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Abstract: We extend our study of the large-N expansion of general non-equilibrium many-

body systems with matrix degrees of freedom M , and its dual description as a sum over

surface topologies in a dual string theory, to the Keldysh-rotated version of the Schwinger-

Keldysh formalism. The Keldysh rotation trades the original fields M± – defined as the values

of M on the forward and backward segments of the closed time contour – for their linear

combinations Mcl and Mqu, known as the “classical” and “quantum” fields. First we develop

a novel “signpost” notation for non-equilibrium Feynman diagrams in the Keldysh-rotated

form, which simplifies the analysis considerably. Before the Keldysh rotation, each worldsheet

surface Σ in the dual string theory expansion was found to exhibit a triple decomposition into

the parts Σ± corresponding to the forward and backward segments of the closed time contour,

and Σ∧ which corresponds to the instant in time where the two segments meet. After the

Keldysh rotation, we find that the worldsheet surface Σ of the dual string theory undergoes

a very different natural decomposition: Σ consists of a “classical” part Σcl, and a “quantum

embellishment” part Σqu. We show that both parts of Σ carry their own independent genus

expansion. The non-equilibrium sum over worldsheet topologies is naturally refined into a

sum over the double decomposition of each Σ into its classical and quantum part. We apply

this picture to the classical limits of the quantum non-equilibrium system (with or without

interactions with a thermal bath), and find that in these limits, the dual string perturbation

theory expansion reduces to its appropriately defined classical limit.
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1. Introduction

In our previous paper [1], to which this paper is a sequel, we studied the structure of the large-

N expansion of non-equilibrium systems with matrix degrees of freedom using the Schwinger-

Keldysh formalism,1 and its dual description in terms of strings. The goal of [1] was to use

this duality to identify some of the first elements of the universal calculus for non-equilibrium

string perturbation theory.

1See [1] for an extensive list of references on the Schwinger-Keldysh formalism and some applications.
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We limited our attention in [1] to the “forward-backward” (henceforth referred to as “±”)

representation of the Schwinger-Keldysh formalism: The system is evolved along an oriented

closed time contour C , which consists of a forward component C+ evolving from an early

time t0 to a late time t∧, followed by the backward component C− going back from t∧ to t0.

This leads to a doubling of fields as functions of the single coordinate time t: For each field

φ, we denote by φ+(t) the values of φ on C+, and by φ−(t) the values of φ on C−.

It is well known (see for example [2–6]) that many important physical features of the

Schwinger-Keldysh formalism for non-equilibrium systems are revealed in a different repre-

sentation, involving a simple but very useful field redefinition. Instead of the φ± fields, this

representation uses their sum and difference,

φcl =
1

2
(φ+ + φ−), (1.1)

φqu = φ+ − φ−. (1.2)

The variables φcl and φqu are often referred to as “classical” and “quantum” [4–6], even though

they of course both represent fluctuating fields. This field redefinition is usually referred to as

the “Keldysh rotation,” since its idea goes back to [7]. It leads to remarkable simplifications.

First, in the ± formalism, there are four nonzero propagators G±± satisfying one sum-rule

identity

G++ +G−− = G+− +G−+. (1.3)

The implications of this identity are often obscure in individual Feynman diagrams. After

the Keldysh rotation, only three propagators are nonzero:〈
φqu(t′)φcl(t)

〉
0
≡ GA(t′, t), (1.4)〈

φcl(t
′)φqu(t)

〉
0
≡ GR(t′, t), (1.5)〈

φcl(t
′)φcl(t)

〉
0
≡ GK(t′, t), (1.6)〈

φqu(t′)φqu(t)
〉

0
≡ 0. (1.7)

Thus, in the Keldysh-rotated basis, the sum rule equivalent to (1.3) is automatically satisfied,

reducing the number of diagrams that need to be summed. The second – and physically

more important – simplification is that in the Keldysh basis, the information about the

dynamics and the information about the state have been decoupled from each other: The

mixed propagators GA and GR are state-independent, and the entire information about the

state is carried by GK . In contrast, in the ± formalism all four propagators G±± are sensitive

to both the dynamics and the state. These features of the Keldysh formalism make not only

practical calculations more efficient, but also the physical picture more direct and easier to

interpret.

To illustrate this well-known usefulness of the Keldysh rotation, consider the example of a

relativistic scalar field of massm in thermal equilibrium at temperature T . In the± formalism,
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the momentum-space propagators (in the mostly-minus spacetime metric signature) are

G++(p) =
i

p2 −m2 + iε
+ 2π nB(|p0|) δ(p2 −m2),

G−−(p) =
−i

p2 −m2 − iε
+ 2π nB(|p0|) δ(p2 −m2),

G+−(p) = 2π
[
θ(−p0) + nB(|p0|)

]
δ(p2 −m2),

G−+(p) = 2π
[
θ(p0) + nB(|p0|)

]
δ(p2 −m2),

where

nB(ω) =
1

exp(ω/T )− 1
(1.8)

is the Bose-Einstein distribution function. After the Keldysh rotation, we get just three

nonzero propagators,

〈φqu φcl〉0 =
i

p2 −m2 + i sign(p0)ε
≡ GA(p), (1.9)

〈φcl φqu〉0 =
i

p2 −m2 − i sign(p0)ε
≡ GR(p), (1.10)

〈φcl φcl〉0 = 2π
[

1
2 + nB(|p0|)

]
δ(p2 −m2) = π coth

(
|p0|
2T

)
δ(p2 −m2) ≡ GK(p). (1.11)

As promised, the quantum-to-quantum propagator vanishes identically, the mixed propaga-

tors become the advanced and retarded propagators GA and GR which only know about the

dynamics but not about the state, and all the information about the initial density matrix is

stored in the classical-to-classical propagator GK .

The Keldysh rotation also has a number of closely related cousins, which appear across a

multitude of diverse areas of physics, always with similar simplifying results. In the Larkin-

Ovchinnikov representation [8], popular in non-equilibrium condensed matter [3, 4], another

unitary transformation is performed on the fields; the same three propagators appear, but

the propagator 2× 2 matrix is now upper triangular, with GA and GR on the diagonal, and

GK in the upper-right corner. In the closely related Langreth-Wilkins representation [9] (see

[10] for a review), popularized by the influential lecture [11] and now wide-spread in use in

non-equilibrium physics of mesoscopic systems [12], a non-unitary field transformation is per-

formed such that the propagator matrix stays upper triangular as in the Larkin-Ovchinnikov

representation, but with the GK propagator replaced by G<. The Keldysh rotation (1.1) and

(1.2) also plays a prominent role in the theory of the decoherence functional of Gell-Mann and

Hartle [13],2 which is instrumental in the description of the quantum-to-classical transition in

the sum-over-histories approach to quantum systems, including those involving the dynamical

spacetime geometries of quantum gravity and cosmology. In this paper, we will concentrate

2In this context, the rotation acts on two alternative histories φ+(t) and φ−(t) of the system that enter the

decoherence functional; see also [14, 15] for the earlier and closely related concept of an influence functional.

– 3 –



on the original Keldysh rotation in its original context, but we expect that our results can be

extended straightforwardly to such closely related cases as well.

In [1], we used the ± version of the Schwinger-Keldysh formalism to derive some universal

implications of the large-N expansion for the dual string theory. We found that, in comparison

to strings at equilibrium, the string perturbation expansion is further refined, with each

worldsheet Σ subdivided into a triple decomposition,

Σ = Σ+ ∪ Σ∧ ∪ Σ−. (1.12)

Here the forward part Σ+ is associated with the forward part C+ of the time contour, and

similarly for the backward part Σ− and C−. The “end of time” wedge region Σ∧ is associated

with the meeting point of C+ and C− at t∧, and it provides a bridge between Σ+ and Σ−.

Remarkably, each of the three parts of this triple decomposition of Σ has its own associated

genus expansion.

In view of the importance of the Keldysh-rotated version of the Schwinger-Keldysh for-

malism, in this paper we extend our analysis of the large-N expansion and string theory to

this Keldysh-rotated case. Our results were briefly announced in [16], which also contains a

brief summary of the results of [1] in the ± formalism. Here we provide our detailed arguments

and proofs justifying the statements announced in [16], and we also present additional results

not advertised in [16]. Our analysis of the large-N expansion again reveals an intriguing

refinement of string worldsheet diagrams. This time, however, the subdivision of worldsheets

is not into the tree parts as observed in the ± formalism – instead, we will find a subdivision

distinct from (1.12):

Σ = Σcl ∪ Σqu, (1.13)

with the worldsheet Σ composed of a “classical” part Σcl, and its “quantum embellishments”

Σqu. Each of the two parts of Σ is again associated with its own genus expansion.

The resulting picture of non-equilibrium string perturbation theory that emerges in the

Keldysh-rotated formalism is by no means a straightforward consequence of the worldsheet

picture established in [1] in the ± formalism based on the triple decomposition (1.12). This is

not entirely unexpected: Whereas in the language of the original matrix degrees of freedom,

the Keldysh rotation is a rather simple change of variables, the worldsheet dual theories be-

fore and after the rotation should not be related in any simple way, for the following reason.

On the side of the matrix degrees of freedom, the Keldysh rotation mixes the values of M on

the forward and backward branches C+ and C− of the time contour for the same value of t.

The simplicity of this mixing relies crucially on the existence of a canonical identification of

the time evolution parameter t along C+ and C−. In contrast, things are not this simple on

the worldsheets: Even in the absence of knowing any details of the worldsheet dynamics, we

anticipate some form of worldsheet diffeomorphism invariance, which makes any identifica-

tion of the worldsheet time coordinate τ on Σ+ and Σ− non-canonical at best, and impossible

globally if Σ+ and Σ− are of different topology (which they typically are). The worldsheet

representations before and after the Keldysh rotation will be related by a complicated re-

summation of many ribbon diagrams, and for these reasons, we do not anticipate any simple
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procedure for deriving one worldsheet picture from the other. This is indeed the perspective

supported by the main results of this paper.

2. Large-N expansion after the Keldysh rotation

As in [1], we start with a theory of N ×N Hermitian matrix degrees of freedom Ma
b(t, . . .),

which may be spacetime fields, or just quantum mechanical degrees of freedom; we only display

the dependence on time, with the dependence on space and possible other quantum numbers

playing only a spectator role in our arguments and therefore kept implicit. In this way, our

results will be universal, in particular independent of whether the theory is relativistic or not.

We further assume that the theory has an SU(N) symmetry, and that the original action of

the theory takes the single-trace form,

S(M) =
1

g2

∫
dtTr

(
Ṁ2 +M3 +M4 + . . .

)
. (2.1)

We studied this theory on the Schwinger-Keldysh time contour C in detail in Section 2 of [1],

and analyzed its large-N expansion with the fixed ’t Hooft coupling λ ≡ g2N , using the ±
formalism.3 In the ± formalism, M(t) becomes doubled to M±(t), and the action is formally

of the form

SSK(M±) = S(M+)− S(M−), (2.2)

which needs to be augmented by the appropriate boundary conditions: the correct rules at

the meeting point t∧ between the two branches of C , and the information about the initial

state at t0 if different from the vacuum.

Now we perform the Keldysh rotation of the fields: As in (1.1) and (1.2), we define Mcl

and Mqu. Each of these fields continues to carry the adjoint representation of our symmetry

group. In order to avoid notational clutter and too many subscripts and superscripts, we will

use M to denote the “classical” matrix field Mcl,

M(t) =
1

2
(M+(t) +M−(t)) , (2.3)

and M to denote the “quantum” matrix field Mqu:

M (t) = M+(t)−M−(t). (2.4)

After the Keldysh rotation, the action SSK becomes

SSK =
1

g2

∫
dtTr

(
K(M,M ) + 3M2M +

1

4
M 3 + 4M3M + MM 3 + . . .

)
. (2.5)

The structure of the quadratic kinetic term K(M,M ) is such that it gives the three prop-

agators that we discussed in Section 1, as we will see again when we look at the Feynman

3As in [1], it would be easy to generalize all our arguments to the case of more than one independent

’t Hooft coupling, controlling different interaction terms in S(M). We concentrate on one λ for simplicity.

Also, as in [1], we keep the dependence on spatial coordinates and spatial derivatives in the action implicit.
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rules below. This form of the action would naturally generalize if we added higher polynomial

interactions to S(M), or allowed independent couplings to control different terms in S(M).

Note, however, that the number of M ’s in each monomial interaction term in (2.5) will always

be odd.

2.1. Feynman rules for the ribbon diagrams after Keldysh rotation

Feynman rules for the ribbon diagrams after the Keldysh rotation are as follows. The

quadratic kinetic term K(M,M ) in (2.5) yields three propagators,4

a

b

d

c
= 〈Ma

b M c
d〉0 , (2.6)

a

b

d

c
= 〈M a

bM
c
d〉0 , (2.7)

a

b

d

c
= 〈Ma

bM
c
d〉0 . (2.8)

We use the notation popular in the non-equilibrium field theory literature (see, e.g., [4]):

The dotted line denotes the “quantum” end of a propagator, and the full line denotes the

“classical” end. Here we have just extended this convention to ribbons.

The vertices are

b
1

1

a
b

a
b

3

3

2

2

a =
N

λ
(. . .) , (2.9)

b
1

1

a
b

a
b

3

3

2

2

a =
N

λ
(. . .) (2.10)

at three points, and

2

4

1
a

b
1

a
2

b

b
3a

3

4

b
a

=
N

λ
(. . .) , (2.11)

2

4

1
a

b
1

a
2

b

b
3a

3

4

b
a

=
N

λ
(. . .) , (2.12)

...

4In our notation, we use the subscript “0” in 〈. . .〉0 to distinguish the bare propagators from the full 2-point

functions 〈. . .〉 which we will be studying below.
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at four points. As in [1], the vertical dots at the end of this list stand for higher n-point

vertices, which we allow to be present for full generality, but do not depict explicitly. Note

that they all have to satisfy one restriction: The number of quantum ends at each vertex

always has to be odd, a feature that follows from the general structure of (2.5).

The precise numerical values of the vertices can be easily extracted from (2.5) (or ap-

propriate generalizations thereof). The horizontal dots “(. . .)” on the right-hand sides of

(2.9-2.12) refer to all the group-theory as well as momentum- and frequency-dependent fac-

tors which do not depend on N and λ; their details are unimportant for our arguments. The

only important fact for our analysis is that all the vertices are proportional to N when λ is

held fixed. Similarly, in that regime, all the propagators (2.6)-(2.8) are proportional to 1/N .

We summarize the rules for building consistent Feynman diagrams:

• Quantum ends of propagators are attached to quantum ends of vertices;

• Classical ends of propagators are attached to classical ends of vertices;

• The following rule is a simple consequence of causality: If there is a closed loop consisting

of a sequence of only GA (or only GR) propagators, the diagram is identically zero and

will be systematically ignored.5 Note that in order for the diagram to be identically

zero, the closed loop in question does not have to surround just one plaquette.

2.2. Signpost notation for the Feynman diagrams

Before we proceed to the analysis of the large-N expansion, we find it convenient to introduce

a slightly different graphical notation for the non-equilibrium Feynman diagrams, which will

simplify the look of the diagrams and allow us to develop some useful intupdflateition. This

new notation will also simplify our proofs and other arguments below.

Recall that in the ± formalism, it was very convenient that the ribbon diagrams looked

just like those in equilibrium, with all the additional information carried solely by the vertices:

Each vertex was labeled by a sign choice ±. The type of propagator connecting two given

vertices was then uniquely determined by the signs at the vertices. At first glance, the

Feynman rules after the Keldysh rotation do not share the same simplicity. We will develop

a more useful prescription in several simple steps. First, it is rather awkward to deal with

dotted versus undotted halfs of propagators – we will encode the same information by using

regular undotted lines for all the ribbon edges, but placing a “bulk arrow” in the middle of

the ribbon propagator pointing in the direction from the quantum end to the classical end of

the propagator. The classical-to-classical propagators GK do not get any “bulk arrow” mark.

In the next step, one can pull each arrow from the middle of the propagator to the quantum

end of the propagator, and associate this arrow with the adjacent vertex instead. In this way,

5Strictly speaking, such diagrams are not illegal, but since they identically vanish, leaving them systemat-

ically out will significantly reduce the number of diagrams that need to be drawn for any process. Also, we

do not expect that such diagrams should be independently reproduced on the string-theory side of the duality

between the large-N theory and string theory.
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each vertex is uniquely assigned a collection of arrows rooted at the vertex and pointing in

the directions of various attached propagators. This collection of arrows rooted at the same

vertex is reminiscent of a signpost at trail intersections. For the lack of a better term, from

now on we will refer to this collection of arrows at a given vertex as a “signpost”, and this

notation as the “signpost notation”.6

In this new signpost notation, our three-point vertices (2.9, 2.10) look as follows,

b
1

1

a
b

a
b

3

3

2

2

a , (2.13)

b
1

1

a
b

a
b

3

3

2

2

a , (2.14)

(2.15)

while the four-point vertices (2.11, 2.12) are

2

4

1
a

b
1

a
2

b

b
3a

3

4

b
a

, (2.16)

2

4

1
a

b
1

a
2

b

b
3a

3

4

b
a

, (2.17)

... .

Note that the propagators do not require any additional notation – each propagator is uniquely

determined by the two signposts at the vertices it connects. The rules for building consistent

diagrams can now be rewritten solely as restrictions on the signposts allowed at the vertices

of the ribbon diagrams:

• At each vertex, the signpost carries an odd number of arrows, each pointing into a

distinct propagator.

6A somewhat similar notation, using arrows to indicate the GA and GR propagators, has been used in

the literature (for example see [2]). The novelty of our signpost notation is that we assign the arrows to the

vertices, not the propagators. Note also the different status of the edge arrows reflecting the SU(N) group

structure, and the signpost arrows reflecting the non-equilibrium ingredients in our diagrams: We often indicate

graphically only one edge arrow per each closed edge loop or each open edge segment in a given diagram, and

do not put edge arrows on all individual propagators, to avoid notational clutter in the figures. On the other

hand, the location and direction of each signpost arrow carries important information and such arrows cannot

be conveniently left out.
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• The signposts are such that each propagator can have at most one arrow pointing into

it from the adjacent vertices.

• Starting from any vertex, follow the signpost instructions: Follow any of the adjacent

propagators which has an arrow pointing into it; repeat this process at each vertex you

visit. If after n such steps you return to the vertex you started from, the diagram is

identically zero and will be systematically omitted. (See an example in Fig. 1.) This

rule is the rephrasing of the analogous rule we encoutered above in the original notation.

It will be useful to formalize the prescription for traveling along a ribbon diagram ∆ in

the direction of the arrows, as follows: We define an admissible path on ∆ from a vertex

v1 to another vertex v2 to be a collection of consecutive propagators and vertices, obtained

by starting at v1, choosing an arrow from the signpost at v1, moving in the direction of

this chosen arrow along the attached propagator to the next vertex, and repeating the steps

at each signpost encountered along the way, until we reach v2. As a consequence of this

definition, there is always at least one admissible path going through any given vertex of ∆.

Also, for any pair v1, v2 of vertices, there might be one or more distinct admissible paths

connecting them, or none at all.

2.3. All vacuum diagrams vanish identically

To practice the use of our new notation and to show its efficiency, we will now prove that all

vacuum diagrams are zero. Begin at any vertex, and imagine being a traveler who follows

the arrows at all signposts, i.e., travels along an admissible path as defined above. Since the

number of arrows at each vertex is odd, there is at least one arrow at your original location.

Follow that arrow, and repeat the step at each new vertex you visit. Again, since there

is at least one arrow at each vertex, this procedure makes sense at each step. If after a

finite number of steps you return to a vertex you already visited, by our rules the diagram

is declared to be zero identically. Since for a vacuum diagram, there are no external legs at

which you could end up after a finite number of steps, to prevent the diagram from being

zero you would have to travel forever, visiting an infinite number of new vertices. Since in our

analysis we only consider Feynman diagrams with a finite number of vertices, this concludes

the proof.

Thus, we reach our first conclusion about the universal structure of non-equilibrium string

perturbation theory in the Keldysh-rotated form:

Z =

∞∑
h=0

(
1

N

)2h−2

Fh(λ, . . .) = 0; (2.18)

the sum of all the 0-point diagrams vanishes identically.7 This is an example of the effi-

ciency of the Keldysh-rotated formalism, which must be reproduced by any candidate for the

description of the worldsheet dynamics of the string.

7Note that as in [1] and [16], we continue denoting the sum over all connected ribbon diagrams by Z. As

usual, the sum Z over all diagrams, connected or not, is related to Z by Z = log Z .
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0−−
−

Figure 1. An example of a signpost ribbon diagram which vanishes identically. Note that in this

example, the closed path made of GA propagators that makes this diagram vanish is not surrounding

just one plaquette.

3. Large N and string worldsheets: Classical and quantum surfaces

We are now ready to demonstrate that for each ribbon diagram ∆ in the Keldysh-rotated

formalism, its associated Riemann surface Σ(∆) can be naturally decomposed into a classical

part Σcl plus its quantum “embellishment” part Σqu. This will be done in two steps: First, we

define for each diagram its “classical foundation” Σ̂cl: a surface whose topology is generally

simpler (or at least not more complicated) than that of Σ. The full surface Σ is then obtained

by replacing a collection of non-overlapping disks on Σ̂qu with the quantum “embellishments”.

However, since we have just shown that all vacuum diagrams vanish, we cannot use vacuum

diagrams to illustrate our arguments as we did in the ± representation [1] – we will need

n-point correlation functions.

3.1. Adding external sources

In what follows, we mostly concentrate for simplicity on diagrams which contribute to the

two-point correlator of M and M ,

〈M a
bM

c
d〉 = 〈M a

bM
c
d〉0 + . . . , (3.1)

an equation represented graphically as follows,

a

b

c

d =
a

b

c

d + . . . , (3.2)

where the “. . .” denote all the loop corrections. In fact, in order to eliminate the loose indices

at the ends of the propagators, it will be better to couple Ma
b and M a

b to their conjugate

sources, Jba and J b
a, and encode the two-point function (and all higher n-point functions)

in SU(N) singlets such as

Jba 〈M a
bM

c
d〉J d

c. (3.3)

Note that it is the classical source J that couples to the quantum field M , and the quantum

source J to the classical field M . This follows from the fact that in the ± formalism, the

coupling to sources adds the following term to the full action (2.2),∫
dtTr (J+M+ − J−M−) . (3.4)
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With the standard definitions

Jcl ≡ J =
1

2
(J+ + J−),

Jqu ≡ J = J+ − J−, (3.5)

the coupling in (3.4) indeed adds to the Keldysh-rotated action (2.5) the following source

term, ∫
dtTr (JM + JM).

In our ribbon diagrams, we will graphically denote the external sources as follows,

J : J ,

J : J .

Using this notation, the expression in (3.3) is graphically represented by

J J . (3.6)

On the string dual side, the insertions of the singlets JM and JM will correspond to marked

points on the surface Σ.

In the full theory, one is more appropriately interested in correlation functions of n local

composite operators Oi(M,M ) (with i = 1, . . . , n) that are singlets of the SU(N) symmetry.

It is such operators that can be expected to be associated with simple local vertex-operator

insertions on the worldsheets in the dual string theory. The sources J and J that we use

to form the singlets JM and JM can be simply seen as placeholders for the insertions of

such more complicated singlet operators Oi, and we use them solely for the convenience of

our presentation.

3.2. Reduction of Σ to its classical foundation Σ̂cl

Each ribbon diagram ∆ can be associated with a unique surface Σ, constructed by simply

forgetting the non-equilibrium signposts at the vertices and following the prescription for Σ

that worked in equilibrium. Restoring the signposts will then equip Σ with some additional

structure, and we expect the topological sum over surfaces of genus h to be correspondingly

refined.

How do we identify the refined structure that is naturally induced on Σ by the restoration

of the non-equilibrium data? There is one physically well-motivated decomposition of each

non-equilibrium ribbon diagram ∆, which induces a natural decomposition of Σ. Recall first

that the information about the state is carried by the Keldysh propagators GK , but not the

GA and GR propagators and the vertices. It is then natural to define an operation which acts

on a ribbon diagram ∆ by “forgetting” the GK propagators: Erasing all the GK propagators

from a ribbon diagram should leave a subdiagram ∆̂, in which the information about the

state of the system has been erased. Note that since every vertex of ∆ has at least one arrow
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at its signpost, no vertices are erased in the process of ddforming ∆̂. Some of the vertices of

∆̂ will have fewer attached legs than their counterparts in ∆. In particular, some vertices in

the reduced diagram ∆̂ might become “1-vertices” or “2-vertices,” but each vertex still has

at least one propagator attached to it. Even to such generalized diagrams, one can still apply

the standard process of constructing an associated compact surface without boundaries (by

gluing in a disk to fill each closed loop). We will denote this surface by Σ̂cl and refer to as

the “classical foundation” of Σ. By design, the expectation is that even on the string side,

the classical foundation Σ̂cl should be encoding the information about the dynamics but not

about the state of the original system.

Note that Σ̂cl is either topologically simpler than Σ, or at most topologically equivalent

to Σ. In technical terms, the increasing topological complexity of surfaces is measured by the

decreasing value of their Euler number. It turns out that the Euler number of the classical

foundation Σ̂cl is always greater than or equal to the Euler number of Σ. We postpone the

proof of this statement until Section 3.6, after we define more precisely the decomposition of

Σ into its classical and quantum part.

3.3. Topology of the classical foundation Σ̂cl

First, we will show that the classical foundations Σ̂cl that emerge from consistent diagrams

can be arbitrarily topologically complicated, as two-dimensional orientable surfaces without

boundaries. Since such two-dimensional surfaces are topologically classified by their non-

negative integer genus n, we need to show that Σ̂cl for all possible n arise from consistent

ribbon diagrams. We will prove this statement by constructing a sequence of ribbon diagrams

which contain no GK propagators, implying that their associated surface Σ is identical to its

classical foundation, Σ̂cl = Σ, and with Σ of arbitrarily high genus. We will illustrate this on

the two-point functions with the JJ external source insertions.

First, consider the diagram in Fig. 2. It is planar, contains only GA and GR propagators,

and Σ = Σ̂cl is a two-sphere. Following the cutting and re-gluing procedure on the two

indicated propagators as described in Fig. 2 gives Σ which is a two-torus, again isomorphic

to Σ̂cl.

In the next step, we iterate this procedure to form any higher genus surface Σ, again

isomorphic to its classical foundation Σ̂cl: Starting with the planar ladder diagram with

J J

Figure 2. An example of a ribbon diagram without any GK propagators; thus, the associated surface

Σ has no quantum embellishments, and Σ̂cl = Σ, the two-pointed sphere. Cutting the two propagators

inside this diagram across the indicated dashed line, and re-gluing them in the opposite order, turns

Σ = Σcl into a two-pointed torus.
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0 1 2 −1n n2 2
JJ

Figure 3. A construction that yields a higher-genus Σ with no quantum embellishments. Starting

from this planar diagram, cut the propagators labeled 1 to 2n across, along the indicated dashed line,

and re-glue them in the opposite order: 1 to 2n, 2 to 2n− 1, . . ., 2n to 1. This gives a ribbon diagram

associated with Σ = Σcl of genus n.

2n + 1 rungs as indicated in Fig. 3, we cut the 2n indicated rungs, and re-glue them in the

opposite order. Counting the number of plaquettes, propagators and vertices of the resulting

non-planar diagram demonstrates that its associated surface is of genus n. Since there were

no GK propagators involved, the classical foundation Σ̂cl is isomorphic to Σ, and therefore

also of genus n.

3.4. Decomposition of Σ into its classical and quantum parts Σcl and Σqu

When we restore the GK propagators in a given ribbon diagram ∆, we reconstruct the full

surface Σ from the classical foundation Σ̂cl. This process defines a decomposition of the

original surface Σ into its quantum and classical parts, which we denote by Σcl and Σqu.

Both Σcl and Σqu will be two-dimensional surfaces whose boundaries consist of a collection of

S1, along which Σcl and Σqu are glued together. The classical foundation Σ̂cl is then related

to Σcl simply by gluing in disks into each boundary component of Σcl. For an algorithmic

definition of this decomposition of Σ for any given ribbon diagram ∆, we now refer to a more

precise combinatorial description.

3.5. Combinatorial picture of Σ̂cl, Σcl and Σqu

Begin with a ribbon diagram ∆ in the Keldysh-rotated formalism. The collection of vertices,

propagators and closed loops (which we refer to as “plaquettes”) in ∆ provides a simplicial

decomposition of the associated surface Σ. We subdivide this combinatorial data associated

with ∆ as follows:

• All vertices belong to Σcl.

• All GA and GR propagators belong to Σcl.

• All plaquettes that have no adjacent GK propagators belong to Σcl.

• All GK propagators belong to Σqu.

• All plaquettes with at least one adjacent GK propagator belong to Σqu.

This assigns each building block of the cellular decomposition of Σ to either Σcl or Σqu.

(Perhaps the only exception is the treatment of the external source insertions, to which we
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Figure 4. Two examples illustrating the direct plaquette-by-plaquette construction of Σqu as a

surface with smooth boundaries. For those readers viewing this figure in color, the portions of Σqu so

constructed are denoted in green.

return in Section 3.8.) What is less clear is that Σcl and Σqu can be naturally interpreted as

smooth surfaces, connected to each other along a common boundary which is topologically

just a collection of S1’s. That it is indeed so can be demonstrated by an equivalent definition

of the decomposition of Σ into Σcl and Σqu, which works plaquette-by-plaquette, and follows

a similar plaquette-by-plaquette definition of the triple decomposition of Σ in terms of the

widened cuts in the ± formalism studied in detail in [1, 16].

3.6. Plaquette-by-plaquette construction of a smooth Σqu

Begin by placing a transverse line segment across the middle of each GK propagator, and

widen this cut into a segment of a two-dimensional ribbon. Inside each plaquette, connect all

such line segments entering the plaquette to the marked center inside the plaquette. Widening

the resulting graph gives a unique portion of a smooth surface with boundaries inside the

plauqette, a portion which connects smoothly to other such portions of a smooth surface with

boundaries across each adjacent GK propagator (see Fig. 4 for illustrations). Their union

thus defines a smooth surface with a smooth boundary consisting of a number of S1’s. It

is easy to see that this surface is topologically canonically equivalent to our Σqu as defined

combinatorially above.

Another natural perspective on the plaquette-by-plaquette construction is obtained when

we switch from the original ribbon diagram ∆ to its dual ribbon diagram ∆?. (We reviewed

this duality of ribbon diagrams in Section 2.8 of [1], and used it there to study the triple

decomposition of Σ in the ± formalism.) In this dual picture, the widened cut across each

GK propagator in ∆ represents a certain ribbon propagator of ∆?, and their connection to

the marked center inside a plaquette with at least one adjacent GK propagator represents a

vertex in ∆?. The collection of all such propagators and vertices of ∆? that have been assigned

to Σqu thus represents a ribbon subdiagram in ∆?, and therefore has a natural interpretation

as a topologically smooth surface with boundaries. This surface is precisely the surface Σqu

that we obtained from the plaquette-by-plaquette prescription.

Given our combinatorial definition of Σcl and Σqu, it is natural to define the follow-

ing combinatorial Euler numbers associated with the combinatorial ingredients defining the
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decomposition,

χcl(∆) = V − Pcl + Lcl, χqu(∆) = −Pqu + Lqu. (3.7)

Here V is the number of vertices in ∆, Pqu the number of its Keldysh propagators, Pcl =

P − Pqu the number of its non-Keldysh propagators, Pcl the number of plaquettes with

no adjacent GK propagators, and Pqu the number of the plaquettes with at least one GK
propagator. By repeating the steps used in the ± formalism in [1], it is straightforward

to show that these combinatorial Euler numbers reproduce the Euler characteristics of the

smooth surfaces Σcl and Σqu,

χcl(∆) = χ(Σcl), χqu(∆) = χ(Σqu). (3.8)

The sum of the two is of course the Euler number of Σ, simply given in terms of the number

of handles h as χ(Σ) = 2− 2h.

We can now return to the statement we made in Section 3.2, that the topology of the

classical foundation Σ̂cl is simpler than that of the full surface Σ. The notion of “topological

simplicity” of a surface Σ is quantified by the Euler number χ(Σ): The simpler the topology

of the surface, the greater its Euler number. We wish to show that

χ(Σ̂cl) ≥ χ(Σ). (3.9)

The proof is now simple, because we can rely on the features of the decomposition of each Σ

as Σcl ∪ Σqu. Consider the connected components of Σqu, one by one. Each such component

has some number b of boundaries, b ≥ 1, along which it connects to Σcl. Its Euler number

is ≤ 2 − b. Replace this connected component with b disks; the Euler number of the

replacement is b. Since b ≥ 1, the Euler number of the replacement is always greater than

or equal to the Euler number of the original connected component of Σqu. By definition, the

classical foundation Σ̂cl is obtained from Σ by performing this replacement procedure with

all connected components of Σqu. Using the additivity property of the Euler number, this

demonstrates that the Euler number of Σ̂cl must be greater than or equal to that of Σ, thus

proving (3.9).

Note that according to this definition of topological complexity of a surface, we find that

the collection of n disconnected spheres is simpler than a collection of n′ spheres if n > n′.

This is a consequence of our definition of topological complexity that we can live with.

3.7. Topology of the quantum embellishments Σqu

In our next step, we show that arbitrarily complicated topologies of the quantum embellish-

ment surfaces Σqu can appear from consistent ribbon diagrams. We will prove this statement

by constructing a sequence of ribbon diagrams whose quantum embellishments Σqu are con-

nected surfaces with one boundary and an arbitrarily high genus.

This constrction is illustrated in Figs. 5 and 6: First, we construct a surface whose

classical foundation is an S2 with two marked points at which the sources are inserted, and
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J J

Figure 5. An example of a ribbon diagram with two GK propagators, whose Σ is again a two-

pointed sphere, and Σcl = Σ. In this case, the quantum embellishment Σqu is a disk. Cutting the two

indicated propagators along the dashed line and regluing them in the opposite order gives Σ which is

a two-pointed torus, with Σcl a two-pointed sphere, and Σqu a torus with one boundary.

0 1 2 −1n n2 2
J J

Figure 6. The construction of a surface with a higher-genus quantum embellishment Σqu. The indi-

cated diagram gives Σ a two-pointed sphere, with Σqu a disk, just like in Fig. 5. Cutting propagators

labeled 1 to 2n and regluing them back in the opposite order as in Fig. 3 yields Σ which is a two-pointed

surface with n handles, Σ̂cl a two-pointed sphere, and Σqu with n handles and one boundary.

the quantum part Σqu is a torus with one boundary. Then we iterate this process, and

construct a surface whose Σqu has any number of handles and one boundary.

Next we need to show that Σqu can have connected components with more than one

boundary component. Examples of ribbon diagrams with this feature are easy to find if

we consider higher 2n-point correlation functions. Consider the diagram in Fig. 7, which

contributes to the 4-point function with the external sources JJ JJ . This diagram is

connected and planar, therefore the surface Σ associated with it is the sphere (with four

marked points corresponding to the insertions of the two J ’s and two J ’s.). Its Σqu is a

cylinder, and this diagram thus shows that connected components of Σqu can have more than

one boundary.

One can also use this 4-point function to find diagrams whose Σqu are connected, have

two boundaries, and an arbitrary number h of handles: Simply replace the one GK propagator

in Fig. 7 by 2h+ 1 propagators, glue them to the bottom horizontal ribbon in the order from

J

J J

J

Figure 7. This diagram is planar, and Σ is an S2 with four marked points. The classical foundation

Σ̂cl consists of two disconnected S2’s, each with two marked points. The quantum embellishment Σqu

is a cylinder: Combinatorially, it is constructed from one GK propagator and the one plaquette of this

diagram, and has two boundaries.
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J

JJ

J

J J

(b)(a)

Σ

Σ
qu

J J

JJ J

JJ

Figure 8. (a): This ribbon diagram is again planar and contributes to a 6-point function. (b): Its

associated surface Σ is an S2 with six marked points. Σ̂cl consists of a collection of three S2’s with

two marked points each, and Σqu is the “pair of pants” surface, with no handles and three boundary

components.

1 to 2h + 1, and to the top horizontal ribbon in the reverse order, from 2h + 1 to 1. This

resulting ribbon diagram will have 2h + 1 propagators, and just one plaquette. Its Σqu is a

connected surface with two boundaries and h handles.

This process can be easily extended to construct examples whose Σqu is connected and

has more than two boundaries. One of the simplest ribbon diagrams whose Σqu is connected

and with three boundaries is depicted in Fig. 8, and involves a 6-point function. (In fact, an

even simpler ribbon diagram with the same properties would result from removing any one

of the three GK propagators in Fig. 8.) Clearly, by iterating this construction to 2b-point

functions, one easily obtains examples whose Σqu has b boundary components.

Is it necessary to go to such higher-point functions in order to find examples with con-

nected components of Σqu having high numbers b of boundaries, or do such Σqu appear already

in the 2-point function? The answer is that they do appear, but in order to find examples of

ribbon diagrams that contribute to the 2-point function and whose Σqu has a connected com-

ponent with more than one boundary, one must look a bit harder, to non-planar diagrams.

Consider the diagram in Fig. 9. It has been designed such that it only has one GK prop-

agator. It leads to Σqu which has two boundary components. The process clearly iterates,

and gives examples of Σqu which are connected and have an arbitrary number b of boundary

components, even in the case of the 2-point function.

J J

Figure 9. The construction of a surface Σ that contributes to the J〈M M〉J two-point function,

and whose Σqu is a cylinder. Here Σ = T 2, and its classical foundation is Σ̂cl = S2.
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3.8. Locations of the external sources

Besides the internal number of vertices, propagators and closed loops, our Feynman diagrams

inevitably contain a non-zero number of external source insertions. The external sources can

be either classical J , or quantum J . In order to complete the combinatorial rules proposed

in Section 3.5 to define the decomposition of Σ to Σcl and Σqu, we must decide how to assign

the external sources to the two parts of this decomposition.

Since the classical source J can never be attached to the GK propagator, it would appear

natural to assign the insertion of J always to Σcl. With the quantum source J , the story is

not so clear: We can choose to assign it always to Σqu, or we can choose to assign it to either

Σqu or Σcl, depending on whether it is attached to the GK propagator or the GA propagator.

Which of these two choices, if any, is more natural?

Perhaps the most natural and elegant answer is to simply admit that the external source

insertions are not a part of Σ, and therefore do not have to be assigned to either Σcl or Σqu.

This picture is further supported by the fact that in critical string theory, the insertions of

the vertex operators correspond to the “punctures” in the Riemann surface, points which

have been removed from Σ. This agrees with the observation that each such “puncture”

contributes −1 to the Euler number χ(Σ): In the combinatorial picture, creating a puncture

means removing a vertex in the cellular decomposition of Σ, resulting in the subtraction of

1 from the overall Euler number. On surfaces with complex structures (such as those in

critical string theory in Euclidean worldsheet signature), a puncture can be viewed as an

infinitesimally small boundary, and therefore contributes the same amount to χ(Σ). For Σ

with h handles, b boundaries and n punctures, the Euler number is then

χ(Σ) = 2− 2h− b− n. (3.10)

This is indeed the expression relevant for the counting of the powers of N in our large-N

expansion.

Even if we agree not to consider the source insertions a part of Σ, a small ambiguity

remains: How do we treat the plaquettes in the ribbon diagram, immediately surrounding

the source insertions? To see a simple example of the possible ambiguity, consider Fig. 10.

If we follow our plaquette-by-plaquette prescription, one of the quantum sources ends up

surrounded by a small disk with no other source insertions, which by our rules is assigned to

Σcl. This punctured disk is surrounded by Σqu. Wouldn’t it be more natural and economical

to assign this small disk (and its puncture, representing the J insertion) to Σqu?

We believe that the answer is no, and that the straightforward plaquette-by-plaquette

definition of the decomposition is both natural and most economical. If the diagram in Fig. 10

were the only one with the J insertion surrounded by a disk assigned to Σcl, it would make

sense to re-assign it to Σqu and end up with a simplified sum over surface decompositions.

However, there is an entire family of diagrams with the same decomposition into Σcl and

Σqu, of which the example in Fig. 10 is only the lowest-order representative, with fewest

vertices inside this punctured disk. Another example is given in Fig. 11. The existence
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(a) (b)

J

J J

J J

J J

J

Figure 10. Illustration of a quantum source J attached to a GK propagator, and its location on Σ.

(a): This diagram is planar and Σ is a four-pointed sphere. One of the external quantum sources J

is connected to a GK propagator. (b): Following our rules for the plaquette-by-plaquette construction

of Σqu, we find the decomposition of Σ depicted here, with one J isolated inside a disk component

of Σcl.

J

J J

J

Figure 11. Another ribbon diagram that leads to the same Σcl and Σqu as the example in Fig. 10.

of such higher-order diagrams suggests that it is natural to follow the simple rules of our

plaquette-by-plaquette definition of the decomposition of Σ: According to that definition,

every internal vertex in a given ribbon diagam is always inside Σcl – there is an open disk in

Σ which contains the vertex and is entirely in Σcl. It is then natural to extend this picture

also to the 1-vertices associated with the vertex insertions: Even if the puncture in Σ that

corresponds to the source insertion is technically not a part of Σ, it has a neigborhood in Σ

with the topology of a punctured disk, which intersects only one propagator of the ribbon

diagram. The logic of the plaquette-by-plaquette construction suggests that this punctured

disk should be assigned to Σcl.

Thus, the extension of the plaquette-by-plaquette construction to the ribbon diagrams

with external source insertions suggests that all insertions of both J and J should be nat-

urally interpreted as punctures in Σcl. This is the definition of the decomposition of Σ with

punctures into its classical and quantum part which we adopt for the rest of this paper: All

punctures of Σ will always belong to Σcl.

4. Non-equilibrium string perturbation theory after the Keldysh rotation

Thus, we arrive at the form of the topological genus expansion in non-equilibrium string

perturbation theory, in the Keldysh-rotated form. Consider again the sum over all connected

ribbon diagrams in our generic large-N non-equilibrium system with matrix degrees of free-

dom, and with ncl insertions of the classical source J and nqu insertions of the quantum source
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Σ

qu

cl

Σ Σ
qu

qu

Σ

J

J

J

Figure 12. A typical surface Σ contributing to (4.2), and its decomposition into the classical founda-

tion Σ̂cl and the quantum embellishment Σqu. In this example, Σ is a surface with five handles, and

with three J sources inserted at three marked points. Its classical foundation Σ̂cl is a torus with three

marked points, and its Σqu consists of three disconnected components: A torus with one boundary, a

surface with two handles and two boundaries, and a disk.

J . This amplitude can be written as

Ancl,nqu(N,λ, . . .) JnclJ nqu . (4.1)

The coefficients Ancl,nqu(N,λ, . . .) can then be expanded in the powers of 1/N , leading to the

string dual description as a sum over connected worldsheet topologies, each with ncl + nqu

punctures.

For notational simplicity, we introduce the generating functional Z(J,J ) of the ampli-

tudes (4.1), defined as a formal sum of (4.1) over all ncl and nqu, and refer to Z(J,J ) as the

“partition function” for short. In this language, we can now summarize the main results of

this paper as follows: The large-N expansion of the partition function for the non-equilibrium

system in the Keldysh-rotated version of the Schwinger-Keldysh formalism takes the form of

a sum over surface topologies, refined to

Z(J,J ) =
∞∑
h=0

(
1

N

)2h−2 ∑
double decompositions
χ(Σcl)+χ(Σqu)=2−2h

FΣcl,Σqu(J,J ;λ, . . .). (4.2)

In this non-equilibrium case, the sum over the surface topologies goes over all double decom-

positions of Σ into Σcl and Σqu, such that Σ is the connected surface of genus h, and with

ncl + nqu marked points inside Σcl corresponding to the insertions of ncl classical sources J

and nqu quantum sources J .

We have already demonstrated that Z(0, 0) = 0 identically. In fact, this observation can

be extended from the vacuum diagrams to the more general case of all diagrams with non-zero

J but zero J ,

Z(J, 0) = 0. (4.3)

The proof is simple: Consider a ribbon diagram with at least one vertex. There is at least

one arrow at the signpost at that vertex. Follow any admissible path starting in the direction

of this arrow. In a diagram with a finite number of vertices, this path must end in a finite

number of steps. The only place where an admissible path can end is at a J source insertion.
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Thus, for the diagram to be non-zero, there must be at least one J attached. There are no

diagrams that would contribute to a correlation function with n classical sources J , if there is

not at least one J source insertion, thus proving (4.3). Of course, this proof is perturbative

in nature, as are all our arguments based on the perturbative expansion in terms of the

underlying perturbative ribbon diagrams.

These vanishing identities have a clear physical interpretation familiar from the field-

theory side of the non-equilibrium system: Setting the quantum source J to zero is equivalent

in the original ± formalism to setting the sources J+ and J− on the C± parts of the Schwinger-

Keldysh contour equal to each other. When this is done, the probe of the system by J+ on

the forward branch is exactly undone by the compensating probe by J− on the return path,

and all the diagrams contributing to such a process are identically zero. On the string side,

this is reflected by the statement of (4.3): All contributions from the worldsheets Σ without

at least one J insertion vanish identically.

In fact, this statement about non-equilibrium string perturbation expansion can be fur-

ther refined: For the amplitude associated with a given decomposition of Σ into Σcl and

Σqu to be non-zero, each connected component of Σcl must have at least one J insertion.

The proof is a simple generalization of the argument we used to prove (4.3): Each connected

component of Σcl has at least one vertex. There is at least one allowed path that begins at

this vertex. This allowed path stays within the same connected component of Σcl, and it has

to end somewhere after a finite number of steps. Since it can only end at an J insertion,

each connected component of Σcl must have at least one such insertion.

Note that (4.3) can be interpreted as the boundary condition for solving the full gener-

ating functional of the correlation functions (4.2). Finding that (4.3) is valid represents an

important check of self-consistency for any Z(J,J ) in non-equilibrium string theory.

4.1. Resummation of the perturbative expansion

The decomposition of the string worldsheet Σ into its classical and quantum parts suggests a

reorganization of the perturbative expansion in string theory: We can first perform the sum

over the topologically inequivalent classical foundations Σ̂cl, and then sum over all quantum

embellishments that can be added to a given Σ̂cl. This resummation leads to the following

expression, equivalent to (4.2):

Z(J,J ) =
∑
Σ̂cl

(
1

N

)−χ(Σ̂cl)

∞∑
b=0

(
1

N

)b ∑
Σqu
b

(
1

N

)−χ(Σqu
b )

F
Σ̂cl,b,Σqu

b
(J,J ;λ, . . .)

 .

(4.4)

Here Σqu
b denotes a quantum embellishment surface, not necessarily connected, with b bound-

ary components. The first sum in (4.4) is over the classical foundations, which are closed

surfaces, also not necessarily connected. The second sum in (4.4) is over the number b of

disks excised in the classical foundation Σ̂cl, in order to form Σcl (and over the distribu-

tions of such excisions among the connected components of Σ̂qu). The third sum in (4.4) is
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over all possible topologically inequivalent quantum embellishment surfaces Σqu which have

b boundary components, and can therefore be glued to Σcl to form the full surface Σ. These

ingredients are subjected to just one overall constraint: The resulting Σ must be connected.

The resummation of the non-equilibrium string perturbation expansion in the form (4.4)

exhibits one somewhat unpleasant feature: For a given classical foundation Σ̂cl, the sum over

inequivalent Σqu topologies is not finite, even at a fixed order in the string coupling 1/N . This

infinity of inequivalent topologies contributing at the same order in 1/N for a given Σ̂cl has a

simple origin: Disconnected components of Σqu with the topology of a disk. One can excise

any number m of disks from Σ̂qu and replace them with such disconneted disk components

of Σqu, without changing the Euler number of Σ and thus the order in 1/N at which this

surface contributes to the partition function.

This feature suggests performing yet another resummation: For a given Σ̂cl, we can split

the sum over all quantum embellishments in (4.4) into two steps: First the sum over any

number of connected components of Σqu with the disk topology, followed by the sum over all

components of Σqu whose Euler number is ≤ 0 (and which are therefore not disks). For a given

classical foundation Σ̂cl, the first step defines a “renormalized” surface obtained by summing

over all possible quantum embellishments by disks, and the second sum over topologically

nontrivial quantum embellishments at each order in 1/N is then a finite sum over finitely

many topologically distinct quantum embellishments of the renormalized Σ̂cl.

For specific models, or in specific circumstances, it might happen that the sum over

quantum embellishments of each connected component of Σ̂cl by disks becomes finite. Indeed,

we shall see two such examples in Section 5, where we consider classical and stochastic limits

of the general non-equilibrium quantum systems: In Section 5.1, we will find an example

where all quantum embellishments vanish identically; and in Section 5.2, we will encounter

another example, in which each connected component of Σcl can have at most one boundary

component, which implies that the sum over its disk embellishments terminates at order one

in the number of disks.

4.2. Worldsheet decompositions before and after the Keldysh rotation

We can now compare and contrast the worldsheet decompositions of Σ in non-equilibrium

string perturbation theory in the original forward-backward formulation and in the formula-

tion after the Keldysh rotation.

In the ± formalism, there is a symmetry between the forward and backward parts of the

Schwinger-Keldysh contour, which implies a symmetry between the forward and backward

parts Σ+ and Σ− of the triple decomposition of the worldsheet. In particular, their combi-

natorial definitions in terms of the ingredients in the underlying ribbon diagram reflect this

symmetry. The remaining part, Σ∧, has a different standing: It represents the part of the

worldsheet associated with the instant of time where the forward and backward branches of

the Schwinger-Keldysh contour meet. Σ∧ does carry its own topological genus expansion, and

in this sense it is topologically two-dimensional. Still, as we discussed in [16], its combinatorial

definition suggests that Σ∧ may be interpreted as geometrically one-dimensional.
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In the Keldysh-rotated formulation, there is no symmetry between the classical and

quantum component Σcl and Σqu of the two-fold decomposition of the worldsheet surface Σ:

As we saw, the primary ingredient in this decomposition is the classical foundation Σ̂cl, which

is topologically simpler or at most equivalent to Σ. Starting with this classical foundation, Σ

is formed by adding the quantum embellishments represented by Σqu. Both Σcl and Σqu can

have topologies of any genus, but there is no similarity or symmetry between them.

In fact, there appears to be a certain parallel between Σcl of the Keldysh-rotated formal-

ism, and the Σ+ and Σ− components of the ± formalism of [1]. Analogously, the quantum

part Σqu in the Keldysh-rotated formalism is somewhat reminiscent of the wedge region Σ∧ of

the ± formalism. Indeed, note an intriguing similarity between the combinatorial definition

of Σqu in the Keldysh-rotated formalism as given in Section 3.5, and the worldsheet region

Σ∧ at the “end of time” in the ± formalism of [1]: In both instances, these surfaces are built

solely from propagators and plaquettes, and no vertices in the original ribbon diagram. Thus,

in the Poincaré dual ribbon diagram, Σqu and Σ∧ are both built from vertices and lines only,

which can make them appear geometrically one-dimensional. Yet, topologically they corre-

spond to two-dimensional surfaces and carry their own genus expansion, as we demonstrated

in Section 3.7.

5. Classical limits of non-equilibrium systems and string theory

In non-equilibrium theory in the Keldysh form, there are several popular approximations,

which represent various classical limits of the system. In this section, we study the conse-

quences of taking such limits for the string perturbation expansion. Besides the interst in

studying the string-theory side of such approximations for their own sake, this section serves

one additional purpose: We will see that our results will give further justification to our ter-

minology, and in particular clarify why it makes sense to refer the two parts Σcl and Σqu as

the “classical” and “quantum” part of the worldsheet Σ.

5.1. The classical limit

The first popular approximation is one in which we consider the quantum field φqu (or, in

our matrix case, M ) to be small compared to φcl (in our case M), expand the action up to

linear order in the quantum field M and then integrate M out (see, e.g., [4–6, 17]).

SSK =
1

g2

∫
dtTr

(
M G−1

R M + M G−1
A M + 3M2M + 4M3M + . . .

)
. (5.1)

Integrating M yields a delta function, which makes the remaining dynamical field M satisfy

its classical equation of motion,

M̈(t) = −V ′(M(t)). (5.2)

(Here V is the potential that contains all the cubic and higher interaction terms of the

original action, and we have kept all the spatial-momentum dependence in the equation

implicit.) Thus, in this limit, all fluctuations (both quantum and thermal) are infinitely
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suppressed. This is the reason why this approximation is usually invoked to justify the

terminology “classical” and “quantum” for the fields M and M : The “classical” field M in

this “classical” approximation satisfies the classical equation of motion, and the “quantum”

field has been integrated out.

What does this approximation look like in the string-theory representation? Consider

the general ribbon diagrams in this approximation. First, linearizing the cubic and higher

interaction terms in the action (2.5) in the quantum field M means that we drop all vertices

with more than one arrow at their signpost. Note a curious consequence: In this classical

approximation, there is no free will left for our hypothetical travelers following admissible

paths on a given ribbon diagram! Indeed, the choice of an admissible direction at each vertex

along the path is uniquely determined by the single arrow at its signpost, and all admissible

paths are completely deterministic.

Linearizing the quadratic term in (2.5) means that we keep only the mixed propagators

GA and GR, dropping all the GK propagators. This step is familiar: This is how we defined

the reduction from the full surface Σ to its classical foundation Σ̂cl in Section 3.2. However,

not all classical foundations of the original theory will appear: Only those diagrams whose

every vertex has just one arrow at its signpost will survive the linearization procedure.

It is now easy to show that all such ribbon diagrams will be collections of trees. Each of

the trees is rooted by one J insertion. The collection of all allowed paths that end at this

J form the branches of the tree. The deterministic feature of the allowed paths discussed

above ensures that there are indeed no closed loops in this tree. Tree diagrams are planar,

and therefore Σ is just a collection of spheres.

Thus, we reach a very pleasing conclusion: In the classical limit of the original non-

equilibrium quantum system, the partition function Z(J,J ) as given by the sum over world-

sheet topologies automatically reduces itself to a sum over string worldsheet surfaces with

only spherical topologies! For each term, the number of S2’s is equal to the number of J

external insertions. Moreover, all these surfaces have no quantum embellishments Σqu, and

therefore are equivalent to their classical foundation Σ̂qu. In equilibrium closed string theory,

summing over only spherical topologies is the hallmark of taking the classical limit. It is nice

to see that taking the classical limit of the non-equilibrium system matches the process of

taking the classical limit on the string side as well. We believe that this result provides some

intuitive justification for the terminology we introduced for the decomposition of Σ into its

“classical” and “quantum” part Σcl and Σqu.

5.2. Classical stochastic limit and the Martin-Siggia-Rose method

In this approximation, we take the semiclassical limit ~ → 0 but keep the classical thermal

fluctuations. This is achieved by restoring the dependences on ~ in the Schwinger-Keldysh

action (2.5), exposing the system to an environment by coupling it to a thermal bath of

harmonic oscillators, and taking the classical limit while keeping the temperature T fixed

(see, e.g., [4], Chapters 3.2 and 4, for details). Note that this approximation will not require

the M degrees of freedom to be in equilibrium, only the bath.
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It turns out that keeping the dependence on non-zero T is equivalent to keeping not only

the linear terms but also the terms quadratic in M in our expansion of the action(2.5). The

classical action (5.1) is then modified to

SSK =
1

g2

∫
dtTr

(
M G−1

R M + M G−1
A M + 3M2M + 4M3M + . . .+ iγTM 2

)
. (5.3)

Here γ is a constant that characterizes the spectral density of the Ohmic bath modelling

the environment (see [4]). This constant γ also appears in the additive friction terms in the

GA and GR propagators, terms which were absent in these propagators in the classical limit

of Section 5.1; these additional terms do not influence our treatment of the Feynman rules,

ribbon diagrams and our conclusions.

In order to see in what sense this action (5.3) represents a classical stochastic system, it

is convenient to use the Hubbard-Stratonovich transformation in the path integral,

e−γT
∫
dtTr(M 2) =

∫
Dξ(t) e

−
∫
dtTr

(
1
γT
ξ2−2iξ(t)M (t)

)
, (5.4)

so that we can trade the term quadratic in M for a linear coupling between M and a new,

typically Gaussian, field ξ. In our case, both M (t) and ξ(t) are SU(N) matrices (with all

additional dependences on the spatial coordinates or other quantum numbers again kept

implicit, as has been the case throughout our analysis).

Since M now appears only linearly, it can be again integrated out to give a delta function

localized on the stochastic classical equation of motion for M ,

M̈(t) = −γṀ − V ′(M(t)) + ξ(t). (5.5)

In this classical equation, ξ(t) serves as a stochastic noise, with a Gaussian distribution

represented by the path integral (5.4). Note the presence of the friction term −γṀ , which

appears due to the dependence of GA and GR on γ mentioned above. The famous Martin-

Siggia-Rose method [18] for dealing with stochastic systems reverses this construction [19, 20]:

It starts with a Langevin equation analogous to (5.5), and reintroduces the quantum field M

to represent the system in the path integral language.

Now we will use the action (5.3) of this classical stochastic limit of the original system of

matrix degrees of freedom, to see the implications of this approximation on the dual string

side.

First note that in this limit, all vertices in the surviving ribbon diagrams are again

allowed to have just one arrow at their signpost, just as in the classical limit discussed in

Section 5.1. In particular, the following conclusions about the classical foundation Σ̂cl of the

surfaces associated with the surviving ribbon digrams stay the same:

• All admissible paths on the ribbon diagrams are completely deterministic;

• The reduced ribbon diagram that defines the classical foundation Σ̂cl is a collection of

trees (with one tree per each J source insertion), and its each connected component

is therefore planar;
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0 1 2 −1n n2 2
J J

Figure 13. An example a ribbon diagram that follows the rules of the stochastic classical approxima-

tion with action (5.3). Note the deterministic nature of the amissible paths on this diagram. Cutting

across the indicated 2n rungs and re-gluing them as in Fig. 6 yields a ribbon diagram whose surface

Σ has n handles, while its classical foundation is still Σ̂cl = S2. The non-trivial topology is entirely

contained in the quantum part Σqu, which is a surface with n handles and one boundary.

• The classical foundation Σ̂cl is either a sphere, or a collection of disconnected spheres

(with one S2 for each connected tree component of the associated reduced ribbon dia-

gram);

• The number of connected components S2 of Σ̂cl is equal to the number of J source

insertions in the diagram.

In contrast to the zero-temperature classical limit studied in Section 5.1, however, there

is now a non-zero remnant of the classical-to-classical GK propagator, due to the presence

of the M 2 term in (5.3) linear in T . Thus, the worldsheets Σ contributing in this stochastic

classical limit will still contain quantum embellishments, but their classical foundations will

be collections of S2’s.

Restoring now all the GK propagators in the reduced diagram, the surface Σ can have an

arbitrarily high number of handles, as we show in Fig. 13. However, this nontrivial topology

of Σ is now solely due to the quantum embellishments: Leaving out the GK propagators

reduces any original ribbon diagram of this approximation to a collection of trees, implying

that the classical foundation Σ̂cl is always a collection of two-spheres. In addition, one can

similarly show that each connected component of Σcl is a disk (i.e., it has only one boundary

S1 connecting it to Σqu), or the entire Σ is an S2 with no quantum embellishments.

We see that even in the stochastic classical limit, there continues to be a meaningful sense

in which the “classical” limit in the non-equilibrium system (as defined by (5.3)) means also

a “classical” limit in the sense of the dual string theory, where the “classical” string limit is

conventionally understood as the summation over worldsheets with only spherical topology

[21] and possibly with marked points. This time, however, this classical string limit applies

only to the classical foundation of Σ, while the higher-genus quantum embellishments Σqu

represent the classical thermal or stochastic fluctuations in the original matrix system.

6. Conclusions

In this paper we found that, as anticipated, the calculus of non-equilibrium string perturba-

tion theory looks quite different in the Keldysh representation, in comparison to its form in
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the original ± formalism that we found in [1]. In both cases, the large-N expansion is orga-

nized into a sum over surfaces Σ of increasing topological complexity, just as in the standard

string perturbation theory at equilibrium. In contrast to equilibrium, however, in both repre-

sentations of non-equilibrium string perturbation theory the surfaces Σ are found to carry a

more refined structure (besides just the genus of Σ) which is universal for all systems. It is this

additional structure that is quite different between the two non-equilibrium representations.

In the ± formalism, the worldsheet surfaces Σ exhibit a triple decomposition, into their

forward branch Σ+, a backward branch Σ− and the “wedge” region Σ∧ which corresponds

to the crossing from the forward to the backward portion of the Schwinger-Keldysh time

contour. In contrast, in the Keldysh representation, each surface Σ consists of a classical

foundation Σ̂cl, which is further decorated by the quantum portion Σqu of the surface.

In [1], we also studied the structure of non-equilibrium string perturbation theory, and

the refinement of the worldsheet decompositions, for closed time contours with more than

two segments, most notably for the Kadanoff-Baym contour relevant for systems at finite

temperature. Besides the forward branch C+ and the backward branch C−, this time contour

has a third segment CM (sometimes called the “Matsubara” segment), which extends along

the imaginary direction by the amount β = 1/T set by the temperature. We have not

generalized the results of the Keldysh rotation to this case, simply because the status of this

third segment is different than that of C±. However, one can certainly imagine a hybrid

formalism, in which the Keldysh rotation has been performed on the fields taking values on

C±, leaving the Matsubara segment intact. Such a hybrid formalism has indeed been used

extensively in the theory of non-equilibrium many-body systems (see [10] for a review). The

fields in this hybrid formalism would consist of the classical and quantum fields M(t) and

M (t) that we studied in this paper, plus the Matsubara field MM(τ) that we used in Section 3

of [1]. By combining the results of [1] and those of the present paper, it should be possible to

derive the form of the worldsheet decomposition in this hybrid formalism for non-equilibrium

systems with a string dual.

Effectively, our analysis in [1] and in the present paper produced a set of rules which

can be viewed almost as axioms, and which are so universal that we expect any string theory

out of equilibrium to be consistent with them: In the ± description, the instant in time

where the forward and backward contours meet is perceived from the worldsheet perspective

as topologically two-dimensional, and carries its own genus expansion; the sum over surfaces

is refined into a sum over their triple decompositions. In the Keldysh rotated description,

each part of the two-fold decomposition of the worldsheet surface into its classical foundation

and quantum embellishments carries its own independent genus expansion. Due to their

universal nature, these axioms are arguably not very strong, and therefore not very helpful

in determining any specific details of the worldsheet dynamics. We hope, however, that they

may at least provide some guidance in the future search for the worldsheet description, in

particular examples of interest.

It will be interesting to see which of the two representations of the string-theoretic dual

description of large-N non-equilibrium systems will be more useful from the perspective of
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the worldsheet theory. Perhaps the answer might even depend on the large-N system in

question, and the kind of string theory which happens to be dual to it. We leave these

fascinating questions open for future investigations.
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