evolution. In this Appendix, we check if this statement
holds at the two-loop order and, in particular, how the initial-time singularity arises at higher order in #. In order to verify
these two points, let us study again the equation of motion for the one-point function. However, because we are not limiting
our analysis only to one-loop contributions, the full equation of motion must be considered, namely,

(=0 + m?)®(x, 1) +

S P nle) =0 (B1)

After a straightforward calculation of (C|¢*(x, f)|C) up to O(4) and two-loop terms, Eq. (B1) reduces to

(D+mym0+l@o+i@wmo—iwwma/@g%%¢

t
—)2[)' df]q)z(tl)SiHZEp(t] —t)

5 [ o) sinl(E, + £+ Epup)e-n)) =0,

/1450 5 (97)? mtsmm——<I> )/

+£/ B pdiq
3 ) (2n)°(8E,E,E

P=q=ptq
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Using the result of the previous appendix, we replaced the free solution ®y(z) by the full solution @(z).

Again, solving the two-loop equation of motion gives the same result obtained perturbatively in Ref. [23]. The divergent
parts of the sixth term could be reabsorbed by imposing the one-loop coupling renormalization, since the first two-loop

contribution to the coupling enters at the order of 13.
Concerning the mass, the condition

gy =+ (g -5 / (27;)(32515,,)3) @i+

/12/ d*pdiq 1
3 ) (2n)°(8E,E,E,.,) (E,+E, +E,.,)

(B3)

absorbs all the divergences. Inverted this relation, the expression for the bare mass in terms of physical quantities readily

follows:

2_2_’1111&%h &p
2 2

e L

22 / d*pdiq 1 (B4)
3) (2n)°(8E,EE, ) (E, + E, +E,.,)

where all the E), factors have to be intended in terms of physical masses. It is straightforward to verify that these expressions
contain standard divergencies encountered in S-matrix computations (cf. Ref. [31]).
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