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Abstract

We propose a phenomenological model for the scatteringitfes on space-
time defects in a treatment that maintains Lorentz-invenrgéeon the average. The
local defects considered here cause a stochastic violafisnomentum conser-
vation. The scattering probability is parameterized in die@sity of defects and
the distribution of the momentum that a particle can obtdiemscattering on the
defect. We identify the most promising observable consece® and derive con-
straints from existing data.

1 Introduction

The phenomenology of quantum gravity proceeds by the dpredot of models that
parameterize properties which the, still unknown, thedrguantum gravity might have.
These phenomenological models are constructed for theoperpf being testable by
experiment and thereby guide the development of the themyong the best studied
phenomenological consequences of quantum gravity aratidok or deformations of
Lorentz-invariance, additional spatial dimensions, aacdotherence induced by quantum
fluctuations of space-time. Research in the area of quantawity phenomenology
today encompasses a large variety of models that have bdewee in [1/2] 3].

A possible observable consequence of quantum gravity #sasd far gotten little at-
tention is the existence of space-time defects. If the seglgnsmooth space-time that we
experience is not fundamental but merely emergent from aenlying, non-geometric
theory then we expect it to be imperfect — it should have defe@e will here study
which observational consequences can be expected fromspacke-time imperfections
of non-geometric origin.
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Space-time defects are localized both in space and in timehamefore, in contrast
to defects in condensed-matter systems, do not have watdliThere are two different
types of defects: Local defects and nonlocal defects. Laefcts respect the emergent
locality of the space-time manifold. A particle that enctaus a local defect will scatter
and change direction, but continue its world-line contumlg. Nonlocal defects on the
other hand do not respect the emergent locality of the spagemanifold. A particle
that encounters a nonlocal defect continues its path irespiane elsewhere, but with the
same momentum. The nonlocal defect causes a translatipadegime, while the local
defect causes a translation in momentum-space.

The present paper is the second part of a study of space-tifeetd and deals with
local defects. Nonlocal defects have been subject of thedad [4]. In principle a
space-time defect could cause both, a change of positiormamdentum. But before
making the situation more complicated by combining these éffects, we will first
study the two cases separately. In this paper, we developdelnfar the local type of
defects. Since Lorentz-invariance violation is the prdjpafost extensively studied area
of Planck-scale physics][5] 6], we will only consider theecagere Lorentz-invariance
is maintained on the average. A different model for locatspéme defects has recently
been put forward in[7]. We will briefly comment on the diffames to this model in the
discussion.

We use the unit conventioln= ¢ = 1. The signature of the metric {s-, —, —, —).

2 Thedistribution of defects

To develop our model for local defects, we will here startwite simplest case in which
the emergent background space-time is flat Minkowski spaceackground curvature
is not taken into account. This approximation will allow esdescribe only systems in
which gravitational effects are negligible, but it is goawagh for Earth-based laborato-
ries and interstellar propagation over intergalacticatstises where curvature is weak and
redshift can still be neglected. These will be the cases wsider in sectiofi]5.

The only presently known probability distribution for ptsrin Minkowski space that
preserves Lorentz-invariance on the average is the relsalPoisson process developed
and studied in[[8[19]. With this distribution, the probatyiliof finding N points in a
space-time volumé& is

(BV)N exp(—BV)
N! ’
whereg is a constant space-time density.
The average value of the number of points that one will findame volumeV is
then the expectation value of the above distribution andrgby

(V) =

(1)

(N(V)) =D P(V)N=8V . )
N=0
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The variance that quantifies the typical fluctuations ardtednean isAN ~ /3V, and
the corresponding fluctuations in the density of points&a(®/V') ~ /3/V. In other
words, the density fluctuations will be small for large vokesn

We will use the distribution[{1) to seed the defects with aarage density3. In
the following, we will not be concerned with fluctuations lretdensity as our aim here
is to first get a general understanding for the type and sizeffetts caused by local
defects and using the average will suffice for the preseriqsa. The probability is a
density over space-timg = L1, whereL is a length scale and is the number of
spatial dimensions. The ratio between the fundamentathestale, that we take to be
the Planck lengtlip, andL ise = Ip/L < 1, ie the defects are sparse. Just exactly how
sparse is a question of experimental constraints that weddlress in sectidnl 5.

3 Kinematics of scattering on local defects

The idea which we want to parameterize here is that localctiefere deviations from
the smooth geometry of general relativity that cause a timiaof energy-momentum
conservation.

The requirement of Lorentz-invariance restricts what thgige can do when it en-
counters such a local defect. This restriction is more g than for normal scattering
processes because we have fewer quantities as input. Waardythe ingoing and out-
going momenta, whereas one normally has at least three nianmgalved in scattering,
leading to the three invariant Mandelstam variables.

Let us denote the momentum of the particle before it encosirtbe defect withp
and the momentum after it encountered the defect withwhere boldfaced quantities
denote four-vectors. Let us further formally assign the raotamk = p’ — p to the
defect (see Figurd 1 left). This assignment of momentumealéfect is a bookkeeping
device that will allow us to think in terms of normal scattgriprocesses. The space-time
defect itself does however not actually have a momentumsiead causes a violation of
momentum conservation.

3.1 Masslessparticlesin 1+1 dimensions

We will first consider the case where the ingoing particlagetrmoving and massless,
m = 0. Sincep? = 0, we have two Lorentz-invariants lefs,- k = 1/? andk? = a?M?
(thusp’? = (a?+2)M?), wherem and M have dimension mass, ands a dimensionless
parameter that we expect to be of order one. It is hencefedhraed that, and M are
real-valued to avoid that the mass of the outgoing partiafeliecome tachyonic.

We want to quantify now the probabilitfp for what will happen when the particle
encounters the defect. Lorentz-invariance require® be a function solely of and
M, and our expectation is that it is actually a functionadfand A/2. The condition
p - k = M? selects a cut in the hyperboloid definediby= a?A/2. In 1+1 dimensions,
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Figure 1: Assignment of momentum notation. Left: Simpldeefor scattering on local
defect (dotted line). Right: Photon (wavy line) decays iatéermion pair (solid line)
enabled by scattering on local defect (dotted line).

this specifiek completely. The higher dimensional case brings additionaiplications
that we will come to in section_3.3.

When we leave behind the classical particle and think abaaniym particles, it does
not seem to make much sense to have a particle scatter ofhatpobbtain a distinct
momentum from that point. We should instead take into accthat the point has a
position uncertainty and the momentum it transfers willvitebly have an uncertainty
too. That is the distributior (12, a?) will not encode distinct values af and M but
these variables will have some spread to them. We will gfyatiteir distribution only
roughly by means of the average values$), (M?) and variances\ (a?), A(M?). For
the sake of readability, we will in the following write thenances simply ad\a?, AM?.

Let us assume that the massless particle moves into thavpasijtdirection, and
denotep” = (E,E) andk, = (ko,k1), wherek; = ++/k — M?/a?). Then the
requiremenp - k = M? leads to

ko k2 M?
F=a®Va—= )

Or, solving fork instead, one finds

1 /M, 1 /M?
k0—§<F+aE> s k1—§<——CLE> . (4)

This means in particular there is no threshold for the paricattering; massless particles
can scatter even if they have a very small energy.

Though the assignment of momentum to the defect is just akeeping device it is
instructive to make a Fourier transformation of the momentlistribution? (M2, a?) .
To that end, we consider the distribution to be Gaussian

M2_M22 a2_a22 1
P(M?,a%) = exp (—( (2A]\<42)2>) | (2A<<12)g) > (27TVAM2Aa2> , (5)
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where we have placed the defect at the origin. We now wantrpote the space-time
distribution

P(t,z) = / d(M?)d(a®)P(M?,a2)e (ko +hat) (6)

Since we are dealing with massless particles, it will be gaodntroduce the light-
cone momenta ankf® = k+ = (k° £ k')/+/2 which are

1 M? 1
= —— | k_=-——=d’F |, 7
Nl \/ia (7)

andp, = E, p_ = 0. We then rewrite the integral into lightcone coordinated abtain

ky

PxT,27) = /dk;erk_p(kJmk_)e—i(k+x++kz) ®)

(the Jacobian is equal to one) where = (2° 4+ z!)/+/2 and

E2(ky — (k)2 20k — (k_))? -1
Plks, ko) = exp (— (2(+AM<2);>) - (2(EA22)2>) ><2m/AM2Aa2) NE)

Here we have introduced the average valiies = (M?)/(v2E) and(k_) = (a®)E/V2.
The Fourier-transformation thus yields a Gaussian digioh in light-cone coordinates

+)2 (x—)z el((kp)at +(k-)z™)
Pzt 2z7) = ex < (z + > , 10
@he) = oo T or ) Tanvere (10
with widths
V2E V2
+ = ——- - g

7 TAam? 0 7 T EAa? (1)

We see that the typical space-time patch covered in thetineof propagation
oto™ =2 (AM?Ad?) (12)

has a Lorentz-invariant volume independengtthough it will deform under boosts that
red- or blueshiftty as one sees from Eg$. (11).

To make sense of the scarcity of local defects, the typica associated with the
defect should be much smaller than the typical volume in Wwhicfind one defect, ie
L2AM?Aa? > 1. Strictly speaking, the above treatment is valid only forirzzident
plane wave with exactly defined momentuin If the incoming particle has an energy
spread Ap, # 0, this will contribute toAk.. via the relations[(7). The plane wave ap-
proximation is good only as long d82)Ap, < (ps)Aa? and(M?)Ap, < pL AM?2.
We will in the following assume that this approximation idiga
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3.2 Massive particlesin 1+1 dimensions

If the incoming particle has a mass, > 0, we have an additional dimensionful parame-
ter to generalize our requirementskhandp - k. To find a suitable way to treat massive
particles, we first note that in the ultrarelativistc lintietrelation fork? should repro-
duce thek, from the massless case. Thus, we will leave the requireikent a?M>
the same for the massive case as it was for the massless caderthér note that in the
limit of small energiesky and k; from the massless case tend towards the same value.
We therefore expect that for a massive particle in the 1@si#k, andk, have the same
value.

We thus make the ansdtzp = M2 +a?m? /4, which in the restframe of the massive
particle leads to
M?  a’*m M?  a’*m

ko = — ky =+|— — ——| . 13
0= + 1 , K1 m 1 (13)

If the incoming particle has a mass, then the defect will increase its masspg =
M?(a + 2) + m?(1 + a%/2) and can thus result in a virtual particle as in the massless
case.

This leads us to assign the following Gaussian distributiotihe defect

2 _ 22 (42 — (g2))2 -
P(M?,a?) = exp <_(A(42Am%>)2) - ((2Am<a2)>z2 ) (2rv/BuAPA,a?) a9

where the indexn on the variance stands for the mass of the particle and iedi¢hat
this distribution is a priori not the same as in the masslase.cWe proceed as previously
and rewrite this into momentum space

— —_ 2m2

exp <_(k?0 — (ko) =[] + <|k‘1|>)2> (271' /7AmM2Ama2>_l, (15)

2m?(Apa?)?

where (ko) and (k;) are the mean values @& and k2 in (I3). Since we expect the
variances ok, andk; to be the same in the restframe we 8gta’m = A,,M?/m =
Ak, which yields

(ko — (ko))* + ki
CYNNAE

P(k) = exp <— > (2nALk)™L . (16)

In space-time the defect in the restframe of the incidenigdaris thus described by the
Fourier-transformation

P(x) = exp <_%> oi{ko)a® 2rAnz)" (17)
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whereA,,x = m/A,, M2

Since the space-time volume is Lorentz-invariant, we krimsntthat the typical vol-
ume occupied by the defect {&1/A,,,M?)2. If we want this volume to be the same
as in the massless case, we can iderify,, M?)? = m?AM?Aad? and (A,,a?)? =
(AM?2Aa?)/m?.

3.3 Massive and massless particlesin 3+1 dimensions

The reason we were able to construct the above Lorentziémtaand normalizable dis-
tributions even though the Lorentz-group is not compadhas tve have not treated the
momentum distribution assigned to the defect as internalab dependent on the inci-
dent particle. Then, one can use the momentum vector of thilpathat scatters as
reference without affecting observer-independence obtheome.

If we add two additional spatial dimensions, momentum spmmmes larger and
the two requirements ok will no longer suffice to pick out a specific momentum that
the defect transfers. The degeneracykiis due to the subgroup of the Lorentz-group
that leaves the momentum vectorinvariant, known as the little group of the patrticle.
If we have onlyp as reference, then in each reference frame in wpidtas the same
components, the distribution f&rmust be the same.

In 3+1 dimensions, the little group of a massive particleS@(3) and compact,
so the treatment is straight-forward because we can usd@mndlistribution over the
additional degrees of freedom. We add the requirement tleatetstframe of the particle
remains the same on the average, and the distribution isisale symmetric for the
spatial components @& in the particle’s restframe.

This means

p= |- (18)

wherek = \/_5\ andk = (k1, k2, k3) and the 1+1 dimensional distribution generalizes to
(compare to Eql(16))
_ (k§ + &*) —2
P(k) = exp < ALK (2T AL k) . (19)
In space-time, the defect is thus described by the (four d&meaal) Fourier-transformation

23 + 22
P(x) = exp <—ﬁ> (2nAnz) 72 (20)

whereA,,x = m/A,,M? as before and the typical volume occupied by the defect is
(m/A, M?)2. This distribution is invariant under the little group otincident massive
particle that scatters on the defect and thus all observeosmeasure the particle must
agree on the scattering result, as desired.
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The little group for a massless particle it I$O(2), the symmetry group of the
2-dimensional Euclidean plane. It consists of rotationthanx, — x3 plane and com-
binations of boosts and rotatidhsFor an explicit construction, see eg[10]SO(2) is
not a semi-simple group and not compact. The rotationaliptotdirectionzs — x3 is
unproblematic, but the remaining transformations havergimgous set of two parame-
ters corresponding to an infinite number of reference frameghich observers will all
measure the same components of the incident masslessggftcr-momentum.

Sincek is then not uniquely defined but only up to the transformationthe little
group of the incident particle, without further input, Late-invariance would require
that we have to treat all possible solutions equally. Beedlie parameter space is not
compact, for a massless particle this would then entail gormidistribution over two
unbounded parameters which is not normalizable.

However, we deal with uniform distributions over non-coripgpaces every time
we use plane waves. It thus seems likely that the problemhsasame origin and can
be dealt with the same way, namely by taking into accountithegality the incoming
particle is spread out only over a finite volume and has a mwo-momentum spread.

Concretely, the elements of the photon’s little group arsides the rotations in the
xo — g plane of the form

1+¢& =& x k
o — i 1;;5 el (21)
K -k 0 1

where2¢ = x? + k2. One convinces oneself readily that inddétlp” = p-.

The solution fork from the 1+1 dimensional case is still a solution to the resui
ments onk - p andk? (with two zero entries added), but under a transformatiothef
above photon’s little group element, one obtains

2
N VRN R (22)
v E

wherev” = (£,€, x, k). The probability distribution fofP(k) in four dimensions then
should be independent efandy, wherex andx could be expressed in termsdf and
ky asy = kb E/M? andk = kyE/M?2.

To address the issue of normalizing the distribution, we take into account that the
incident particle’s wave-function has a finite spreagdm@andps directio@, which we will
label Ap; and Aps. The mean momentum vector we will dendie = ((E), (E),0,0).
We would like to preserve the rotational symmetry, and sbagitumeAp, = Aps =:

The existence of these additional transformations godstoabe same property of the 3+1 dimensional
Lorentz-group that gives rise to the Thomas-Wigner rotatio
2Note that this spread is not constant over time.
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Ap . These relevant point is that these extensions in directioand x5 are perpen-
dicular to the photon’s wave-vector and not invariant urttierlittle group. Therefore,
they provide us with additional information about the iramid particle that we can use
to put bounds on the integration overand x, or (dropping the primes) ok, and ks
respectively. We do this by assuming that the width of thecdah momentum space has
Aky = Aks =: Ak, = AM?/Ap, and so (compare to E4.1(9))

EZEL (k- — (k))? K} =
P(k) = exp (- (< A;W)g | 5 A<a2)>3 -3 A%) (4x22k VAMZAG?)  (23)

wherek? = k3 + k2.

In (23) we have setM?) = 0. In this case, the average Bfis parallel to the
average ofp. Any other choice will, in the plane wave limit (wheiy) = F), not be
invariant under the little group as one sees from[Eq (22)s thus henceforth assumed
that (M?) = 0 and thus(k, ) = 0. In the plane-wave limit wheré\p, — 0, one then
hasAk, — oo and the distribution ak will go to the uniform distribution over the little
group.

This construction for massless particles in 3+1 dimensism®t invariant under the
little group of the mean momentum of the incoming photon wpaeket. But this is
unnecessary because the incident particle, when it hasta fwdth, has the rotational
symmetry inzo — z3 as the only remaining symmetry. Thus, observer indepemdsnc
preserved and the distribution is normalizable. In theg@amve limit, the components of
k can become arbitrarily large and then the defect can in iptentransfer an arbitrarily
large momentum to the particle. In reality, this momentuangfer will however be
bounded because the incident particle has a finite width. &e kssentially identified
the non-compact part dfSO(2) with the non-compactness of the plane wave.

In summary, we have seen that Lorentz-invariance proveg &ulprisingly restric-
tive on the possible scattering outcomes. We have dealt twémon-compactness of
the Lorentz-group by using measurable properties of thielémt particle to reduce the
symmetry of the momentum non-conservation mediated by éfiectwhile preserving
observer-independence.

4 Dynamics of scattering on local defects

This now leads us to ask what we can say about scatteringtahgdi For concreteness,
we assume that the defect makes itself noticeable in theriaovalerivative since the

local defect represents a non-geometric inhomogeneityctranot be accounted for by
the normal covariant derivative.

The local defect thus appears in the Lagrangian togetharthétderivative terms and
gauge fields and can be implemented by replacing the normigkgiavariant derivative
D =0+ eAwith D =0+ eA + goP, whereP is the previously introduced Fourier-
transform of the momentum distributidn, and the derivativé P is proportional top’ —

9
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p = k. eis some Standard Model coupling constant (not necesshatyof QED though
this will be the case we consider later) anid the coupling constant for the defects. Since
the mass dimension &P] = [E?], the dimension ofj] = [E~2], and since we have only
one scale of dimension mass at our hands, wegusa/AMQ.

The defects are sprinkled over space-time according todisséh process described
in section[2, but since we are considering the homogenoes waswill not treat the
defects as individual events. We will instead replace thayrsngle defects by a field
P with which the standard model fields have a small interacimrbability. That is,
instead of interacting with defects in rare places, theigarinteracts with the defect-
field anywhere but with low probability.

In this limit, instead of having a sum over many defects, thabability to interact
with the defect-fieldP is suppressed by the volume of the defect over the typicaiwel
in which to find a defect, ie

9 1 oto~
S AR AR L 24)

This is a similar approximation as we have madé in [4] in thistimplicitly assumed
here that scattering on defects happens often enough sed¢hzdn effectively describe
it as a homogeneously occuring process. Concretely thisisnibat this approximation
is only good if the space-time volume swept out by a parscieave-function is large
enough to contain a large numbey (1) of defects. In this sense it is an effective de-
scription, not unlike in-medium propagation of photonscept that here we maintain
Lorentz-invariance and thus the effects (have to) scaferdiftly.

We note however that not only is the coupling constant dinosfisl, but also goes
to zero in the plane wave-limit, whefip, — 0 and Ak, — oo. This behavior is an
artifact of the normalization and dimension of the fiéldvhich contains a prefactor of
Ak, . To avoid having to deal with quantities that diverge in thenp wave limit, we
will thus shift this normalization factor fron® into the coupling constant, so that both
become dimensionless. We therefore define

b P() e P
PR = Svae 0 PR T avae =
- — 1 1 1

With this definition, the coupling to standard model fieldshen D = 8 + eA + goP
andg is dimensionless and remains finite in the plane wave limit.

We will further in the following assume that the defects da carry any standard
model charges and do not change the type of the ingoing leartecthe scattering is
entirely elastic. In principle we could have a defect thatrdies not only the momentum
but also the spin of the particle, but we will not consides thossibility here.

That the assignment dﬂf’(x) to the defect is a bookkeeping device rather than the
introduction of a new field is somewhat hidden in this notatwhich looks like we have
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introduced a new field. Tha‘f’(x) is not actually an independent quantity can be seen
most clearly from Eqd{6) an@](4). The momentknthat is assigned to the defect is a
derived quantity from the particle’s incoming momentgmand P is thus an operator
acting on the same field that the gauge-covariant derivatit® on.

From this function ofP(x) it is also clear that the scattering on the local defect, én th
form that we have introduced it here, will break gauge iraee. This might not come
as a surprise since the simplest Lorentz-invariant chamgleet dynamics of a massless
gauge field is adding a mass term. Here, the underlying refasdime breaking of gauge
invariance is that the defect itself is not gauged, iekhieat is derived from the incoming
momentump does not respect the gauge of the incoming patrticle.

One could fix gauge invariance by appropriately adding theygdield tok from the
beginning on, but then one would obtain a nasty integral githge fields in exponents.
Because of this complication together with the breakingaigg invariance being not
unexpected, we will accept that gauge invariance is brokethe abelian case the addi-
tional terms for coupling a fermion field and its gauge-fiedldhe defect are then of the
form g0t (@P) U, e2gdA(OP)A, e2g?(OP)A(OP)A.

With this prescription one can now calculate the scatteaimglitudes for processes
of interest. For each amplitude where one of the incomintjghes previously scattered
on the defect, one gets an additional integral e\er )d(M?)dkydks, or dky dk_d*k, =
d*k respectively. From this one obtains a cross-section orydexta as usual.

Before we turn towards some examples, let us make a genesahwalbion. Since
(M?) = 0 andP does not vanish fon/? = 0 if we assume a Gaussian distribution, it
seems that a massless on-shell particle could remain dinastaethe momentum of the
outgoing particlep’ would then be a multiple of the momentum of the ingoing phetic
p. However, unless the incident particle is virtual, the @eractors all vanish because
there is then no non-zero contraction of the momeniumind the massless particle’s
momentum or its transverse polarization tensor. Thusegifitikoming massless particle
is real, the outgoing massless particle will necessarilyitigal.

For the massive particle, whe¥i? = 0 the outgoing momentum must fulfi’? =
(14 a?)m? and thus the particle is virtual unless atgo= 0 in which case the particle
only receives a transverse momentum from the defect thajually distributed in its
restframe. Alas, if\/? = a® = 0, the particle did not acquire kinetic energy and thus a
non-zero transverse momentum would violate the mass-shetlition. In other words,
the massive particle too must be off-shell after changisgnbmentum by scattering on
the defect.

Since the defects are sparse or the coupling constant i$ i@spéctively, we expect
effects to be small and noticeable primarily for long-liyeatticles.
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5 Constraintsfrom observables

We will in the following make the assumption that?) ~ Aa? ~ 1. Then we are left
with two parametersAM?2 and L. (For some discussion on this and the other assump-
tions, see next section.)

Let us start with some general remarks. Since we are lookingdnstraints on (nor-
mally) stable particles that propagate over long times stadces respectively, we will
focus on the QED sector of the standard model and on partlwdgsve observe coming
from distant astrophysical sources. This makes in padidhle photon a sensitive probe
for the presence of local defects.

If a photon scatters on the defect and becomes a virtual phath mass~ /3, it
can only decay into a fermion pair{f3/ is larger than twice the mass of the fermion.
If v/3M is smaller than twice the electron mass, this leaves det¢awineutrino and an-
tineutrino as the only option, which would necessitate adigprder electroweak process
and dramatically lower the cross-sectionMfis smaller than even the lightest neutrinos,
the only option left for the virtual photon is to scatter orodrer defect.

The phenomenology thus depends significantly on the valuelf because it de-
termines the relevance of possible decay channels thrdwegtypical range in the prob-
ability distribution?. The is always some possibility fa/? or a? to take on very small
or very large values, but the probability for this to happerighly suppressed if/>
is many orders of magnitude beyorxl\/2. For the rest of this section, we will only
estimate the orders of magnitude for typical valued/ffand will therefore from now on
just write M2 for AM? and omit factors of order one.

In order to get a grip on the phenomenology, let us thus ifleatid focus on the
parameter range that seems most interesting.

As mentioned previously, to make sense of the defects, wecedpeir typical volume
to be small in comparison to the typical distance betweendefects which is given
by the density3. Or, in other words, we expect the effective coupling camsia the
homogeneous limity, to be much smaller than one. Since we have already intraduce
one small parameter= [p /L that is the (fourth root of) the density of the defects over a
Planck density, the rang&/?L? ~ 1/e > 1 is of particular interest. If furthermore is
in the same range as the length scale associated with theologgoal constant (a tenth
of a millimeter or so), thed/ is approximately in the TeV range. This is the parameter
range that we will focus on in the followiﬁg In this parameter range, there is then no
problem for the virtual photon to decay into fermions, aner¢hare three processes of
main interest:

1. Photon decay: The photon can make a vacuum-decay into a pair of electrens vi
diagram as shown in FIg 1, right. This results in a finite phdifetime, and leads

%The energy and the length scales are not necessarily the aathese parameterizing the effects of
nonlocal defects iri [4].
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to electron-positron pair production. This process is lginto pair production in
the presence of an atomic nucleus in standard QED.

2. Photon mass. The photon acquires an effective mass by scattering intotaavi
photon on a first defect, and then converting back into a featqm by interacting
with the defect a second time. This process is depicted i2Higft.

3. Vacuum Cherenkov radiation: An electron can emit a (real) photon after scatter-
ing on a defect, shown in Fig 2, right. This process is simiaBremsstrahlung in
standard QED.

\
g RN \ p’
/ \
]
ANV P a
p p-k p

Figure 2: Left: Contribution to photon mass from twice seadtty on a defect. Right:
Vacuum Cherenkov radiation, enabled by scattering on actlefe

5.1 Constraintson photon mass

The contribution to the photon mass come from terms of then fgtg®(0.P) A(OP) A.
Since the derivative i, P by definition just creates the defect's momentkimndk? =
M?, this term produces a photon mass of approximately~ gM. The best current
constraint on the photon massis, < 10~'8eV [11]. This leads to the bound

ML?*>10""2m . (27)

5.2 Photon lifetime

If photons of the Cosmic Microwave Background (CMB) decafpbereaching us, this
would lead to deviations from the thermality of the CMB spewt [12]. To obtain a
constraint, let us therefore estimate the decay rate obplsdtom scattering on defects,
induced by the process depicted in Elg 1, right. The ampitiadt this process has the
form

Mo~ (g ) () s »

/ dty / a2 60— a - P ~p P10 . (28)
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where we have omitted some factor2afand/2.

In the order displayed, the amplitude {28) is composed otthaling constant for
the first and second vertex, the normalizatiorPgk), the polarization tensor of the in-
coming photore,, with (dimensionful) normalization, the spinor wave-fuocss of the
outgoing electron and positranq) andu(q’) with normalization omitted, the photon
propagator, the first vertex and the second vertex, mudtipliith the probability distri-
bution and integrated over the momentum of the virtual phated that of the defect.

Omitting the polarization and spinor structure, we cangrenfthe integral oveyy
and estimate the integral ovér(k) by evaluating the integrant at one standard deviation
(times the variances, which cancel with the prefactor) sTives

. €9 / /
M ~ —i——25p +k—q-— , 29
1 0o (p q—d) (29)

wherek is given by Eqsl 4 (recall that we replacAd\/? with M?2). From this we obtain
an estimate for the decay rate

I'(y —eTe™) =~ Eag® . (30)

The photon half-life time, is thus

L4M4 20
~~ d 31
Ty Bz /0 za(z) (31)

where Ej is the photon energy at the present timg,~ 1100 the redshift at the time
of production of the photon, andz) is the redshift-dependent scale factor. Wit ~
10~2eV for a typical CMB photon, the requirement that no more thlaout10~* CMB
photons should have decayed at the present time leadstol0?!s and

LM >10% . (32)

This constraint however assumes that the density of defetains constant in time,
the case that was also considered_in [13]. If the density fefate dilutes, then it would
have been higher in the past, thereby decreasing the aveeagg time and tightening
the constraint. It would need a more sophisticated modelhfergeneration of defects
to know how the density evolves in time. However, if one makesad-hoc assumption
thatL(z) ~ Loa(z), M = M, then the constraint (ohy M) is by a factor of about0?
stronger.

5.3 Cosmological vacuum opacity

Besides affecting the CMB spectrum, decaying photons withiermore generally di-
minish the luminosity of faraway sources while at the sametnot changing the red-
shift. Constraints on such a cosmological vacuum opacite macently been summa-
rized in [14]. However, the constraints from the CMB are styer than the constraints
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from emission of distant astrophysical light sources, gnio the long travel-time of
CMB photons and the excellent precision by which their specthas been measured.

Because the photon sources in this case are localized hpwheastrophysical con-
straints on vacuum opacity would be interesting to look fileats of inhomogeneities
that might be difficult to extract from the CMB data. Sinced&re do not consider
inhomogeneities we will not quantify this constraint, bugtjmention that it could prove
interesting in the more general case.

5.4 Heating of theCMB

As one expects from our previous discussion, the total deatgyof photons is finite
due to the normalization procedure with a finite width of ¥hdistribution. If we take
the plane wave limit, the total cross-section remains unfieotdby construction but the
differential cross section now includes arbitrarily highmenta. The typical momentum
of the outgoing electron is then of the ordAn/?Az, where Az is the width of the
incident particle’s wave-packet. If we assumde ~ 1/FE, (note that this is not an
observer-independent statement), the momentum will beeodtder of the Planck mass
in the restframe wherAz takes on this value (that we identify with the CMB or Earth
restframe, the distinction does not matter for our estijnate

An electron of that high an energy however has a very shetirife because it will
undergo inverse Compton scattering on CMB photons. It hasge -factor of about
10%? and thus an average mean free pathabout [15]

—12
[ ~

lightyears ~ 10~*fm | (33)

which means we’ll never see it; it will just deposit its enengto the CMB. At such high
energies, even the outgoing photon will have a short meangath because it scatters
on other CMB photons via box diagrams.

Effectively, the two processes of photon decay and vacuumrelikov radiation
therefore just heat up the CMB. Or rather, they prevent infliapoling. Since the uni-
verse contains more free photons than electrons, photcaydedhe more relevant of
these processes. This then allows us to make the followinghrestimate. The energy
that is deposited into the CMB by the photons’ scattering efects should not signifi-
cantly raise the CMB temperature. This means that the typrcdability for the photon
decay to happem;?«, should be less than the ratio of the initial photon’s energgr the
outgoing photon’s energi M2/ Ey. This leads to the bound

L*M >10"%m (34)
which is considerably stronger than the bound from photosses
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5,5 Summary of constraints

The constraints on the parameter space from the previot®re@re summarized in
Figure3

| e
— 10" E
- :
= - ]
= - ]
0% F E

10-3() _3/::]||| ||||2:)|||||||||1;)||||i|||||||||||||-lO
107 107 107 1 10

L m]

Figure 3: Summary of constraints. The coral (dark) shadgibmeis excluded. The
peachpuff (light) shaded region indicates the strongesttamt from photon decay with
the ad-hoc assumption that the typical distance betweatteincreases with the cos-
mological scale factor. The dotted (black) line indicatess length scale associated with
the cosmological constant. The dashed (blue) line is the £d¢ = 1 and the solid
(green) line is the caseM = 1/e.

In hindsight, it is not entirely surprising that the boundrr CMB heating is the
strongest. The specific property, in fact the defining priypef the defects is that they
violate momentum conservation and, due to Lorentz-inmaga we cannot put a hard
cutoff on the magnitude of this momentum non-conservatitinis only bounded by
the properties of the incident particle and the larger tretigpspread of the incident
particle’s probability distribution, the more focused tihefect and the larger the spread
of the outgoing particle’s momentum.

As we also found in[4], the present bounds are about 10 oafersagnitude away
from fully exploring the parameter range where the denditgiefects is comparable to
the cosmological constant, which in the cosmological sgttepresents a natural range
of parametels However, the constraints that we have considered herendy@stimates
to gauge the promise of exploring space-time defects asnatsige for quantum grav-
itational effects. With a more sophisticated model thaesalnto account background

“It does not make sense to use values,dif smaller than shown in FiguEé 3, because then we come into
the Planckian regime and the defects would be so dense tieyneethe norm rather than the exception.
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curvature, more of the existing cosmological data couldrmdyaed. This would open
the possibility of finding evidence for space-time defectatdeast deriving better con-
straints on their density.

6 Discussion

Let us first summarize the assumptions we have made that pain@iple be relaxed. We
have assumed that the defects don’t carry quantum numbesgin or gauge charges.
We have restricted the study of phenomenological consegseto the case wherd is
larger than the electron mass. We looked at the parametge faf) ~ 1. The latter as-
sumption in particular could be modified. One could ¥s€ to normalize the extension
of the wave-packet into the third spatial direction in a amway as the perpendicular
directions. We also remind ourselves that we have workelddmplane-wave approxima-
tion, wherep, > Ap. . If this approximation is not good, then the width of the atge
can have a different dependence on the momentum of the irtgideticle and the scaling
of effects might change.

As previously mentioned ir_[4], a certain case of nonlocdédes effectively makes
itself noticeable as a local defect. That will be the casenwtie nonlocal translation
can occur in both directions between the same locationshigncase, a particle that
makes a nonlocal jump to another location will be replacatsatoint of departure with
a different particle, making it appear like a non-elastiatsring on a local defect. The
problem with this kind of scenario is that the probability fo particle to appear at a
certain location would depend on the total volume of spawstipast and future, where
it could have originated from. In this case, it is then impolgsto say anything about
the interaction rates without first developing a model fa ¢feneration of defects in a
time-dependent background.

Finally, let us investigate the difference between the eagn discussed here and the
one in [1]. In the model[7], interaction with the local defeds mediated exclusively
by a scalar field. The probability distribution of the momentthat is assigned to the
defect is not constrained by a requirement similar to ouuiregnentsp - k = M2 and
k% = a>M?. As a consequence, Lorentz-invariance necessitateshinakefect be able
to inject momenta from the full Lorentz-group, which is noder normalizable. Thus
there arises the need to introduce a cutoff on the momentiagration. While the model
in [7] offers an concrete realization of coupling quantunidiig€o space-time defects, the
need to eventually introduce a Lorentz-invariance viaattutoff defeats the point of
requiring a Lorentz-invariant distribution and couplimmgliegin with. The more relevant
difference between the two models is however that we havedssumed the coupling to
appear as a contribution to the covariant derivative andgs@atn independent interaction
vertex.

These approaches are presently the only existing modelssiride space-time de-
fects and the study of the effects is in its infancy. Itis filgiss in fact likely, that elements
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of both approaches will turn out to be necessary for the dpweént of more sophisti-
cated models.

7 Summary

We have proposed a model for the scattering of particles anespme defects that in-
duce a violation of energy-momentum conservation. In the@wave-limit, the energy-
momentum non-conservation can become arbitrarily largetollLorentz-invariance, but
it remains bounded if one takes into account the finite widththe incident particle’s
wave-function. We have looked at various phenomenologioalsequences and esti-
mated that the best constraints come from energy depositdddaying photons into the
cosmic microwave background.
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