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Perturbative Understanding of Non-Perturbative Processes
and Quantumization versus Classicalization
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In some instances of study of quantum evolution of classical backgrounds it is considered inevitable
to resort to non-perturbative methods at the price of treating the system semiclassically. We show
that a fully quantum perturbative treatment, in which the background is resolved as a multi-
particle state, recovers the semiclassical non-perturbative results and allows going beyond. We
reproduce particle-creation by a classical field in a theory of two scalars as well as in scalar QED
in terms of scattering processes of high multiplicity. The multi-particle treatment also gives a
transparent picture of why a single-process transition from a classical to a quantum state, which
we call quantumization, is exponentially suppressed, whereas the opposite process, classicalization,
can take place swiftly if the microstate degeneracy of the classical state is high. An example is
provided by the N-graviton portrait of a black hole: a black hole can form efficiently via a 2 - N
classicalization process in the collision of high-energy particles but its quantumization via a decay

N — 2 is exponentially suppressed.
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I. INTRODUCTION

It is common to classify quantum field theoretic phe-
nomena into the sub-categories of perturbative and non-
perturbative effects. A given effect is attributed to the
non-perturbative category when its physical characteris-
tics, such as a cross section or a transition rate, are not
representable in the form of a perturbative power series
in a relevant coupling constant.

A classic example is provided by the Hawking evap-
oration rate of a black hole. This rate is proportional
to a negative power of the Newtonian gravitational cou-
pling. It therefore creates the impression that the pro-
cess is non-perturbative in Newton’s constant. The same
reasoning applies to many other examples of particle-
creation in a background classical field.

In reality, in many instances, the underlying physics
is fully perturbative in the coupling. This perturbativity
becomes visible only upon the resolution of the classi-
cal background in form of a multi-particle state, such as
a condensate, which may be realized in form of a num-
ber state or a coherent state. The corpuscular resolution
makes transparent that a seeming non-perturbativity is
the result of an interplay between the relevant coupling
constant and the occupation number of quanta. This has
been explicitly demonstrated for a number of systems.

For example, the theory of [I] offers a resolution of a
black hole in form of a condensate (or a coherent state)
of gravitons with occupation number N. This number is
proportional to the inverse of the gravitational coupling.
In this picture, Hawking evaporation is described as the
depletion of the condensate due to re-scattering of con-
stituent gravitons. The process is perturbative in New-
ton’s coupling. The appearance of its negative power in
the final expression of the evaporation rate is due to the
Bose-enhancement of the process by the combinatorics
of the occupation number N. Since N scales as the in-
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verse of the Newtonian coupling, the rate also comes out
to be inversely proportional to it. Hence the apparent
non-perturbativity of the process.

In general, an understanding of non-perturbative
mean-field effects as perturbative N-particle processes
carries obvious advantages. In particular, it allows to
go beyond the leading order approximation and to cap-
ture the 1/N-corrections coming from quantum effects of
the individual particles. Such effects are extremely im-
portant for properly accounting for the quantum back-
reaction, which is due to particle-creation on a would-be
classical background.

In certain cases this back reaction leads to a complete
breakdown of the classical approximation. The concept
was originally introduced within the framework of the
black hole N-portrait [I], with the first explicit simula-
tion of a prototype model conducted in [2], where the
effect was referred to as quantum breaking.

Within the black hole N-portrait [I], it has been ar-
gued [3H6] that quantum breaking takes place at the lat-
est by the time of half-decay.

Beyond black holes, the corpuscular approach to
particle-creation has been applied to a number of other
systems. In [Bl [(HI2] the classical de Sitter metric has
been resolved as the coherent state of gravitons on the
Minkowski vacuum. In particular, such a resolution is
mandatory within the S-matrix formulation of gravity,
since de Sitter cannot serve as a valid S-matrix vac-
uum [I0]. In this picture, the Gibbons-Hawking particle-
creation [I3] is described as re-scattering of coherent state
gravitons into all possible particle species. The backre-
action due to 1/N effects leads to a gradual breakdown
of the classical approximation. In particular, this is due
to the generation of entanglement [5], [7, 8, [0}, [1T].

Likewise, an analogous corpuscular study of the decay
of the coherently oscillating axion field was given in [I4].
Some further studies on quantum breaking of coherent
states using background field methods can be found in
[15] [16]. For other aspects of the corpuscular resolution
of de Sitter, cf. [I7HIY].

In all these examples, the non-perturbative semiclassi-
cal effect is recovered as the infinite- N limit of the quan-
tum picture.

The present paper represents a continuation of the
above program but with some important novelties that
allow to more cleanly extract the specific multi-particle
effects in simple examples of basic importance. We study
systems that represent the simplest prototype models de-
scribing the process of particle-creation by a background
field. We do this both in the semiclassical approxima-
tion as well as in a fully quantum treatment. We show
that the perturbative computation in the fundamental
quantum theory captures the seemingly non-perturbative
phenomena obtained in the semiclassical treatment of the
same system.

In particular, we make a special focus on the regime
when the energies of the produced quanta exceed the os-
cillation frequency of the background field. The non-

perturbative semiclassical analysis gives a very specific
suppression of particle-creating instabilities. We show
that the fully quantum treatment, perturbative in cou-
pling g2, reproduces these semiclassical results in large-
N.

To be more precise, this correspondence becomes exact
in the following double-scaling limit,

g° N = fixed (1)

—0 =
g ’ Vm3

Vs %
where m is the mass of the particles composing the
would-be classical field and V is the volume. However, for
finite values of the coupling ¢ and the particle number
density N/V, the fully quantum perturbative analysis al-
lows to go beyond the semiclassical approximation and
capture effects that are higher order in 1/N.

We consider three examples. In the first example, the
quanta of a scalar field x are created in the background
of an oscillating classical scalar field ¢. The coupling be-
tween the two fields is ¢2. At the level of semiclassical
analysis, in which ¢ is treated classically, such systems
have been widely considered and have many applications,
e.g., for reheating after inflation [20]. In this approxima-
tion, the creation of y-quanta is accounted for by certain
instabilities in the background mode equation. It is usu-
ally said that these effects are non-perturbative. This
may create the false impression that they cannot be cap-
tured by a perturbative analysis. We show that this is
not the case.

We achieve this by giving a fully quantum resolution of
the system. Namely, we represent the classical ¢ field as a
quantum state of high occupation number N. In this lan-
guage, the particle-creation can be understood as a scat-
tering process in which a number n of ¢-quanta is con-
verted into a pair of xs. We show that the perturbative
treatment fully captures the seemingly non-perturbative
effect obtained in the semiclassical theory.

In two further examples, we generalize the effect to
systems with gauge symmetry. One of these examples
considers production of photons by a time-dependent
charged scalar field. Here, too, the semiclassical picture is
fully reproduced by perturbative quantum re-scattering
of the charged constituent quanta of the condensate.

The final example is concerned with the inverted situa-
tion, i.e., production of a pair of scalar electrons in an os-
cillating electric field. In quantum language we describe
this process as the creation of a particle-antiparticle pair
in the annihilation of many photons. These photons rep-
resent the quantum constituents of the background elec-
tric field.

Our study has implications for fundamental ques-
tions regarding classical-to-quantum transitions and vice
versa. In particular, it shines light on the question how
fast a classical system can transit to a quantum state
in which the classical approximation ceases to be valid.
In [2], the timescale of such a breakdown was called the
quantum break-time, which we denote by tg. The phys-
ically relevant timescale to which it must be compared



is the characteristic inverse frequency of the constituents
of the classical state. In our examples, this is the fre-
quency of the coherent oscillations of the classical field
or a condensate. In the case of the N-portraits of black
holes [I] and of de Sitter [I], 5], the basic frequency of
the constituent gravitons is given by the inverse of the
classical curvature radius.

The study performed in [2] shows that in a classically
unstable system (i.e., a system with Lyapunov instabil-
ity), to can scale logarithmically in the number N of the
system’s constituents. Thus, such a system can quantum
break swiftly.

On the other hand, in generic classically-stable or sta-
tionary systems, the quantum break-time was argued to
be macroscopic in N [Bl [7, [§]. In such systems the tran-
sition to a quantum state is gradual and quantum break-
ing is a cumulative effect of a large number of elementary
processes, each with participation of a small number of
quanta. In particular, this was argued to be the case for
black holes [II, BH6], as well as for de Sitter [5], [7HIT].

In contrast, the quantum breaking driven by single-
process transitions, with participation of order N con-
stituents, are expected to be highly suppressed. Our
analysis contributes to this understanding substantially.
Due to the physical importance of this regime, we shall
introduce a special term for such a process and refer to
it as quantumization.

The flip side of the coin is the process called classical-
ization [21]. Tt represents a process of an inverse tran-
sition from a quantum state of few (say, two) energetic
quanta into a classical state of soft quanta of high oc-
cupation number N [22H26]. Thus, the basis for both
processes, quantumization as well as classicalization, is
the S-matrix element between 2-particle and N-particle
number eigenstates.

On very general physics grounds one can argue [26]
that the square of such a matrix element is limited from
above by an exponentially small factor e=®. This has
been confirmed by explicit computations, for example,
by the computation of 2 — N graviton scattering [24].
In fact, for the systems we consider in the present pa-
per, in certain regimes we shall obtain an even stronger
suppression.

Although the basic matrix elements for quantumiza-
tion and classicalization processes are the same, their
physical manifestations are very different. The signifi-
cance of 2 — N versus N — 2 has already been appreci-
ated within the black hole N-portrait [I] and is generic
for any classicalizing theory [25] [26].

The reason is the exponential difference between the
degeneracies of N-particle and 2-particle microstates con-
nected by one and the same matrix element. Correspond-
ingly, it makes all the difference whether N appears in
the initial or the final state of the process. The classical-
ization processes, 2 — N, can take place with order-one
probability provided the N-particle classical state has a
sufficient microstate entropy [I, 25, [26]. Such states in
[26] were called “saturons”, as their entropy is close to

saturating the upper bound imposed by unitarity.

In contrast, the quantumization processes, N — 2, are
always exponentially suppressed. This is due to the fact
that a valid 2-particle state has insufficient degeneracy
for compensating the exponentially suppressed S-matrix
element.

A good example of the difference between classicaliza-
tion and quantumization processes is provided by black
hole formation and decay as described by its N-portrait
[1]. Since in this theory a black hole is a state of N soft
gravitons, its formation in a collision of two high energy
particles represents a process of classicalization, 2 — N.

The computation of the 2 — N graviton process
[24, 27] shows that the probability of formation for each
microstate is e ™. However the suppression is compen-
sated by the microstate degeneracy factor e”. In other
words, the black hole has sufficient degeneracy for com-
pensating the exponentially suppressed matrix element,
i.e., it is a saturon [26].

In contrast, a decay of a black hole into two very ener-
getic quanta, represents a quantumization process of the
type N — 2. The microstate degeneracy of the final 2
particle state is negligible as compared to the exponen-
tial suppression. This explains the well-known property
of black holes that, while they can form very fast, they al-
ways decay very slowly. Due to suppressed quantumiza-
tion the decay happens via gradual emission of quanta
through Hawking radiation, as opposed to an explosive
decay into a few particles.

Also, one more physical consequence of the suppressed
quantumization is an inability of the classical system to
evolve into a highly entangled quantum state via a single-
step process.

The examples studied in the present paper make these
generic features of fundamental importance very trans-
parent.

II. EXAMPLE 1: ¢%y?

For the first example, we consider the model

1 L 9o, 1 L 9 2 9,29

(2)
In a semiclassical treatment, an initial ¢-condensate is
described by the classical solution
¢p(t) = ¢ocos (mt) , xp =0, (3)

and the fluctuations around the background are quan-
tized:

é=0op+06, X=0x. (4)
The initial state we would like to consider is then

[to) = 10)55/0) - ()



The background alters the propagation of fluctuations to
allow for particle-creation out of the vacuum, for example

0—2x. (6)

By contrast, in a fully quantum treatment, the conden-
sate is described by an initial state

[to) = [N)g |0)x (7)

where |[N)g4 denotes a state of ¢-quanta in the mode of
vanishing 3-momentum, p = 0, in a superposition cen-
tered around the mean occupation N. This could, in
particular, be a coherent state or simply a number state,
and the consideration in the limit is independent of
the choice. For definiteness, we are going to assume a
number state for now. The quantum processes giving
rise to creation of a pair of xs are then

N¢ — (N —n)p+2x. (8)

Here, the final ¢s are understood to be also in the p = 0
mode. Of course there are also processes involving scat-
tered ¢s. As compared to , these are however sup-
pressed by extra powers of the coupling g? and vanish
in the limit . Such suppression is not accompanying
diagrams with only forward-scattered ¢s, but those con-
tribute to the same process (see also sec. @ In the
absence of an elementary self-interaction of ¢, and in the
regime of negligible Coleman-Weinberg correction to the
potential, the energetics of the condensate are well ap-
proximated by

Vo2

N _m¢(2). )

This relates the quantum and classical parameters. Thus,
in semiclassical terms, the limit reads

] 208 _
g°—0, —5 —o00, g — =fixed. (10)
m m

In the following, we are going to compare the quantum-
perturbative and semiclassical-non-perturbative predic-
tion for creation of y-pairs with momenta k = |k| corre-
sponding to

9%o

= 11
n > m ( )

A. Coherent states and background fields

Before going to the calculations of the rate, we would
like to recall a general correspondence between calcula-
tions in a semiclassical approximation and a fully quan-
tum one that involves coherent states [28]. In the no-
tation of the example introduced above, consider a co-
herent state |¢) with the property (c|é(t)|c) = ¢p(t) and
{e|x()]¢) = xB(t), where ¢(t) and X(t) are evolving ac-
cording to the free Hamiltonian. For such a state, the

N-—n

FIG. 1. Diagrammatic representation of the leading order
terms in perturbation theory contributing to the amplitude

of the process .

S-matrix operator in the presence of a background field
agrees with the one of the fully quantum theory between

OF
(e, BISle, A)px = (BIS¢n. XB]14)5p,6x (12)

where the states |A) and |B) denote arbitrary number
eigenstates of modes that are not contained in the back-
ground. As we shall see, the convergence of a perturba-
tion series in the field strength depends also on the mul-
tiplicity n of the process under consideration. For the
condensate decay @ and in question, identity
means that in the perturbative regime we have to find
agreement of the perturbative fully quantum and non-
perturbative semiclassical creation rates with any differ-
ences arising from deviations of the initial and final ¢-
state from |¢). Such deviations are model independent
and generically vanish in the limit as ~ N~1. The
following calculations for ¢?x2 as well as those in sub-
sequent sections thus represent explicit examples of the

correspondence (|12)).

B. Quantum calculation

There is only a single diagram (see fig. [1]) entering the
calculation of the rate for the process at leading order
in g2 N. The number of Wick contractions is canceled by
the Taylor-coefficient of the relevant term of the S-matrix
operator up to a factor of 27/2. The diagram’s multiplic-
ity is n! and there is a factor of 1/ v/n! accompanying it
because of the initial n—fold occupation of the zero mode
of ¢. Thus the squared amplitude is given by 2"n!|d|?,
with d the value of the diagram. If g; denotes the the
virtual momentum in the propagator following the [th
insertion of a pair of ¢-legs, then ¢ = 2lmd{ — k* and



the propagators contribute to d a factor of

n/2—1
H (ql2 _ mi)*l — (_1)n/2—1m2—n n2o—n (n/2)|—2 )
1=1
(13)
Since the initial state does not carry angular momentum,
the phase space integration is trivial. Perturbatively, the
kinematics are

nm =2 (mi + k2)1/2 , (14)

which corresponds to a kinematic threshold for the mul-
tiplicity n that is given by

2m,,

n>ng = (15)

The resulting tree-level rate for n¢ — 2y is

1 4 nd . ¢ \" n
ooy = Vg1 =2on (4Vm3) (n/2)1"
(16)
Perturbation theory can be seen not to break down re-
gardless of the values of n. Including the combinatoric
enhancement factor due to the initial N quanta,

()3 (o (3)) oo

the rate for the process to leading order is given by
6992¢3>”

2n2 m?2

I'= CNnFn¢—>2X ~ ( (18)

where we have used relation (9), the Stirling approxima-
tion for the factorial, and omitted factors that scale less
strongly with n than exponentially. The time evolution
of ny, the expected occupation number density of xs per
momentum k, is given for early times by ng(t) ~ T't.
For later times, however, x-Bose-enhancement becomes
important, leading to an enhanced effective rate

2,2
nﬁ~<y+mk+o<%€>)r, (19)

and thus

ng(t) ~exp (2T't) , np 2> 1. (20)
Therefore, the connection between the quantum rate and
the semiclassical prediction is provided by

g

r~—. 21

nk (1)
The evolution is of course neglecting modification
due to sources of quantum breaking, such as depletion
or evolution of entanglement. As long as the number of
depleted quanta is much smaller than N, it is justified to
neglect those effects.

C. Semiclassical calculation

In the limit , the equations of motion simplify. The
equation for d¢ reads

(07 +m?) 66 = =2 (d7 + m?) ¢ — 29°X* (65 + 69)
=0(g) . (22)

The terms involving only the background vanish due to
. The equation for y reads

(0% +m2) x = —2¢°x (¢ + 0¢)°
=-2¢°¢Ex + O (g) . (23)

Thus, in the limit , d¢ decouples as a free field and y
has a time dependent contribution to its mass due to the
background. For the non-perturbative solution, we can
follow for example [29]. In the case of a linear equation of
the form , the prediction for y-creation can be given
in real time in terms of the mode function v, which is
defined through the mode expansion of the field operator
as

W(z) = / Bk (v (o (k)e™® + hoe) . (24)

Here, ao(k) and its Hermitean conjugate are the constant
annihilation and creation operators. The time evolution
is contained entirely in the mode function, which obeys
the equation

(df + wi(t)) v, =0, (25)
with
wi(t) = mi + k? + 2922 cos? (mt) . (26)
The expected particle-creation is then given as

1 1

n(t) = (0[nk(1)]0) = Yoor (loe]* +wilonl®) = 5. (27)
where 7y, is the time evolved operator of the number den-
sity of y-particles per mode k. The initial conditions of
v are constrained by being consistent with the commu-
tation relations of the operators as well as by initially
defining the lowest energy state. Equations and
imply that v obeys a Mathieu equation. In order to find
in the high multiplicity regime , we can refer to
the treatment of the Mathieu equation in [30]. Equations

and can be parametrized as

d?z +wi (14 hcos (yt) = =0, (28)
where the correspondence of parameters is

wy ¢ Wi =mi + K+ 25,
9’

R k)
ka

v 2m. (29)

h <




Equation can exhibit so called parametric resonance,
i.e., has solutions that for certain parameter combina-
tions exhibit exponential growth between the cycles of
period 7 = 27 /~:

x(t+7)=eTx(t), (30)

with a parameter of instability s > 0. For the particle
number one thus has

Nk (t + T)
———= ~exp(2s7), 31
g~ exp(2s) (31)
and, coarse graining over several periods, one has
ng
— ~s. 32
s (32)

In [30], it is shown that for h < 1, there is parametric
resonance in the bands
B 2w0

TEte

The maximal value of the exponent within these bands
scales as

leN. (33)

s~ h', (34)

as does the width e. Comparing and , one has
the correspondence [ <> n/2. Therefore, from and
, we see that the quantum rate is to be compared

with s for 21:
g3 1\"
S~h2l<—>< 0 > : (35)

m2 n2

where we have used and h < 1. The agreement with
the parametric scaling of can be seen to be complete.

III. EXAMPLE 2: SCALAR QED

A second example is provided by scalar QED with van-
ishing fundamental self-coupling of the scalar,
1
4
where D,, = 0,, — igA,,. Let us consider the same ques-
tions as in the previous example with now ¢ and A in
the roles of ¢ and x. That is, semiclassically, we consider
out of the vacuum production of a photon pair in the
background

OB = ¢E, = ¢gcos(mt), AR =0, (37)

whereas in the fully quantum picture, we consider the
many-particle annihilation processes

L =D,p(D"¢)' —m2¢Tp — —F,, F' (36)

N N N — N —
58_+5S+_> 5 L 5 ns++27. (38)
quantum and classical parameters are now related by
N 2
— = . 39
% maey (39)

and the double scaling limit in semiclassical terms
takes the same form as .

A. Quantum calculation

The presence of the 3-point vertex, igA“cﬁTauqb + h.c.,
in principle opens up a large variety of Wick contractions
contributing to the process (38) at leading order (N gz)n.
However, all but one of the corresponding diagrams are
vanishing due to the combination of gauge redundancy
and the special condensate kinematics. This can be seen
as follows. All diagrams involving an incoming scalar pair
connected by a single 3-point vertex vanish because the
derivative yields a factor of zero in the case of the initial
condensate momenta. That leaves only diagrams of the
type fig. [1} where the dotted lines represent a photon and
the 4-point vertices are either elementary or effective ones
consisting of two 3-point vertices with one internal ¢-line:

H v

. o 9op424y
—ig - (40)

45141 — M

Here, [ is the number of vertices preceding the vertex.
In every diagram with one or more vertices like , two
momenta q; are contracted only with photon polarization
vectors that are orthogonal:

¢ ep(q,r)=0, VII. (41)

This relation holds for transverse polarizations r, which
either belong to an outgoing photon or a neighbouring
photon propagator, whose non-transverse part has been
projected out by an outgoing photon. Thus the only
non-vanishing diagram is the one constructed solely out
of the elementary 4-point vertex, g2A4, A*¢T¢. The value
of the diagram is different from the 2-scalar case only by
a factor

e (k,r)e (k') = 0y . (42)

The resulting tree-level rate for s~ + 4st — 24 for
each of the two polarizations is thus identical with .
The combinatoric enhancement factor due to the initial
N quanta (using the Stirling approximation) is

o () i 0 (5)) - o

With this and , the rate for the process to lead-
ing order is given by

272 2n2 m2

e2 2.2\ "
I'=Cnnlan oy ~ ( g %) : (44)

where again we have used the Stirling approximation and
omitted factors that scale less strongly with n than ex-
ponentially.

B. Semiclassical calculation

In the limit , several terms in the equations of mo-
tion are suppressed. Furthermore, the background ¢p



obeys a harmonic equation and has vanishing current.
Thus, with the notation

z=Redp, y=Imdo, (45)
the equations for d¢ read
(02 +m?)z=0/(g) (46)

and
(0 +m?) y = gA* 8,65 + 90, (A"dp) + O (g) . (47)
The equation for 4,, reads
OuFM =2g° ¢35 A" —2g (pp0”y — y0” ¢p)+0O (g) . (48)

One sees that in the limit, « decouples as a free field.
Projecting out the transverse polarizations of A, their
equation becomes

(0% —24%0%) AL = O (g) - (49)

Thus, like in the previous example, the propagating pho-
ton degrees of freedom decouple from the fluctuations d¢.
The creation of sts~ is a result of the interaction of y
and the Coulomb degree of freedom encoded in Ay and
A7 . Restricting the attention to processes of photon cre-
ation, implies that the mode functions of the two
transverse photon polarizations likewise obey a Mathieu
equation,

(df + wi(t)) v, =0, (50)
where now
wi(t) = k* + 2¢%$2 cos? (mt) . (51)

This can again be parametrized as in and the analo-
gous version of . Therefore, the semiclassical predic-
tion for the rate is again

P (92¢%1>n . (52)

N m2 n2

Thus, in this example, too, the parametric agreement of

(44) and is complete.

IV. EXAMPLE 3: SCALAR QED WITH
MASSIVE PHOTON

Let us consider again scalar QED, but now with a non-
zero Proca mass m:

1 1
L= D#qS(D“qS)Tfm§¢T¢—ZF#UF“”+§m2AHA”. (53)
If photon and electron in the preceding example inter-

change roles, we are dealing with pair-creation in an elec-
tric field. Semiclassically, we are looking at an out of the

vacuum creation of sTs™ in a theory with fields quantized
around the background

E
Ak = 55% cos(mt), ¢p=0. (54)

The relevant processes in the fully quantum treatment
on the other hand are

Ny — (N —n)y+sts . (55)

quantum and classical parameters are approximately re-
lated through

N 1

takes the same form as (| with Ey/m in place of ¢g.
Equation corresponds to a background electromag-
netic field of the form

The double scaling limit (I}) in semiclassical terms then
10

FOj = 5JZEO sin (wt) 5 ij = O7 (57)
with frequency w = m. This field only has an electric
component pointing in z-direction. For example, it may
serve as an approximate description of the field created in
the antinodes of superposing laser light, on length scales
short compared to the wavelength, 27 /w. For an opti-
cal or X-ray laser, the kinematic threshold is necessarily
high, ng = 2m./m > 1. This is in contrast to the pre-
vious examples with m, arbitrary and m. = 0, respec-
tively. For such a hierarchy, the dominant process is the
one closest to the threshold,

n=ng+d, 0<§<1, (58)
as follows from the scaling of and (44]) and will turn
out to be the case here, too. The regime (11)) for n ~ ng
corresponds to

gEo

mme

<1. (59)

A. Semiclassical result

The semiclassical rate of pair-creation in the back-
ground field averaged over a period of oscillation
has been found in [31] 2] (see also [33]) in the regime
of ng > 1 and Ey < m2/g. The full result interpolates
between the following two asymptotic expressions. In the
regime of % > 1, the rate asymptotes to

4
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gkEo me
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24274 <m62> p< 9E0> (60)

which is essentially the suppression obtained by
Schwinger for the case of a constant electric field [34].
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The latter regime is sometimes referred to as the multi-
photon regime and coincides with . In the following
perturbative quantum calculation, we indeed fully repro-

duce in terms of an n-photon process .

B. Quantum calculation

In the present case, all possible Wick contractions lead
to non-vanishing diagrams. However, near the kinematic
threshold, one particular diagram dominates over the
others. This is the diagram constructed purely out of the
4-point vertex, as obtained from the digram in fig. [[fupon
exchanging ¢s for s and the y-pair for sT™s~. Let us de-
note by 0I'4 the contribution to the rate from the square
of only that diagram. Isolating such contributions may
be useful despite the contribution of interference terms in
the case in which certain diagrams dominate over others.
In terms of the rate in the 2-scalar example, we have

60y =240y - (62)
Here, the relative factor of 27" comes from the lesser
number of Wick contractions since the complex field ¢
replaces the real field x. Likewise, there is another rela-
tive factor of 1/2, since the final particles are not identi-
cal. All other diagrams feature photon-insertions via 3-
point vertices. The opposite extreme case of the diagram
considered above, arising from contracting solely 3-point
vertices, is depicted in fig. Let us denote by dI's the
contribution based on its square. It can be obtained in

an analogous calculation and the result is

o _ e (1 - ng)n ~ < (%)n ,  (63)
ory  8n n? 8n \ ng
where the last relation holds for the dominant process
(58). This is strongly suppressed for sufficiently small
d/no. The above consideration indicates that a 3-point
vertex results in a suppression factor near the threshold

and that therefore for the process the amplitude is
well approximated by the diagram in fig. [I We thus have

Fn’y—m*s* =Ty (1 +0 (6)) . (64)

The combinatoric enhancement is the same as in .
Relating N and Fy via , we thus have

2 2n
ng o (e gkg ng
- — - — 65
n2" (4 mem n) ’ (65)
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where we have used and the Stirling approximation.
For the process (58)), one has 1 — (ng/n)? ~ 2§/ng as well
as (no/n)*™ ~ e~2°. Using these relations, can be
seen to agree completely with , if in the latter one
retains only the leading order of

Exfi (V23) = 2\/2\/5 (1 + 25 +0 (52)> . (66)

The relative error for § < 1 is thus ~ ¢ and for § =1 it
is ~ 0.6.

V. PARAMETER REGIMES

In the preceding sections, we have considered the rate
for a many particle process of the form n — 2 in the
example of three different models. In a certain regime,
we have found a result which scales ~ (g2N )n In this
section, we are going to look in more detail at the lim-
its of validity of this leading order approximation. For
definiteness, we are going to base the discussion on the
¢*x%-model.

A. Semiclassical limit

In the limit , the following two things happen. First,
the backreaction from the created x-quanta on the state
of ¢ vanishes. Secondly, loop corrections, that are higher
order in g2, vanish as well.

As a result, any non-perturbative treatment that ex-
ploits a semiclassical approximation and neglects radia-
tive corrections becomes exact. Of such kind are the
semiclassical calculations referenced in the three exam-
ples considered.

Their result can be understood as the resummation of
the set of diagrams that do not vanish in the limit .
Those diagrams are of the same order in N and in g~.
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FIG. 3. Schematic representation of regime boundaries:

Above the grey diagonal line, non-perturbative corrections
are negligible (see (67)). Additional regimes for finite g* (and
the example of negligible m, ): To the left of the blue vertical
line, loop corrections to the potential are negligible (see );
Below the blue horizontal line, contributions of loop induced
diagrams are negligible (see ) The overlap of coloured
areas is the resulting regime in which the calculation is per-
turbative in both g? N and g¢?, i.e., both non-perturbative and
quantum corrections to the leading order approximation are
negligible.

At the leading order, n, those are the diagrams that we
evaluated in the quantum perturbative calculations. At
higher orders, n+k, those are what may be called forward
scattering diagrams, with k& ¢-quanta all scattered into
the initial mode.

As we have seen, in the regime (11) (regime (59)), re-
spectively), which in terms of N reads

g9°N

2
n- > s
Vm3

(67)

the diagrams beyond the leading order, k£ > 1, are negli-
gible. On the other hand, when approaching the opposite
regime, the effect of their resummation is both to shift
the kinematic threshold through an effective contribution
to the particle masses and to alter the scaling of the rate.
The power-law growth with coupling and field strength
gets softened before the rate becomes large. In the case
of the Mathieu analysis (in sec.s [lI| and , that is the
transition between narrow and broad resonance. For the
example of pair-creation in the alternating electric field
(sec. [[V]), the interpolation is shown in and (61)).

Fig. [3] offers a schematic graphical representation of
the perturbative and non-perturbative regime in the pa-
rameter plane of n and g¢o/m as well as further regimes
to be discussed below.

B. Finite ¢°

For finite N and ¢2, there are various quantum correc-
tions arising.

N—n

FIG. 4. ”Symmetrically branching tree” (SBT) diagram: Di-
agram contributing to the amplitude of the process n¢ — 2x
based on only a single cross coupling vertex and otherwise
only the quartic self-coupling of ¢ (with the most symmetric
shape possible).

Corrections of backreaction-type, such as depletion or
evolution of entanglement, are 1/N-suppressed [5, [10].
Although such corrections build up over time, for the first
emissions they are negligible in the case of sufficiently
large N.

Likewise, corrections due to a single loop or contri-
butions from processes with a single (non-forward) scat-
tered ¢ are negligible due to the extra power of the cou-
pling ¢2.

In the following we attempt to identify and estimate
other loop effects that may be significant despite g% < 1.
For simplicity, from now on we are going to focus on the
case of a negligible mass m,.

1. Effective potential

Consider the effective potential at 1-loop [35]. For x =

0, » moves in the potential
1 292 ¢? 3
o _2
g 2 5 )

(68)
where parameters are defined in MS. For ¢-values for
which the loop-correction is not negligible, the time evo-
lution ¢(t) as in as well as the energetics relating NV
and ¢g as in are altered and the considerations of
the preceding sections do not go through. Equation
implies that quantum corrections of this kind are only

m2 gie
ViLoop(,0) = 7¢2 * lon2




FIG. 5. Momentum dependent 4-¢-vertex induced by a x-loop
with momenta as occurring in the SBT diagram (fig.

negligible for (with a choice of p ~ m)

oo 1
— —. 69
el (69

This constrains the initial state in terms of the theory
parameter g (see fig. [3).

2. Diagrams with different n-scaling

Another kind of quantum correction may come from
loop diagrams that compared to the leading order are
suppressed by much higher powers of g2, but on the other
hand feature a significantly different scaling with n. This
may happen due to different momentum flow through a
diagram permitted by different Wick contractions. In
particular, a quartic self-coupling of ¢ gives rise to a well-
known case of a diagram with strong n-scaling [36, B7].
This is the ”symmetrically branching tree” (SBT) dia-
gram shown in fig.

The required self-coupling is induced via the cross-
coupling through a x-loop (see fig. [5|) and the correspond-
ing momentum dependent vertex has the value

v (¢%) = — 1?; (log (tf) -2+ m) +0 (¢%) . (70)

As is evident from fig.s 4] and we have m? < ¢% <
%n2m2, depending on the position of the vertex in the
diagram. Therefore, there is no significant n-scaling im-
plicit in the momentum dependence of the vertex and
4|vy| ~ g* serves as a good estimate throughout the di-
agram.

The rate based on only the square of the SBT dia-
gram can be found in a calculation analogous to the ones
given in [36, [37]. For the present purposes, the following
schematic representation is sufficient:

C n
dTspr ~ (Vm3) nl, c~g*. (71)
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Due to the presence of the factorial, perturbation theory
breaks down for

Vm3

- (72)

n 2 Nmaz =
Comparing the contribution with the leading order
rate , we see that it becomes important for

n 2 neg = 9%/c, (73)

which takes place well before the breakdown. There are
of course further diagrams as well as interference, but we
may take as an indication for the n-regime where
contributions due to loop-induced couplings are no longer
negligible. The limit of validity of the leading order ap-
proximation is then parametrically given by

1
n<<—, 74
p (74)

which is a bound independent of the initial state param-
eter ¢y.

As can be seen in fig. [3] the combination of constraints
on ¢o (on N) and n leaves a finite area in which correc-
tions due to effects of higher order in g2 and in g2N are
negligible.

VI. QUANTUMIZATION AND
CLASSICALIZATION

It is an outstanding question under what conditions a
classical system can reach a regime in which the classical
approximation is no longer applicable and how rapidly
this can happen. In this respect, the first important
concept, introduced within the black hole N-portrait [I],
was macro-quantumness [4, [38]. This term encoded the
previous observations that 1/N quantum effects lead to
features that cannot be accounted classically, e.g., emer-
gence of black hole hair [3].

The question about the speed of the breakdown of clas-
sicality was posed in [2] (and extended in [5, [8]), where
this phenomenon was called “quantum breaking” and the
corresponding timescale the “quantum break-time”, tq.

In [2] it was shown that in an N-particle system that
exhibits a Lyapunov instability, the quantum break-time
can be logarithmically short,

to = A"tn(N), (75)

where ) is the Lyapunov exponent. In particular, this ef-
fect was explicitly demonstrated for the 1+ 1-dimensional
condensate of bosons on a ring with attractive interac-
tion [2] (for a more recent discussion of this model, see
39)).

On the other hand, for a system that exhibits no clas-
sical instability, the situation is different. For such a sys-
tem the following general bound on the quantum break-
time was imposed [§]:

N

g~ ——. 76
Q N2F2_>2 ( )



Here, T'5_,5 is the re-scattering rate of a pair of con-
stituents. We deliberately kept the ~ N2 factor in the
denominator, which comes from the Bose-enhancement
of the initial quanta. Basically, it counts the number of
pairs in the condensate, which is Cy, = N(N — 1)/2.
The expression says that in order for the condensate
to quantum break, of order N scattering acts must take
place. For the example of a self-coupled scalar of [§], the
expression has been reproduced in [I5] via different
methods.

In other words, the main engine for quantum breaking
is a gradual loss of coherence due to scattering of small
number of constituents into the external quanta, as op-
posed to non-gradual, i.e., single-process transitions with
the participation of many constituents. For a stable clas-
sical system, single-process transitions into a quantum
state are suppressed.

To this type of processes, in the present paper, we give
the special name of quantumization. Although the term
can be defined in a broader sense, the processes that
we have studied here, specifically amount to transitions
from an initially classical state into a quantum state with
a small number of constituents. Such processes can be
viewed as the transitions from macro to micro systems.

The opposite process, a single-process transition from a
few-particle quantum state into a classical one, is known
as classicalization [2TH26].

Our analysis contributes into understanding of physics
of both processes and in their very different manifesta-
tions.

In particular while unsuppressed classicalization is pos-
sible in certain systems, quantumization is universally
suppressed. At first glance, this may sound rather sur-
prising, since both processes originate from the same ba-
sic phenomenon: transition from few to many, or vice
versa. For definiteness, under “few” let us think of two-
particle state |2) and under “many” the state |n) of
n > 1 quanta. We shall assume that both are approxi-
mated as valid asymptotic S-matrix states.

The basic ingredient controlling both transition pro-
cesses is the square of the S-matrix element | (2] 5| n) |?.
This element is always suppressed. In fact using very gen-
eral arguments based on the effective Hamiltonian and
locality of the Hilbert space, one can argue that at weak
coupling and large n this element is bounded from above
(cf. |26], which refines [25]),

[2]8[n) > <e ™. (77)

However, in the estimate of the total probability of the
transition, the matrix element is summed over the degen-
eracy of the final states [I],

Piog oY 218 1m) 2. (78)
!

Depending on whether the out state is (2| or (n|, the
degeneracy factors can be dramatically different. In par-
ticular, the degeneracy of two-particle states can never
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be exponentially large, without compromising the valid-
ity of the theory, whereas the degeneracy of n-particle
states can [26]. This is the core reason for why quantu-
mization and classicalization are realised in nature very
differently.

We shall discuss the two phenomena separately and
compare them. For definiteness, in the following, we
are going to refer to the ¢?y?-example. The discussion
equally applies to the other examples.

A. Quantumization

The bound provides an explanation of the fact
that quantumization phenomena are commonly not ob-
served. For example, telecommunication does not suf-
fer from complications due to transitions of electromag-
netic waves to mostly quantum states upon encountering
a charged particle. Neither is quantumization expected
for objects that are not directly observed. To repeat the
example given in the introduction, a black hole is not
expected to decay into a pair of high energetic photons
although no conservation law would bar such a transition.

The systems studied above allow us to observe the rea-
son for suppression explicitly. In the considered systems,
quantumization would correspond to the process n — 2
with n ~ N. In this case, an order one fraction of the
energy stored in the initial coherent state is transferred
to the created particle pair.

Since the basic S-matrix element is suppressed, the
rate requires enhancement due to combinatorics associ-
ated with either initial or the final states or both.

One possibility is the enhancement due to large num-
ber of choices of n quanta from the total set of initial
particles.

However, we must note that the increase of the initial
occupation number of quanta up to a level N ~ ¢g—4, will
invalidate the weak coupling treatment. Firstly, in such a
regime, the collective interaction from the rest, substan-
tially modifies the dispersion relation of each particle.
Secondly, for such a high occupation number, the con-
densate develops Lyapunov instabilities and a coherently
oscillating field no longer represents a valid classical
background. This is also clear from the one-loop effective
potential , which corrects the free oscillations for am-
plitudes exceeding m/g?. Correspondingly, the validity
of our treatment is limited by (69)), which in terms of N
reads

Vm?3

N < .
g*

(79)

To make the above explicit in the example of a con-
densate decaying into a particle pair, let us compare the
predicted decay time to the timescale of an oscillation,
~ m~™!, or to the one required for a complete gradual
decay,

Vm3

—1 -1
Tgradual 5 NFQ*)Q ~m~—N g4

(80)



This upper bound is neglecting the Bose-enhancement
due to the N quanta in the initial state (which is taken
into account in ) as well as the accumulating Bose-
enhancement due to the created y-particles (correspond-
ing to the occurrence of parametric resonance in the
Mathieu-equation ) We shall see that nevertheless
non-gradual decay is negligible during timescales on the
order of .

The coherent superposition is sharply peaked around
the mean occupation N, but it has non-zero support for
other occupations, including ones higher than N. In or-
der to parametrize the range of n corresponding ton ~ N
we may therefore introduce a parameter r and sum the
rates for processes with N/r < n < r N (where appropri-
ate rounding is implicit and values r 2 10 are sensible).
This range of n is in the perturbative regime as long
as

r2 < NVm?3/g?. (81)
Depending on the number state in the coherent superpo-
sition, for a given n, there is a number n’ of unscattered
initial quanta. The sum over final states therefore in-
cludes a sum over n’. To see what effective combinatoric
enhancement that sum amounts to for a given n, we note
that

[e%e) 2 o n+ n/ o , 2
>l = 30 (") Kol o+ ) =
n’=0 n’=0
N ~n 2

= [ola" )", (82)
where the occupations of the number states such as |n)
and of the coherent state |c) are all referring to the same
mode and a|c¢) = v/N|c). We therefore have for the rate
of non-gradual decay

r N Nn
I‘nNN ~ § n~>2
n= N/r :

(83)

In the regime where for the quantity Fn_>2 the result
is valid, we see that the timescale I" N is much
1arger than 7 as long as is fulfilled. If instead the
scaling ([71)) is valid, the bummation range of n is within
the perturbatlve unitarity bound (| if N < nmaf/f,
which coincides with . In that case we see that I,

is still much larger than

Likewise, the rate of quantumization cannot be en-
hanced significantly through degeneracy of the final 2-
particle states. The reason is that the exponential in-
crease of 2-particle degeneracy would make the theory
strongly coupled, thereby invalidating the degrees of free-
dom.

A simple way for illustrating this is to notice that the
degeneracy of final states can be increased by endow-
ing the x-particles with an internal “flavor” quantum
number j = 1,2,...,Ny. For example, x; can form an
Ny-dimensional representation of the SO(Ny) symmetry
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group. This of course will increase the rate of the
transition n¢ — 2x by a factor Ny;. However, Ny can-
not be arbitrarily large. The requirement that ¢ and
x-particles be valid (weakly interacting) degrees of free-
dom, puts the following bound on the collective coupling;:

Nyg' (84)
Violation of this bound changes the regime of the theory.
In particular this is signalled by the breakdown of the
loop expansion.

The above bound makes the enhancement of the quan-
tumization process negligible as compared to the expo-
nential suppression of the matrix element .

Notice that the suppression of a fast transition from
the classical state of n ¢s into a quantum state of two
xs also illustrates the difficulty of rapid generation of
quantum entanglement from the classical state. Indeed,
the SO(Ny)-invariant 2-particle state,

leg

is entangled with respect to the flavor quantum num-
ber. However, its production rate is highly suppressed.
Instead in a classically stable system the entanglement
can only be generated gradually and requires the time of

order [5L 16l [11].

1 X5) (85)

B. Classicalization

The story is very different for classicalization processes
[21]. Such a process comes from the inverse transition
2 — n 22| 24H26].

Of course, for a fixed pair of initial and final states,
the absolute values of S-matrix elements for transitions
in both directions, |S2—,,| and |S,—2|, are exactly equal.
However, the degeneracy of an n-particle final state is
potentially much higher. If the degeneracy is sufficiently
high, it can overcome the suppression. This is the essence
of classicalization [25] [26].

For example, endowing ¢; with the SO(Ny) index,
exponentially increases the degeneracy of the available
states with n ¢-bosons [26]. Of course, by symmetry,
the transition elements to each member of the same ir-
reducible representation are equal. The end-result is en-
hanced by the dimensionality of the representation. For
example, a symmetric state of n quanta has degener-
acy CNyinn = (Ny +n)!/nlNy!, which scales as e™ for
Ny ~ n. Of course, we do not claim that a simple
¢%x2-theory exhibits classicalization at order-one rate,
but the tendency of enhancement of classicalizing transi-
tion 2 — n versus quantumization process n — 2 is clear.

1 Notice that one could try to enhance the rate of an n — 2 quantu-



Correspondingly, the n-particle states of high entropy,
the so-called saturons, can in principle be produced with
unsuppressed rate in a collision of two energetic quanta
[26]. Nature provides an example of a saturon in the form
of black holes.

It has been believed for a long time [40H42] that a
black hole can form in a collision of two particles with
unsuppressed probability. This view is supported by the
semiclassical intuition that a black hole must form when-
ever energy is localized within its gravitational radius. In
particular, this feature served as the basis for the idea of
self-completion of gravity [43].

However, as usual, without a microscopic theory of a
black hole, it is impossible to verify and understand the
underlying quantum mechanism for its unsuppressed for-
mation. This is provided by the black hole N-portrait
[1], where a black hole is described as a condensate of N
soft gravitons, with the microstate entropy ~ N.

In this theory, the creation of a black hole from col-
liding quanta represents an instance of classicalization,
2 — N, in which a highly degenerate N-graviton state is
formed [I]. Due to the high multiplicity involved in the
process, the probability of transition to each microstate is
suppressed by e~ [24, 27]. Despite this, the total proba-
bility of black hole formation is of order one. The reason
for this is found in the non-perturbative enhancement of
the transition rate due to degeneracy of the N-graviton
state, which accounts for the black hole entropy [II 24].

The high multiplicity nature of a black hole likewise
serves as an explanation of stability against instanta-
neous decay. Indeed, such a decay, N — 2, is controlled
by the same exponentially suppressed S-matrix element
as the formation process, N — 2 [ 24]. However, the
crucial difference from the formation case is the lack of
the entropy-enhancement. This is due to an insufficient
degeneracy of the final 2-particle state. This explains
why a classical black hole cannot explode into two (or
few) particles.

Of course, the term “explosion into few particles” in
the case of a black hole must be taken with a grain of salt,
since the decay products gravitate. Correspondingly, if
the particles materialize at separations not much larger
than the initial gravitational radius, the accompanying
classical gravitational field is too strong to be neglected.
Calculationwise, this merely amounts to a dressing of the
outgoing energetic quanta with a classical gravitational

mization process by taking the initial n-particle state as the nor-
malized invariant integral over the entire representation space.
This would enhance the amplitude by the dimensionality of the
representation. However, such an initial state represents a su-
perposition of all basis state vectors and cannot be regarded as
classical. Therefore, such a transition does not fall in our cate-
gory of quantumization processes. However, such transitions can
potentially play an important role in the evolution of a macro-
scopic system, such as a black hole, after its quantum break-time,
since by then the system can evolve into an entangled superpo-
sition of many microstates (see the discussion in .
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field in the form of a coherent state of secondary “softer”
gravitons.

It has been suggested [44] that another candidate for
the saturated entropy state is a Color Glass Condensate
of gluons in QCD [45]. The formation of this state in
collision of protons can then be viewed as a process of
classicalization. It has also been proposed [26] that con-
finement in QCD with large number of colors can be in-
terpreted as the process of formation of a saturated state
of gluons due to excessive color degeneracy.

The formation of saturon bound states in a 2 — N pro-
cess within the Gross-Neveu model [46] has been stud-
ied in [47]. This analysis clearly indicates the entropy
enhancement of an otherwise exponentially suppressed
transition rate.

VII. SUMMARY AND OUTLOOK

In the present paper we have resolved a class of non-
perturbatuve semiclassical phenomena in terms of per-
turbative quantum processes involving many quanta.
This continues the line previously applied to objects such
as black holes [I] and de Sitter [Il [5] (see section [I| for a
more complete list of references). This resolution makes
certain properties very transparent. One very important
physical implication is the universal suppression of quan-
tumization, defined as a single-process transition from a
classical object to a few-particle quantum state.

Classically stable objects, such as coherently oscillat-
ing fields, black holes, or de Sitter space do not “explode”
via creation of few highly energetic quanta. Rather they
loose coherence gradually, via quantum processes that in-
volve scattering of a small number of constituents. Like-
wise, entanglement cannot be generated via a single-
process transition but requires a gradual development.

The fundamental effect unifying all these seemingly
distinct systems is the suppression of many-particle S-
matrix elements describing N — 2 (or N — few) transi-
tions between basic number eigenstates. Previously, this
has been argued to be the case in 2 — N graviton scat-
tering [I] and explicitly verified in [24]. The suppression
of 2 — N matrix-elements has also been argued on very
general grounds in [26].

The present study reduces the phenomenon to its bare
essentials and explicitly traces its origin within the most
elementary quantum field theories. Specifically, we have
explicitly demonstrated the effect within the simplest in-
teracting scalar and gauge theories.

Our analysis is directly extendable to the case of
particle-creation in an oscillating background spin-2 field,
which, in particular, has been used as a resolution of de
Sitter space [5].

We have shown that in the large- IV double-scaling limit
, the perturbative quantum results fully match the
semiclassical computations, which usually are considered
to be non-perturbative in nature.

At the same time, our analysis helps to visualize why



the phenomenon of classicalization, based on the inverse
transition few — N, may be unsuppressed if the -
particle state has a sufficient microstate degeneracy [26].

In particular, this is the case for black holes [I]. The
microstate degeneracy does not assist the process of
quantumization if the initial state of the object is de-
scribed by one particular microstate. Such absence of
superposition is a necessary condition of classicality.

It is important that the classicality of a state is distin-
guished from its macroscopic nature. After ¢t the sys-
tem, e.g., a black hole, continues to be macroscopic but
it is no longer classical. Due to this, past the half-decay
time all bets are off.

For example, after ¢g, dramatic modifications in black
hole evolution can take place. In particular, as shown
in [6], the backreaction from the stored quantum in-
formation (the so-called “memory burden” effect [48])
becomes overwhelming and the Hawking-approximation
breaks down fully.

Past this point, the following two pathways were out-
lined in [6]. One, as indicated by simulations of proto-
type systems, is the slowdown of the initially dominant
gradual decay process. This, however, does not exclude
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the development of a new classical instability and corre-
spondingly the appearance of a Lyapunov exponent lead-
ing to the disintegration of the black hole [6]. Then, in
the light of [2] and of the present discussion, this can serve
as a trigger of unsuppressed quantum processes. That is,
at the level of present understanding, past its half decay,
we cannot exclude a further explosive evolution of a black
hole, neither quantum nor classical.
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