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We study nonlinear trident in laser pulses in the high-energy limit, where the initial electron experiences,
in its rest frame, an electromagnetic field strength above Schwinger’s critical field. At lower energies the
dominant contribution comes from the “two-step” part, but in the high-energy limit the dominant
contribution comes instead from the one-step term. We obtain new approximations that explain the relation
between the high-energy limit of trident and pair production by a Coulomb field, as well as the role of the
Weizsidcker-Williams approximation and why it does not agree with the high-y limit of the locally-constant-
field approximation. We also show that the next-to-leading order in the large-a, expansion is, in the high-
energy limit, nonlocal and is numerically very important even for quite large a,. We show that the small-a,,
perturbation series has a finite radius of convergence, but using Padé-conformal methods we obtain
resummations that go beyond the radius of convergence and have a large numerical overlap with the large-
ay approximation. We use Borel-Padé-conformal methods to resum the small-y expansion and obtain a
high precision up to very large y. We also use newer resummation methods based on hypergeometric/
Meijer-G and confluent hypergeometric functions.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum electrodynamics in strong laser fields is usu-
ally studied by treating the interaction with the quantized
photon field in a standard perturbation expansion in
a = e?/(4x), but with a Volkov/Furry picture treatment
of the strong field. The strength of the field is usually
described in terms of the “classical nonlinearity parameter”
ay = E/w," where E is the field strength and @ a typical
frequency scale of the in general pulsed plane wave. For
ap > 1 one can in general not treat the field in a perturba-
tion expansion in a,. However, if aj > 1 one can make an
expansion in 1/a [1,2], which corresponds to an approxi-
mation where the inhomogeneous field is treated as being
locally constant. This is a very useful approximation that
allows otherwise very complicated processes to be studied.
However, a is not the only parameter in the system and so
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charge e has been absorbed into the field strength ¢E — E.
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how large ag has to be for this locally-constant-field (LCF)
approximation (LCFA) to be valid depends on the momenta
of the particles involved [3-6].

A plane wave on its own cannot produce any particles,
but a single particle entering a plane wave can, and at high
intensity such a seed particle can lead to the production of a
large number of particles in cascades [7-9]. So, consider a
single particle with momentum p, that enters the strong
field. In a plane-wave field, the integrated/total probability
that this particle decays/produces some other particles (e.g.,
an electron and a positron in trident) only depends on q
and a second parameter b, = kp, where k, is the null wave
vector of the plane wave (k> =0 and ky = w). The
coefficients in the LCF expansionin 1/ay < 1 only depend
on b, via the “quantum nonlinearity parameter” y = ayb,
(r is kept constant and is considered an independent
parameter in this expansion). (Note that y is independent
of w, so the LCF expansion can be seen as a derivative
expansion.)

The limit where y becomes very large, that is ay*/? > 1,
is different from what one might expect from the high-
energy limit of QED without a strong field, and it has been
conjectured that the expansion in @ might even break down
in this regime [10—17]. This would then be a regime where
neither the strong field nor the a dependence can be treated
with perturbation theory, i.e., QED would be truly strongly
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coupled. This conjecture is an old result which has attracted
a great deal of interest in the last couple of years [18-22].

It has recently been shown [5,6] that whether the large y
limit is reached by having a, or b, being the largest
parameter leads to fundamentally different results. If a is
the largest parameter then LCFA is good, but if b is largest
then the probabilities of nonlinear Compton scattering and
Breit-Wheeler pair production reduce to the leading per-
turbative results, i.e., they become proportional to a(z), and
then one has ordinary high-energy scalings without the
suggestion of an a expansion break down.

In this paper we study and compare these two ways of
reaching high y for the trident process [1,23-34],
e~ > e~ + e +e". One motivation for this is that for
ay?’® > 1 one is interested in whether the a expansion
breaks down, so it is natural to ask how the results in [5,6]
generalize to higher-order processes, and the trident process
is such an example. The trident probability is of course not
the next-to-leading order correction to be added to the
nonlinear Compton or Breit-Wheeler probabilities, but it
does correspond to the imaginary part of a loop that is part
of the a expansion of the e~ — ¢~ amplitude (the mass
operator). Moreover, for constant fields this loop gives the
dominant contribution at O(a?) (the loops giving, e.g.,
double nonlinear Compton scattering [13,35-41] is sub-
dominant), see the review [18] for a collection of the
various loops that have so far been calculated.

Another motivation for this study is phenomenological.
Part of the trident process was observed at SLAC two decades
ago [25]. Since then there have basically not been any new
experiments. But there are now definite plans for new trident
experiments at, e.g., LUXE [42,43] and FACET-1I [44,45]. In
the old SLAC experiment the laser was relatively weak, i.e.,
ag < 1, and, due to the lack of complete theoretical pre-
dictions, a Weizsidcker-Williams (WW) approximation was
used to estimate the trident probability. However, the new
experiments will have larger a, and it has been shown [28]
that this WW approximation does not give the same result as
LCFA. One might still want to use an approximation such as
WW, because LCFA only works when q is sufficiently
large, and so it is not clear how good LCFA is for
1 < ay < 10, which is a regime that is relevant for upcoming
experiments. WW on the other hand is associated with high
energy rather than high intensity, so one might expect that
WW could be used in regimes where LCFA is not good. In
this paper we show that there is indeed a regime where the
WW approximation is good.

We also compare the high-energy limit of trident with
pair production by a Coulomb field in a plane wave. To do
this we generalize our results in [1] to a process where the
initial electron is replaced by another particle, e.g., a muon,
which has the same charge but different mass.

Studying trident is also relevant as the first step in
cascades, i.e., the production of a large number of particles.

For trident one can compare approximations with the exact
result as a way of determining in what parameter regimes
similar approximations can be used for higher-order proc-
esses, for which one cannot compare with the exact result.
In this context one may ask how the momentum of the
initial particle is distributed among the produced particles.
In the emission of a single photon by an electron, the
probability has in the high-energy limit a peak where the
emitted photon takes away almost all of electron’s momen-
tum [46,47]. In contrast, for trident, where the emitted
photon decays into a pair, one finds that the probability
is largest when the initial electron keeps almost all of
its momentum and only gives a small fraction to the emitted
photon and the produced pair. This low-momentum
transfer has an important impact on the behavior of the
high-energy limit of trident compared to the first-order
processes [5,6].

With this study we are also mapping a part of the
parameter space not considered in previous literature. At
small a, the probability is perturbative and scales to leading
order as O(aj), which is a regime that has been studied
since the 1940s [48]. For large a, the leading order scales as
O(a3) [23,24], while the full next-to-leading order O(ay)
was only calculated recently [1,31]. In [1] we also
considered the low-energy regime and obtained explicit
analytical expressions valid for arbitrary ay = 1. In this
paper we complement these previous studies by provi-
ding new analytical results in the high-energy limit, for
arbitrary a.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Sec. Il we
provide some basic definitions and the generalization of
some of our results in [1] to muon trident. In Sec. III A we
consider the large-y limit of LCFA, i.e., we first take a, to be
the largest parameter and then we take y large. In Sec. 111 B
we study the limit where b, is the largest parameter. We
show that having a, largest and then b, large does not
commute with having b largest and then a, large. In Sec 11
C we compare our new high-energy approximation with pair
production by a Coulomb field. In Sec. Il D we study the
applicability of the WW approximation. In Sec. III E and III
F we study the next-to-leading order corrections in the large-
ay expansion of the high-energy approximation, and show
that these corrections are nonlocal and numerically impor-
tant. In Sec. Il G we study the perturbation series around
ag = 0. We show that there is a finite radius of convergence.
Using Padé approximants and a conformal map we find that
the coefficients in the perturbation series can be used to
obtain a good approximation beyond the radius of con-
vergence and even for large a;. In Sec. IV we compare with
the low-energy regime in the case where the initial particle is
much heavier than the produced pair. In Sec. V we resum the
divergent small-y expansion and obtain a resummation that
has a high precision up to very large y. We conclude
in Sec. VL.
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II. DEFINITIONS

We use v, ={v;. v} and v* =20 ="+’ In
terms of the vector potential the field is given by a (¢),
ag = a3 = 0, where ¢p = kx = wx™. In order to understand
the high-energy limit of the trident process, it is useful to
consider the process where the initial electron is replaced
by a particle with a different mass but with the same charge.
This could for example be muon trident [23,24,49]
U~ —>pu” +e +et, but we will keep the mass y of the
initial particle arbitrary because we are also interested in
comparing with the infinite mass limit. When the initial
particle is an electron then we have two identical particles
in the final state, so there are two terms on the amplitude
level M = M, — M,;, where one M, is obtained from the
other M, by swapping these identical particles. We refer to
the cross term 2ReM’, M |, between these two terms as the
exchange part of the probability P = Py, + P.. The
exchange term is the most difficult to calculate. Indeed,
it was for a long time omitted in the literature, even for the
simplest case of constant fields. We have shown though
that, e.g., for short pulses and moderately high intensity
(ag ~ 1) the exchange term is important. The complicated
exchange term is of course absent if the initial particle is not
an electron. If the initial particle is an electron then the
exchange term becomes small compared to the direct part
of the probability at high enough energies.

The generalization (of the direct terms) to an arbitrary
mass u is obtained in the same way as in [1], we only have
to replace the electron mass (which is m, = 1 in our units)
with the muon mass g in some places. When comparing
with [23,24] it is important to note that we still use units
with m, = 1, so for an incoming muon we have y =~ 207. In
[1] we had two identical particles in the final state and
therefore had to divide the probability by a factor of 2 to
avoid double-counting when summing over momenta and
spin. Since we do not have identical particles here, we have
an overall factor of 2 compared to [1]. In the identical-
particle case one has two contributions to the probability,
|M(sy,5,)|* + |M(s5, s1)|?, which give the same contribu-
tion to the total/integrated probability. So, for the total
probability, in the (mathematical) limit 4 — 1 our results
here reduce to the direct terms in [1] with the same factors
of 2 in the prefactor. As in [1,50] we integrate over the
transverse momenta of all the final state particles. The
longitudinal-momentum spectrum P(s) is defined via

1
IP’:A ds;ds,0(s3)P(s). (1)

These longitudinal-momentum variables are the ratios
si=kpi/kp, s3=1—5, —s,, and we use by = kp for
the initial particle. We use ¢; = 1 — s for the longitudinal
momentum of the intermediate photon. In our approach we
find it convenient to separate the total probability into three
terms,

P=FP+Pp+ Py, (2)

which have different number of lightfront time integrals.
There is nothing fundamental about this particular separa-
tion. In fact, for a constant field, or for large a,, Py, gives
one term that is quadratic in the volume and another term
that is linear in the volume, where the latter should then be
combined with P;; and P,,, which are also linear in the
volume.

Since the calculation is basically the same as in [1], we
simply state the final results, which are valid for arbitrary
field shape and polarization. The simplest term comes from
the absolute square of a “lightfront-time-instantaneous”
term on the amplitude level

2(1
Py (s / ¢12

where r; = (1/s1) = (1/s0), rp = (1/s3) + (1/53), dp1, =
dgpdepy, 0, = i — ;. O = 0,;M ), where M and M*
are the effective mass [51] for the electron and muon,
respectively,
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@y =g [ ata 5
ij Jbi

We have inserted factors of s, = 1 in appropriate places to
make symmetries clearer. As in other processes we have
considered, we always find that the exponential part of the
integrands can be expressed in terms of the effective mass.
The cross term between the “lightfront-instantaneous” and
the “three-point-vertex” parts of the amplitude is give by

a2
Plz(s) = Rei Zﬂzbo

/d(/)1239(931)e%[”®# 720l

(59 +51)(52 — 53)D1p

. . 9 6
q; (021 + i€) (03 + ie) ©)
where D12 = A12 . A32 and

Al_] = a(¢i) - <a>l] (7)

The third and final term is given by
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where k;;=(s;/s;)+(s;/s:), Di=A1p A21,D2 Az - Ay,
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w3 = A3, and w, = Ayz. In (8) and in the following we
have left the ie prescription implicit. The singularities at
0;; = 0 are always avoided with an integration contour
equivalent to replacing ¢,4 — ¢4 +i€/2 and ¢35 —
¢1.3 - 16/2 with € > 0.

Note that Pj,(s) is antisymmetric with respect to
s, <> s3, so for the integrated probability we find
P, = 0. Thus, for the integrated probability and for
u # 1, we just have two terms, Py; and P,. Py is almost
as simple as a first-order process, and [P5, can be obtained
from the incoherent product of the two first-order processes
nonlinear Compton scattering by a “muon” and nonlinear
Breit-Wheeler electron-positron pair production. In some
regimes, though, it is natural to split Py, = Pyy_; + Pyyrs
into two terms, where P,,_,; and P,,_,, scale linearly and
quadratically in the volume, respectively. This can be done
by splitting the step function combination in (8) as [1]

0(642)0(03)

S R (R,
©)

In the first term the average lightfront time in the pair-
production step 643 = (¢4 + ¢3)/2 can be much later than
631 = (¢ + ¢1)/2 for the photon-emission step, e.g., the
photon can be emitted at one field maximum and then
propagate to some later field maximum before it decays. In
the second term 643 and o, are forced to be close. So, the
first term gives [Py,_,, and the second term [P,_,;. One can
show that for ay > 1 we have Py, = O(a}) + O(a)),
while Py,_,; = O(ayg), so this is a natural separation at least
for large ay. We therefore define

Pone = P11 + Py Piwo = Paaos. (10)
The two-step P, gives the dominant contribution for
high-intensity a, > 1 or for a long pulse length. This two-
step dominance at ay>> 1 is the basic assumption in
particle-in-cell codes. In this paper we are interested in

the high-energy limit, where the dominant contribution
instead comes from the one-step P,.

II1. HIGH ENERGY LIMIT

In this section we will study the limit where b, is the
largest parameter in the system. In [34] we showed
numerically that the direct part of the one-step becomes
dominant in this regime. In this section we will derive
analytical approximations for this case. In the following
two subsections we will for simplicity set 4 = 1. We will
reinstate u in Sec. I C.

A. High-y limit of LCF

For comparison, we first consider the large-y limit of the
familiar LCFA. LCFA can be obtained by starting with our
expressions that are valid for arbitrary field shapes, and
then expanding them in a power series in 1/a,, which is
small in the LCF regime, see [1]. We have P, = a(z)Pz +
O(ad) and Py, ~ agP;. P, and P, depend on by only via
x = agby. For large y we can neglect the exchange part of
P, and we find

130> [do x(o) 142
P e [ @) (WE - 22) )

and

[FD two

]S [ [ ot

r 295
Iny(o43) +-In3 +——= 12
(o) + g3+ 7y - 42) (12)

where yg = 0.577... is the Euler constant, y(o) =
agby|f'(c)| and the potential is given by a(o) = ayf(o).
These are simple generalizations of the constant-crossed-
field case, which was derived in [24], to slowly varying,
locally-constant fields. If we keep a constant and increase
by then P, ~ aglny and Py, ~ ad(1/7*/3) Iny or

Pone N)L/B , (13)

[I:tho ao

which means that eventually (the right-hand-side of) (11)
becomes larger than (the right-hand-side of) (12), sug-
gesting that P,,. becomes larger than Py, at sufficiently
high energies. However, LCFA breaks down at very high
energies: One can obtain the LCF expansion by rescaling
0y — 0y1/ag and Oy — Oy3/ay, and ¢ = 043 — 06y —
@/aq for P, and then expanding the resulting integrands
in 1/ag. In deriving the high-y limit (11) and (12) one finds
that only a small fraction of the initial longitudinal
momentum is given to the electron-positron pair, more
precisely s, 5 ~ 1/y. (Contrast this with the large y limit of
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single-photon emission without subsequent pair produc-
tion, where there instead is a peak where the emitted photon
takes almost all the energy from the electron [46,47].) One
also finds that 0, ~ %3, So, to be sure that the LCF
expansion is still valid, we need

2/3
o« 1, (14)
do

which means that for a given a, one cannot take y
arbitrarily large. Note that this implies

ap> b} > 1, (15)

which is a more precise, process- and regime-specific
condition compared to the general rule-of-thumb
a3 > by [3].

As an aside we note that at low by we find in general

by < 1: [P’Nexp{—@}, (16)

where f(ay) depends on the field shape. For ay > 1 we
have

16
by <1 a0>>1:ﬂ3’~exp{—§+)%}, (17)
0

where the factor of 16/3y gives the LCF result and c is a
numerical factor. So, for LCFA to be good in this regime
one needs’

1
ap >>b_0>> 1. (18)

The condition (14) means that one cannot trust (13)
when this ratio becomes larger than one. This is after all
what one can expect for the relation between the first (P,,)
and second term (P,,.) in a (Laurent) power series.
However, although LCFA breaks down, we have found
that if one increases b, with ay kept constant, then P,
does in fact become larger than Py, [but P, is no longer
given by (11)]. That P, can dominate in certain parameter
regimes is not surprising, because for ayp < 1 we have
Pone ~ O(a3) but Py, ~O(ag), so Py, dominates for
sufficiently weak fields. Moreover, the large-b,, limit of the
probabilities of the O(a) processes nonlinear Compton and
Breit-Wheeler [5,6], suggests that, at constant a, (but not
necessarily small), increasing b takes us closer to pertur-
bative physics. In the following we will show that this is

For some field shapes, for example a circularly polarized
monochromatic field, it happens that the numerical factor ¢ is
actually small, which leads to a weaker condition so that one can
use the LCF result even when ag ~ 1 [52-54].

partly true for trident, but, due to the low momentum
transfer, trident has a more nontrivial dependence on ay.

B. Large b, limit

So, we now take b, to be the largest parameter, and we
therefore leave the LCF regime. In this limit it turns out that
the spectrum is peaked at 1 —s; ~ 1/by < 1. This means
that the initial electron keeps most of its longitudinal
momentum, and the intermediate photon (in the P?>~!
case) scales as kI = byg, ~ O(b)), i.e.,

Xy ki

Y Tk O(1/by). (19)
In the exponent of the direct terms we have factors of
ri1/by~1/b3, which suggests a rescaling of 0 — b0
similar to [6] for single nonlinear Compton scattering.
However, for the second step we have r,/by ~ bg, which
leads to a fundamental difference. For PL! we should not
rescale € with by. In the limit of large b, we can still
perform the longitudinal momentum integrals. We first
change variables from s, = ¢;(1 +v)/2 to v and from
sy = 1/(1 + 1) to . Then we rescale t — t/b, expand the
integrand in b, and perform the resulting ¢ and v integrals.
We find (omitting the indices on ©,; etc.)

no > [ dedd OO

Y =32 | 00 o0 (20
with an integration contour equivalent to & — 0 + ie. The
second leading-order term comes from P32~!. To calculate
this term we start by making a partial integration in 6,; to
change 1/63, into 1/6,;. In the nonboundary terms we
rescale 0, — b30,, and 6y — 643 — b}0s. To leading
order this means that there is no field dependence for the
0, and o0, integrals, i.e., we can put, e.g., D; — 0. The 0,
integral is trivial and gives a factor of |6,,|, which we

represent as
0 d’ 0y r
| 21 | / 5 ( _OZT 1) ) (21)

Since O, — b(2)921 to leading order, the resulting 6,
integral can now be performed with the residue theorem.
Then we perform the r integral and finally the longitudinal
momentum integrals (¢ and v). The boundary term coming
from the partial integration in 6, is nonzero. To calculate
this term we change variable from o, to ¢ = 6435 — 05y,

write 1/(p £%) = ap (e £ %) and make a partial inte-
gration in ¢. The boundary term and the new ¢ integral (in
which we rescale ¢ — b3¢) can now be expanded in b;.
The longitudinal momentum integrals are again elementary.

We thus find
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2500
3 00

2 __/d6d9< 9,
1= (a(hy) — a()? {ln [—%] n zyE} )

(22)

We have used (a(¢s)—a(¢y))? =2(090 — D, —1).

Using this relation again we find that the total probability
P~ Pl + P32~ is given by

671 20 ~——(a(¢s) —a(py))?

d¢3dey 19
(3 6

11 (a() — ()] |- 220 2 ).
23)

Note that, unlike the probabilities for the first-order
processes nonlinear Compton and Breit-Wheeler [5,6], P
does not scale as a3; it has instead a nontrivial dependence’
on ay. The reason for this is that, while the incoming
particle in the first step has high energy (which leads to
perturbative scalings), the particles involved in the second
step do not. This suggests that higher-order diagrams will in
general have subprocesses associated with lower energy
which give more nontrivial dependencies on the field
strength. The appearance of softer (y ~ 1) vertices is of
course also what one would expect for late vertices in
cascades, after the initial momentum has been distributed
among a large number of particles. However, here we see
that this happens already at O(a?).

Although (23) has in general a nonlinear dependence on
ay, the first step in the trident process is simple in a way
similar to the first-order probabilities in [5,6]. In fact, the
first step in trident has to leading order no dependence on
the field, all the field dependence comes from the second
step, see Fig. 1. This generalizes a corresponding result in
perturbative O(a3) trident [48,55], where a single photon
(which would come from the background field in our case)
is absorbed, and where to leading order this photon is
absorbed only by the pair-production step. For small a, we
can expand (23) to O(a}) and compare with the old
literature on perturbative trident. We find

odw, ., (28 218
—In(2 24
=5 [ tatnPw (G - 37). @4

where the Fourier transform of the field is given by

*Nontrivial dependences on aj in the high-energy limit have
also been found in the real parts of the two loop diagrams, whose
imaginary parts give the probabilities of nonlinear Compton and
Breit-Wheeler [5].

2 2

FIG. 1. Illustration of the fact that in the high-energy limit all
the field dependence comes from the pair-production step.
Double lines represent fermions dressed by the background
field and the single line is an electron without interaction with
the field. The wiggly line is a photon that is not part of the
background field.

a(w) = /d¢a(¢)eiw¢. (25)

(P1. contributes a factor of —6/109 ~ —0.06 of the non-log
term in (24).) To compare the probability (24) with the
cross section in the literature, we replace the Fourier
transform a(w) — ee,2z6(w — wy)/+/20V; and divide
by the flux density (1/V3) and a temporal volume factor.
We then recover exactly the literature result, see [48,55].

To compare with the LCF result (11), let us consider the
limit ay > 1. One should not expect the a, > 1 limit of our
high-b, approximation (23) to reduce to the large-y limit of
LCFA (11), because taking b, to be largest and then a; to
be large does not commute with taking a, to be largest and
then b to be large [5,6]. We find by taking the ay > 1 limit
of (22) and (20)

2 do
pu—_¢ / o 26
dir 3\/§77: bo){( ) ( )

and

no _ 1307 do Q_ _ o
P _6\/§ﬂ'/b01 )< 2\/— YE 39>. (27)

The total probability is thus given by

13¢? [ do x(o) 58
=6ﬁﬂ/b—0z<o—><l o yE—ﬁ) (28)

Although this is different from the y > 1 limit of LCFA
(11), it nevertheless looks quite similar. There is, however,
an important difference.

C. Muon trident and pair production
by a Coulomb field

This difference is not obvious in the above expressions,
but it becomes obvious if we replace the initial electron
with a muon (or some other lepton with a different mass)
with mass pu # 1 (we still use units where the electron mass
m, = 1). LCFA (11) is independent of u, see [24]. In
contrast, the generalization of (23) is obtained in the same
way as in the perturbative case, i.e., one should replace
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by — by/u. This means that in the rest frame of the initial
particle, the probability is independent of u. This suggests
that (28) can be directly compared with the probability of
pair production by a plane-wave field and an infinitely
massive initial particle in the form of a stationary Coulomb
field. That process has been calculated in a constant-
crossed field in [24,56]. We find that (28) agrees perfectly
with Eq. (19) in [56] or with Eq. (45) in [24] (2ImT gives
the pair-production probability). Thus, our new large-b
approximation interpolates between the old result for
perturbative trident for ay < 1 and the old result for pair
production by a Coulomb field in a constant-crossed field
for ay> 1. This relation with pair production by a
Coulomb field can also be seen in the perturbative case
O(a3) [48,57,58], so one can expect it to hold for
arbitrary a.

To show that this is indeed the case, we need to calculate
the probability of pair production by a Coulomb field and
an inhomogeneous plane wave with arbitrary a,. Formally,
the calculation is similar to nonlinear Breit-Wheeler
pair production, except that the photon polarization
vector €, should be replaced by the Fourier transform of
the Coulomb field Ay(x) = 3%, which is given by
Ay(l) = ¢/12, and the Coulomb photon is off shell. The
amplitude is given by

d31 il
M?W@ﬁ“@mwwm,w

pP3

where y and y_ are the Volkov solutions for the electron
and positron (same notation as in [1]). We work in the rest
frame of the initial particle (the Coulomb center), so b,
gives the frequency of the plane wave. The integrals over
x* and x~ give a delta function which we use to perform the
integrals over [, and /3 = —2/_ = 2[,. The probability is
given by

P / dpdps| M2, (30)

where dp = 0(p_)dp_d*p, /(2p_(2x)?) is Lorentz invari-
ant, and p, and p; are the momenta of the electron and
positron. We exponentiate the Coulomb factor

1 0 \? i0

—=—=— d — 31

I (2b0> / D <2b0 ”> G1)
and perform the resulting Gaussian integrals over p,, and
p3.1- We are using the Coulomb gauge for the Coulomb
field, rather than the lightfront gauge, and we find terms

that are conveniently rewritten using partial integration,
using e.g.,

8@_ 5 879_ 5
ogs UM gt ()

Next we can perform the u integral in terms of an
incomplete gamma function,

o? igi0 ir®
P - B T
() AP0 / A3 exp { 2y 2b0}

85,53b3 2ib
(g
1

q.,0
K 2lb0

where r = (1/55) + (1/53), k = (s2/53) + (53/52), q1 =
s, + 53 and

(52t 53)0
7= 2by (34)

J = e“I(0, iz)
This result (33) is exact in b, (and ag). For large b it gives
logarithmic terms. The large b, limit is obtained by
rescaling 5,3 — 5,3/by and expanding in b,. We change
variables from s, = #(1 —v)/2 and s3 = #(1 +v)/2 to t
and v. After performing these (elementary) longitudinal
momentum integrals we finally find (23). Thus, our high-
energy approximation (23) for trident agrees exactly with
the high-energy limit of pair production by a Coulomb +
plane-wave field, for arbitrary a, field shape and polari-
zation. Although in the near future it will probably be easier
to reach high y by increasing a rather than by, i.e., within
the LCF regime, the high-y limit of LCFA does not agree
with the result for Coulomb + constant-crossed field, this
connection is instead seen in the high-b, limit (23).

Pair production by the combination of a Coulomb field
and inhomogeneous plane waves has been studied at high
energies in [59-63]. For a comparison between muon
trident and pair production by a Coulomb field in a plane
wave see [49].

D. Weizsicker-Williams equivalent photon
approximation

For other processes, in the absence of a strong laser field,
a common tool for studying the high-energy limit is the
Weizsidcker-Williams (WW) equivalent photon approxima-
tion [64—-66], see, e.g., [67] for a textbook treatment. At the
time of the famous experiment at SLAC [25], no complete
description of trident existed, so a WW approximation was
used to estimate the importance of the one-step term.”
However, in [28] it was shown that the WW approach
does not agree with the high-y limit of LCFA. In this
section we will explain why this is.

In our case the starting point for a WW approximation is
given by (cf. [28])

*The one-step term was called trident in [25], but we use
trident to refer to the total probability.
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2a [d 1
Pyw = — [ “Ilin ( )PBW, (35)
T q1 q1

where Py is the photon-averaged probability of nonlinear
Breit-Wheeler pair production, which can be expressed as [1]

/ "y / dpsdds  [i72 o
Paw = 27rb0 200 P2y

(vfﬁ<wn—aw»>, (36)

where again g¢; = s, + s3 is the longitudinal photon momen-
tum. We again rescale s, 3 — $,3/b and change variables
from s, = #(1 —v)/2 and s3 = #(1 +v)/2 to t and v. To
leading (logarithmic) order we find

Pun = o5 [ B9 (a0~ al)? - 11nby, (7

which is exactly the same as the Inb, part of the full
approximation (23). So, the WW approach does work. It
agrees with our new approximation where b is the largest
parameter. Since the large a limit of this approximation does
not commute with the large b, limit of LCFA, we now see that
the reason that WW and LCFA do not agree is that for WW to
work we need b, to be the largest parameter, while for LCFA
to work we need a, to be largest. The WW approach might be
the simplest way to obtain the In b, term, but b, would have
to be very large in order for the constant terms to be negligible
compared to this logarithmic term.

E. Nonlocal corrections

In Sec. III C we showed that the large-a limit of our
large-b approximation is fundamentally different from the
large-y limit of LCFA, even though they at first sight look
similar. This difference becomes even clearer at the next-to-
leading order (NLO). The leading order (LO) (28) is
obtained in a way that is similar to the derivation of
LCFA, i.., it is obtained by rescaling @ — 6/a, and then
expanding to leading order in 1/a,. This is a local,
derivative expansion around the point where 8 =0 or
¢ = ¢4. For example, the effective mass becomes M? =
1 + a% (6)6/12 with corrections involving higher deriva-
tives of a(c). The correction to the leading-order LCFA
(11) and (12) is obtained by simply including higher orders
in this expansion. In contrast, we will now show that the
next-to-leading order correction to (28) is nonlocal. In fact,
(at least for a long pulse considered in this section) its
scaling with respect to a; is not universal, it depends on the
pulse shape.

We can see this using a long pulse with circular
polarization, a(¢) = ay(sin ¢, cos p)h(¢/7T ), where h(x)
gives the envelope shape, e.g., e or 6(1 — 2|x|). For
T > 1 werescale c = 7 u and expand in 1/7 . (The locally

monochromatic approximation has recently been studied
in [68].) We have

M? =~ 1+ [agh(u))? {1 — sinc? g] (38)
and

(aldhs) ~ a(g))? = lagh(u)Psine? S (39)
We see that u only appears in the integrand via agh(u).
Let us for simplicity consider first a flat-top envelope
h(x) = 0(1 —2|x]|), so the u integral gives trivially 1. We
obtain NLO by subtracting from the exact integrand the
integrand that gives LO (which is obtained by rescaling
0 — 0/a, and expanding to leading order in 1/ag), but
expressed in terms of the original @ rather than @ = a0,
and then we expand this difference directly in 1/ay, i.e.,
without rescaling any integration variables. We find

w=-57 [wF-Fe. @)

where
Il ).
F = (£2) = ()2 ~ | — sinc? g, (43)
LOAE TR "

and Fycp = f2(6)6%/12. The integrand in (40) has an
integrable singularity at 8 =0, so we can set ie — 0.
Note that, in contrast to LO (28) and what one might have
expected from the LCF regime, this NLO depends non-
locally on the field, i.e., it is not an expansion around 8 = 0
and the dominant contribution to the integral comes from a
0 interval with 6 ~ 1 (neither large nor small, dimension-
less). So, while we for LO (28) can perform the 6 integral
for an arbitrary field shape, in NLO we still have a
nontrivial € integral that feels all of the field shape.
Since we are in a regime where b, is supposed to be
larger than any other parameter, one might have expected
that the formation length should be large and then the
nonlocality would not be surprising. But note that the
dependence on a, and b, in (23) is separated into
h(ag)Inby + g(ay), where h(ag) and g(ag) only depend
on aq and the pulse shape. So, whether or not we can
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In(2bg) part
4+

- . . - — a
2 4 6 8 10 0
constant part

FIG. 2. Comparison between the exact, the leading order (28),
and the leading order plus the next-to-leading order correction
(2). The field is monochromatic with a circular polarization,
f = {sin¢,cos¢p}. The first plot shows the part proportional to
In 2b, and the second plot the rest. In both cases a factor of a*7
has been factored out, where 7 is a volume factor. The nonlocal
correction is clearly important here.

approximate the functions g(ay) and h(ay) using a local
0~ 1/ag scaling is not determined by b, And if aq is
sufficiently large (but with by, still being large enough such
that (23) is valid) the leading order does still come from a
short formation length 6 ~ 1/a, independently of by,

Note also that NLO scales as ag and Ina, compared
LO which scales as aq and a(In ag, so, unless a; is very
large, (40) provides a numerically important correction.
This is illustrated in Fig. 2. For this field we find

P — 2T (0.40aq — 0.32) In(2b,)
+@?T (—=1.6ay + 1.3 +[0.32 + 0.40qy| Inay),  (45)

where all the numerical factors are approximate. At least for
this example, Fig. 2 shows that by including NLO we have
a good approximation already at a, > 2.

If we instead of a flat-top envelope h(x) = 6(1 — 2|x|)
have a smooth envelope, then the u integrand is approx-
imately constant, equal to (40), in the interval where
agh(u) > 1, but the fact that the length of this interval
is now a, dependent means that NLO has a different scaling
with respect to ay. Consider for example

In(2bg) part
6 L
50
4 L
3 L
— exact
2t LO
10 — NLO
n n n n — ag
2 4 6 8 10
constant part

FIG. 3.

Same as 2 but with a Lorentzian (n = 1 in (46) instead
of a flat-top envelope. Since LO ~ a, and NLO ~ ,/a, (apart
from log terms), the absolute difference increases with ag, so
NLO is even more important for this pulse shape. For the constant
part the NNLO scales as a).

h(x) = 1/(1+ [2x]*") (40)

with n > 1. In the limit n — oo we recover the flat-top
h(x) = 0(1 — 2|x|). We obtain the NLO by subtracting the

LO integrand, as in (40), except this time we rescale u —
(" i before we take the limit @y > 1. We find that NLO

scales as a(])/ (@n) (with some terms having an additional
In ay). This means that for a smooth envelope NLO is even
more important. It is most important for the field with the
slowest decay, n = 1, where the ratio between LO and
NLO only scale as ,/ay. Note that LO is obtained from ¢

values on the order ¢ ~ aj) and 0 ~ 1/a,, while NLO is

1/
ay

obtained from & ~ a(l)/ @7 and @ ~ a). Note also that the
scaling with respect to a; is not universal, it depends on the
pulse shape, n in this case. This also highlights the fact that
NLO is not simply the next term in a power-series
expansion in 1/aq (in contrast to the LCF regime).

Fig. 3 shows that for a Lorentzian pulse (n = 1) shape
the NLO term is indeed more important than for the flat-top
envelope. This is especially clear for the bjy-independent
term, for which the error at leading order is even larger than
the exact result, even for ay = 10. For the by-independent
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term the NNLO term is a constant, ag. This NNLO term is
obtained in the following way. Let Z (o, 6) be the integrand.
LO is obtained by rescaling @ — 6/a, and expanding to
leading order in ay. If one tried to obtain the next order by
keeping & and @ as independent of a, then one would find
divergent integrals, so NLO must instead be obtained by a
different a, scaling of the integration variables. Let
Ty 0(0,0) be the leading-order integrand expressed in terms
of the original 6 variable. NLO is now obtained from
I(0.0) —Z1 (0, 0) by rescaling ¢ — /ay6 and expanding
to leading order in aq. Again, one cannot obtain NNLO
with the same a scaling of € and o, because this leads to
divergent integrals. Let Zy; (0, 0) be the integrand that
gives NLO, expressed in terms of the original variables.
NNLO is now obtained from (Z —Z; 5 — Zni0)(0,0) by
expanding to leading order in ag, this time without
rescaling the integration variables. So, each of these terms
is obtained with a different rescaling of ¢ and . Contrast
this with the LCF or the saddle-point regime, where one
just has to rescale the integration variables once and then
obtain the leading as well as higher orders by simply
expanding the integrand to higher orders. In the saddle-
point regime one would for example change variables to
0 = Ogqq1e + \/;?9 etc. and then expand the integrand in a

power series in y times and exponential on the form e~"/%.
This leads in general to an asymptotic series, but the terms
are obtained in a systematic way. Here we need to work
more in order to obtain the higher orders in the large-a
expansion, and, moreover, the scalings of NLO and NNLO
are not universal, they depend on the field shape. We also
see that, unless q; is very large, LO can be far from the
exact result, which means that we need to obtain these
higher orders. Fortunately, once we have calculated the first
orders we obtain a very good approximation already
at ag z 2.

F. Nonlocal corrections for short pulses

In the previous section we showed that NLO can be
important for a long pulse. However, the longer the pulse is,
the higher the energy has to be for our high-energy
approximation (23) to be good. So, in this section we will
study NLO for short pulses. Since unipolar fields seem to
involve more complicated calculations, we focus on a field
with a(—o0) = a(), given by

a(¢p) = ag(1 + cos ¢p) (47)

for |¢p| < 7 and a(¢) = 0 for |p| > =. As in the previous
section, LO is obtained by expanding to leading order in 6,
while the corrections are nonlocal. Due to symmetry we can
restrict the integration variables to ¢; < ¢b,. We separate
the integration region into parts with P, = {¢, < —=,
—n<¢y<n}, Pp={-n<d <dy<u}, Pyu=
{-m< ¢ <m ¢ >n} and Pi3={p < -7 ¢, > 7}

The contribution from P,; is equal to the one from P;,,
and only P,, contribute to LO. NLO can be calculated in a
similar way as in the previous section, but the fact that we
have two nontrivial integrals makes the calculations more
complicated. So, we simply state the result

P ~ a2[(1.6a, + 0.34[In ag]? + 0.25 In ag — 0.99) In(2b,)
+ 1.6&0 In ag — 6.9610
—0.28[Inag)® — 1.6[Inag]2 — 0.32Inay +4.9], (48)

where all the constants are approximate. While a direct
calculation of this is quite involved, we can confirm it more
easily by making the following ansatz for the correction,

5|]:D(Llo) = do + dl In 7% + dz[ln 00]2 + d3 [ln 00}3, (49)

where d; are constants that can be obtained either by a
numerical evaluation of the exact result for P, dP/day,
d’P/d*a, and d*P/d’ay at one, arbitrary, large ay = a,; or
by evaluating P at4 different a,. a, should be large enough so
that the exact result has converged to (49), and can be chosen
much larger than the a range one is mainly interested in. In
this case we have checked that a, ~ 10* gives good results:

The need for NLO is most clearly seen in the
by-independent part. At ay = 30 the exact result for this
part is & — 69.41a?, which is in good agreement with
LO + NLO ~ —69.4502, while the leading order is not great,
LO ~ —43.27a%. This is consistent with the results in the
previous section for long pulses, i.e., that NLO is needed to
have a good precision even for very large a,. Moreover, we
again find that by including NLO we have a good approxi-
mation already at not-very-large a,; for ay =2 we find
for the by-independent part {exact,LO,LO + NLO} ~
{-7.9,-11.5,-7.7}a?, so LO + NLO is already close to
the exact result at ay = 2.

A short pulse with compact support is also useful in
order to demonstrate that the correction is nonlocal,
because the part where the two integration variables are
both outside the pulse but on opposite sides, i.e., P3,
contributes to NLO. In this example we have

5P 3 ~ a?[(0.141n ay — 0.040) In(2b,)
—0.14[In ay]> = 0.56In ay + 0.16],  (50)

which is a significant part of the total NLO.

Given that NLO is nonlocal, one might wonder if
perhaps the a scaling depends on the way the field goes
to zero. For this reason we have also considered a(¢) =
ao(1 +cos@)? for |p| <z and a(p) =0 for |¢| > =,
which has a different decay at ¢p = +x. In one part of
the calculation of NLO one finds that the dominant
contribution comes from a region of the ¢ variables that
scales differently in a, compared to the first example.
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However, we still find the same form as in (48); the only
difference is the numerical coefficients.

G. Perturbation theory

In the previous two sections we studied the large-a
expansion and showed that by including NLO we obtain
approximations that are good all the way down to a( = 2. In
this section we study the small-a, expansion. In contrast to
the large-a, expansion, it is quite straightforward to obtain
a perturbation series in ay. We do not need to figure out
how to rescale integration variables, we just have to expand
the original integrand in a power series in a, and then
perform the integrals at each order numerically. We con-
sider again the compact, short field in (47). We find

P = a*[L(ag) In(2by) + C(a)]. (51)

where L(ag) and C(ag) can be expanded in a power series
in a3 with coefficients with alternating sign and decreasing
in absolute value,

L=1.1a}—-0.26a}+---—0.00022a3® +0.00014a3" —--
(52)

C=—3.6a3+0.80a% —---+0.00050a2% —0.00031 a3+ - -
(53)

The ratios of neighboring coefficients seem to converge to
Cy/Cn_1 ~—0.64, indicating a finite radius of convergence
of a}~1.5. We can check this from the zeros of the
effective mass at imaginary a,: In the denominator of the
integrand in (23) we have M? =1+ d3[(M?-1)/a}].
The maximum of [(M? — 1)/a3] is ~0.76 (reached in the
‘P, region), which means that the singularity closest to the
origin is at a(z) ~ —1.5, so the radius of convergence is
a3 ~ 1.5. This is also agrees with Fig. 4, where we compare
an exact evaluation of (23) with the perturbation series.
Figure 4 shows that at ay ~ 1 one can still obtain better
precision by including more terms, but at ag~ 1.2 the
perturbative sums deviate from the exact result regardless
of how many terms one adds. (The radius of convergence
for other processes in different regimes has been studied
in [69-71].)

So, perturbation theory seems to be limited to small a
(<1.2 in this example), which is what one might have
expected. However, there is growing interest in the field of
extracting information encoded in perturbation series
(around the origin in this case) to study different regions
of parameter space, see, e.g., [72-75] and references
therein. In our case we have resummed the perturbation
series into Padé approximants [76-79],

In(2bg) part

4 -

3 L

2 L

1 L

0 L L A ) ao

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0
constant part

—10t

FIG. 4. Exact evaluation of (23) (black lines) compared to the
perturbative sums including 1 and up to 15 of the first terms in the

2 .
dg €Xpansion.

Phi(ag) = S5 2" 5 (54)

where B, = 1, (in our case) Ay = 0, and the other coef-
ficients are obtained by expanding into a perturbation series
and matching with (52) and (53). Padé approximants are
sometimes used together with Borel resummation in order
to treat asymptotic perturbation series [72,73], see [74] for
an application to the Euler-Heisenberg effective action and
Schwinger pair production. However, in this case we have a
convergent series, so we apply the Padé method directly. In
Fig. 5 we compare the first few (diagonal) approximants
with N = M. These Padé approximants give a good
agreement with the exact result beyond the radius of
convergence all the way up to ay~ 7. So, even though
we cannot use a direct sum of the perturbation series at
1.5 < ay < 10, the behavior of the probability in this region
is encoded in the coefficients of the perturbation series
around ay = 0. Since we showed in the previous sections
that the large-a, expansion (with NLO included) is good all
the way down to a; 2 2, we now have a significant overlap
where the small- and large-a, expansions give numerically
basically the same results, as illustrated in Fig. 6. This
means that we have analytical approximations for any value
of ap.
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FIG. 5. The black lines are exact evaluation of (23) and the other
lines show the Padé approximants with N =M = 1,2, ...,6.

We can extend the reach of perturbation theory further
using a conformal map [72-74,78-80],

2
V1+%- 4a?
=== = B (55)
1+% 41 (I-2)
which maps the singularity at a3 = —a? to the unit circle.’

Instead of expanding in a power series in aé, we expand
in z. Using only the conformal map also allows us to go
beyond the radius of convergence; for the example in Fig. 7
we find agreement up to ag ~ 20 by including terms up to
730, We can reach further if we perform a Padé resummation
of the conformal series; in Fig. 7 we find agreement up to
ap ~ 50 with a Padé approximant with N = M = 14 (for
the constant part; the log part is much better).

The first singularity is at a% ~ —1.5. In the plots we have
chosen a, to be the (numerically obtained) value of the first
singularity, as is usually done. This is expected to be the optimal
conformal map [81]. However, in this case this only gives a slight
improvement compared to simply setting, e.g., a;, — 1. In this
particular case, this can be understood by noting that, while the
singularity closest to the origin is determined by P;,, the
dominant contribution at large a, comes from P,,.

In(2bg) part
20

—— Pade
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L L L L ) ao
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constant part
0

-20
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,30 L
large—a0

—40!

FIG. 6. The black dashed lines are exact evaluation of (23) and
the other lines show the Padé approximant with N = M = 6 and
the large-a, expansion in (48).

So, by calculating a sufficient number of the coefficients in
the perturbation series around a, = 0, one can obtain a good
approximation even for large ay. We are therefore led to
consider large orders. A direct numerical integration can
become challenging if we need to go to very high orders, but
at sufficiently high orders we can use a semianalytical
approach. At O(a3"), the most important part of the

integrand is given by
M2 -1 N
(Y e

ap

which makes the integrand sharply peaked at the point where
M? is at maximum. By exponentiating this factor as (cf. [82])

exp {Nln [Mzag_ 1] } (57)

we can use saddle-point methods to perform the integralls.6
To leading order the rest of the integrand is simply evaluated

6Strictly speaking, the maximum is not necessarily a saddle
point. For example, in the contribution from P,, the maximum
occurs on the boundary of the integration region, which means
that, after a suitable choice of integration variables, we have one
integration variable with linear rather than quadratic fluctuation
around the maximum.
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FIG. 7. The black lines are exact evaluation of (23) and the
other lines show: the perturbative sum in the conformal variable z
up to z°%; the Padé approximant of the conformal series with
N =M =10 (N = M = 14) for the log part (constant part); and
the large-a, expansion in (48).

at the maximum. Let L;;y and C;; be the contributions from
region P;; to the coefficients of L and C in (51) at O(ad").
To leading order we find

0.22(-0.67)N

Ly~ — % (58)
0.35(—0.54)N

Loy ——m———— 59

22N N (59)
0.015(=0.56)N

oy 50— 30361 (60)

N?

(0.111n N — 0.81)(=0.67)"

Ciov ~— N (61)
0.17InN = 1.1)(=0.54)N
Cooy =~ — ( 3 )( ) (62)
N2
0.00751n N — 0.056)(—0.56)N
Cisnm— ( i ) . (63)

N3

From these large-order approximations we see explicitly that
we have convergent series. The ratio test gives of course the
same radius of convergence as we found above.

IV. HEAVY MASS AND LOW ENERGY

In the previous section we saw that, in the high-energy
limit, the “lightfront-time-instantaneous” [P;; contributes to
leading order and is only smaller than the dominant term by a
logarithmic term In b,. This is interesting because P, gives
in general only a small contribution. In this section we study a
regime where |, alone gives the dominant contribution.

So, consider the limit where the mass of the initial
particle is much heavier than the mass of the pair, 4 — 0.
This is a relevant limit since already a muon is much
heavier than an electron. Our calculations could also be
relevant for processes involving millicharged particles, see,
e.g., [83,84], but here we will focus on electrons and
muons. In this limit the momentum of the initial particle
does not change much during the process. So, we change
variables from s, = (1 — s )u to u and from s; =1/(1+1)
to ¢, rescale t — x/u and then take the limit 4 — co. For
P, the lightfront-time integrals for the first step become
free, i.e., the background field enters only via the second
step. We can therefore perform the o,; and 0,; integrals.
The first term in (9) vanishes because the 8, contour can be
closed in the upper half of the complex plane and there
are no poles there. This means that the two-step part Py,
does not contribute in the limit where the initial particle is
much heavier than the pair. For the second term the o5,
integral is trivial and gives

043 = 021 _ ﬂel(e“raz)r -1 (64)
2 2r r
The 6,; integral can now be performed with the residue
theorem, and then the r integral can be expressed in terms
of an incomplete Gamma function. We recover exactly
(33), so the infinite mass limit of muon trident agrees with
pair production by the superposition of a Coulomb field
and a plane wave, as expected.

The high-energy limit therefore just reproduces the result
in the previous section, so we consider now instead the low-
energy limit. We have by/u = @ and we consider v < 1. In
this regime we can perform all the integrals with the saddle-
point method. For the momentum integrals we have a
saddle point at u = 1/2 and x = 2M (043, 043). We find

icw [ dodd 2i0M
P, =-
i 4x /93M6Xp{ ® } (65)

and

2+ D,
omt <

202 2i0M
P, :% / dodd xp{ ’w } (66)
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Although one could perform the remaining integrals
numerically, that would not give a more accurate result
than performing them with the saddle-point method,
because we have already performed the momentum inte-
grals with the saddle-point method. However, we can
already see that [’;; gives the dominant contribution for
arbitrary field shape, as P, ~ wP;; < P;;. Contrast this
with the case where all the masses are equal, where the
opposite s true [1],1.e., Py; ~ yPy_; < Pyy_,;. Thus, here
the lightfront instantaneous term [P;; gives the dominant
contribution.

Note also that the saddle points for the lightfront-time
integral are determined by the function &M, while in the
equal-mass case as well as other processes such as non-
linear Compton scattering, Breit-Wheeler pair production
or double nonlinear Compton scattering, the saddle points
are instead determined by OM? [40]. In [40] we found
explicit saddle-point approximations for an entire class of
field shapes for processes with @M? in the exponent.
However, these fields lead to transcendental equations
for the saddle points here. It is, of course, still simple to
obtain the saddle points numerically, expand around the
saddle point and perform the resulting Gaussian integral
analytically. For ag > 1 we can still find fully analytical

results. We have M2 = 1 + a}f(¢)6%/12 and a saddle point
at 0= 16/ (lauf ()

W’““%/ M('i(?|>%e"p{‘|§<f>|}’ (€7)

where E(x") = wd'(6/w). For a constant field we recover
Eq. (44) in [24].

We can also perform the remaining integral with the
saddle-point method. If aq is only moderately large we
need to include higher-order corrections to the leading
order (67). By expanding in 1/a, we obtain

), and we find

P~ a®E*Ge’/E, (68)

where E = E(0) is the field maximum,

Fz—2\/§(1—£

20a3
3¢ o), [F82
+5600aé [143—15 2 -21 Z D (69)
and
a4 ¢ [y S8 [fé‘”]zD
GN24\/6_C<1+4011(2) [22 362 ) (70)

where ¢ = —f” > 0 and £y = 93]f. We have included
one more order in the exponential part because even a small

difference from the exact F' can lead to a non-negligible
difference in P due to the factor of 1/E>1 in the
exponent. Note that all terms are local, they come from
the region where the two lightfront time variables are close,
which is seen from the fact that they are expressed in terms
of derivatives of the field (evaluated at the maximum). This
is what one can expect in a LCF expansion in 1/ay, but
contrast this with the high-energy limit in the previous
section, where the next-to-leading order corrections are
nonlocal. Note also that we do not automatically have a
local expression just because we can perform the lightfront
time integrals with the saddle point method (which we can
do as long as E is small enough), because, although the
average variable 6 = (¢, + ¢b;)/2 is in general forced to be
close to the field maximum, for a; ~ 1 we have a saddle
point at @ = ¢, — ¢; ~ i, so in that case the imaginary part
of ¢, and ¢; do not have to be close, i.e., the result would
be nonlocal.

In order to compare this expansion with the exact result,
we consider a linearly polarized monochromatic field,
a(¢) = ag sinp. We have a saddle point with ¢ = 0 and
6 determined by7

1+ 52220, (71)

For ay>1 we have 0=iV6/a, for ay<1
0 = iIn(8/a3). For ay < 1 the exponential part becomes

1
P~ ag, (72)

which is the expected perturbative result since 2/w photons
have to be absorbed to produce the pair in the limit where
the initial particle is very heavy. For a;, ~ 1 we can solve the
saddle-point equation numerically. (The corresponding
equation in the equal-mass case can be solved explicitly
in terms of an inverse trigonometric function.) The result is
compared in Fig. 8 with the corresponding approximation
(68). We see that by including the first couple of terms in
the 1/a, expansion we obtain a good approximation
already for ay 2 1.5. It is straightforward to obtain higher
orders in 1/ a%, but, as we see in Fig. 8 (where we include
terms up to 1/ a(z)ﬁ), there is a limit for how low a that can
be reached with a direct sum of the perturbation series in
1/a3. However, by resumming this series into a Padé
approximant, we can reach much lower a,. So, we see that
resummation methods can be useful for perturbation series
in both a, and 1/ay.

"For comparison we note that for a circularly polarized
monochromatic field the saddle point is determined by
sincd =1 + %

0
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FIG. 8. The exponent and the prefactor for 4 — oo, low-energy

and a sinusoidal field. The probability is given by P =
a?E*Gef/E, where E is the field strength. “LO,” “NLO,”’
“NNLO,” and “N'*LO” are obtained by expanding in 1/aj.
“N'®LO” includes terms up to 1/a2°, and [6/6] Padé is the
N = M = 6 Padé approximant for the perturbative series in 1/aj.

A. Production of a muon pair

We can also consider the process where the initial
particle is much lighter than the pair, for example an
electron producing a muon pair. If ay = E/(m,») > 1 it
could still be that the muon nonlinearity parameter a, =
E/(m,w) is not large. Since the muon is much heavier than
the electron p =~ 207 one can expect an exponential sup-
pression, so we perform the integrals with the saddle-point
method. We consider for simplicity a Sauter pulse

f(¢) = tanh ¢. For the two-step we find

4 2u3a,A
Pwo ~ €XP {—); <,u3aﬂA + a 3% ) } (73)

where A = (14 a?)arccota, —a,,. For a,> 1 this reduces to

8
P ~ exXp {— S0+ ;ﬁﬂ)}, (74)

which agrees with Eq. (24) in [24]. However, the one-step
scales as

4/3u>  2v/3 6
Pii~expq— viu +_f I+ (75)
X X Sa,
and is therefore exponentially larger than the two-step. For
a, > 1 we can neglect the third term. The first, leading term,

4*/;"2 agrees with the result in [23]. So, this is another

regime where the one-step dominates over the two-step.
However, for the production of a muon pair by an electron
we have 41/3u% ~ 3 x 10°, so y would have to be very large
for this to not be completely negligible. It could therefore
be more interesting to consider the opposite process, where
there is a muon in the initial state with a, ~1 (which means
ag > 1). We leave this for future studies.

V. LARGE y FROM SMALL-y EXPANSION

In this section we will study the y dependence of the LCF
result. In particular, we will show how asymptotic (diver-
gent) power series in y can be resummed using Borel-Padé-
conformal methods [72,73,75,78-80] to obtain a good
approximation up to very large y.

A. Nonlinear Breit-Wheeler pair production

We start for simplicity with nonlinear Breit-Wheeler pair
production. See also [85], where the real and imaginary
parts of the polarization tensor (the latter gives the pair-
production probability) were studied using the large-order
behavior of a y expansion. In LCFA the probability is given
by (see e.g., [1])

P = aa, / doR, (76)
where
R= [ (Ail(ﬁ) - KAi:f)) £ = (Z) (77)
and
r_s(ll—s) K_lis lss (78)

We use y, = apkl, where [, is the momentum of the
incoming photon, to distinguish it from the electron y in
trident. s = kp'/kl is the fraction of the longitudinal
momentum given to the produced electron. Ai(¢§) is the
Airy function and

Aiy (&) = /g " drAi(r). (79)

We could consider a field with a locally constant y, (¢), but
here we focus on the integrand R at a given value of y,. For
small and large y, the probability is given by [86]
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R
3 3 8 '
Xy <1 R=— —exp{——} (80) i
16 V2 3y, ool l;
]
and 0.08} ,"
) - Borels
15 x 3542 0.06] |
;(y>>1:R:—l[3]. (81) ! Lo
28712)(; O 4 NLO
v e NNLO
The goal now is to obtain sufficiently many higher-order 0021 \\‘ ----- NNNLO
corrections to (80) in order to make a resummation that "u \
works up to y large enough so that we have agreement I ‘ ‘ ‘ Xy
with (81). We can do this by first expanding the Airy g 10 20 s 40 S0
functions at large arguments, [
\
1 a1 9241 2 010 ?‘* v T oorels
. X \\ Borel
Ai =——(l-——+——5+...|eXps——=, 5
1) =37 ( 48x ' 4608 ) P { 3 } 008l '\
(82) 0.06
where x = & = r/ %,» and similarly for Ai'(£)/& The s oo4
integral can now be performed by expanding the integrand
around the saddle point at s = 1/2.* We find 0.02
3 /3 8 200 400 600 800 1600XV
R:1_6 ETGXP{_B_}’ (83)
X1 FIG. 9. Borel; gives the Padé-Borel resummation with a
diagonal Padé approximant with N = M = i. LO is the leading
where small-y approximation (80), and NLO, NNLO and NNNLO are
obtained by including the first couple of terms in the direct sum of
- 11 7985 4806425 the perturbation series (84). The “large-y,” line shows (81). The
— — 2 3 v
r= z; T”)(}r’l =1 _a)ﬁ’ + 73728)(/ - 42467328){7 t.. black lines show the exact result.
n—=

(84)

We have calculated the first 56 terms, but it is not difficult
or time consuming to obtain more terms. By plotting the
ratio of neighboring coefficients 7, /T,_,, it is clear that
they grow factorially. It is therefore natural to make a Borel
transform

BT() =Y T;f" . (85)
n=0 :

We have a finite number of terms for BT. We resum this
truncated series into a Padé approximant, PBT(7), which
gives aratio of two polynomial functions of ¢. The final result
is now obtained by a Laplace transform

Tult) = [ 7S einpBT() (36)
4

¥Resummations of saddle-point expansions have been discussed
in [87].

The series we consider here are Borel-summable with no
singularities for real # > 0.

In Fig. 9 we compare the direct perturbation series and
the resummation with the exact result. We see that, at
sufficiently small y,, the leading order (80) gives a good
approximation, but as we increase y, it starts to deviate.
Since the power series in y, is a divergent asymptotic series,
a direct summation of higher-order terms does not help.
However, the Padé-Borel resummed series gives an excel-
lent agreement with the exact result already at Padé order
M =N =5. In fact, N=35 works up to large y,: At
Xy =100, the exact result is =~0.0749, compared to
~0.0755 for the resummed series. Going to N = 25 we
find that the Padé-Borel resummed series has a large
overlap with the large-y approximation (81). This is what
we wanted to see; the small-y, expansion gives divergent
power series, but by resumming this series with Borel-Padé
methods we obtain a good approximation all the way
up to the region where the leading large-y, approximation
becomes good.
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In fact, we can obtain an even better agreement by
performing a conformal transformation of the Borel trans-
form before forming a Padé approximant, as described in
[72,73]. By numerically matching the ratio of neighboring
large-order coefficients of the Borel transform onto the
following asymptotic form (cf. Richardson extrapolation
in [88])

BT” C Cy
BTn_l—C0+ n +n2+..., (87)
where BT, = T, /n!, we find that this ratio converges to
cg = —3/8. This means that the Borel transform has a finite
radius of convergence given by |¢| < 8/3, and a singularity
at t = —8/3. We therefore replace ¢ in the truncated Borel
series with the conformal variable z given by

J1I+E-1 o)
Zzig [:L (88)

L+¥+1 31 -2

The next steps are to expand the resulting function in a
power series in z to the same order, make a Padé
approximant of the new series, and finally express z in
terms of ¢. This gives a Padé-conformal resummation
PCBT(7) of the original truncated Borel series [72,73].
The final step is to perform the Laplace transform in (86)
with PCBT(z) instead of PBT(z).

The result is quite impressive: At y, = 10* the relative
error (Rypprox/ Rexact) — 118 {0.2,0.01,0.05,5 % 1077,0.02}
for {PBs, PB,s, PCBs, PCB»s, (81)}, where the subscripts
5 and 25 stand for the order N = M in the diagonal Padé
approximant. We see that by including the conformal step,
the relative error at N =5 is on the same order of
magnitude as N = 25 for the case without the conformal
step. With N = 25 the conformal approximation gives an
extremely high precision, with a relative error several
orders of magnitude smaller than the large-y, approxima-
tion (81). At y, = 10* we have a relative error of {2 x
107*,4 x 1073} for {PCBys, (81)}, so at such a very large
X, the resummation PCB,s still gives a very high precision
and a relative error that is one order of magnitude smaller
than the large-y, approximation (81). At y, = 10° we have
a relative error of {7 x 1073, 8 x 107} for {PCBs, (81)},
so PCB; still gives a relative error of less than one percent.
We see that, while the large-y, approximation eventually
gives a higher precision, this only happens at a very high y,.
In fact, this only happens as a)(f/ 3 becomes large, and then
one would not trust the leading order in the a expansion

anyway. So, if we limit ourselves to a)(%/ 3 not large, then
the resummation gives a remarkable precision over the
entire range of y,.

B. Trident

We will now use the above resummation method for
trident. In comparison with previous studies using resum-
mation methods for Schwinger pair production [74,89,90],
note that our expansion parameter y gives the field strength
in the rest frame of the initial electron in terms of the critical
field. While the one-step part eventually becomes larger
than the two-step part as the energy increases, in this
section we will assume that a, and the pulse length are large
enough such that the dominant contribution is given by the
two-step part. In LCFA this is given by

Pwo = aza(z) / doy3doy10(043 — 021)R, (89)

where (see, e.g., [1,28])

1 [AI'(&) Al
R_ —/dsld526(s3>){2q%{ 1(:(1 1) lf(2 2)

+ [Ail(él) + Kot Ai;(fl)] [Aiz(é) — R Aij’;‘(jZ)] }

(90)

where &) = (”1/)((521))% and & = (’”2/)((543))%- This
expression allows for a locally constant y (o), but we will
for simplicity consider a constant field. For y <1 we
obtain as above

T 16
R=— 2t 91
where
31 3871 492505
T=1+— 2 S 2
+ taa78976%4 T (92)

2167 ~ 311047

For y > 1 we have (12). We can again obtain, without
much work, the first ~70 terms in 7. We again find a series
with factorially growing coefficients, so we use the Borel-
Padé method. The results are shown in Fig. 10. We again
find that the Borel-Padé method gives excellent agreement
with the exact numerical result up to large values of y.
Given the impressive improvement found in the previous
section for nonlinear Breit-Wheeler by making a conformal
transformation, one would of course also like to make a
similar transformation for trident. However, for trident we
find that the ratios of neighboring Borel coefficients,
BT,/BT,_,, does not converge (we have calculated >70
coefficients). Instead, we find at large n a ratio that goes
periodically through 4 different values {..., —0.48, —0.23,
-0.07, +0.69, —0.48, } This indicates the presence of
complex conjugate pair of singularities on the radius of
convergence [91]. Compare this with the Breit-Wheeler case,
where the only convergence-limiting singularity is on the
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FIG. 10. Same as Fig. 9 but for the two-step part of trident.

negative real axis. So, we cannot use the standard ratio test to
determine the radius of convergence. One could still use
Cauchy-Hadamard’s theorem, which gives the radius
from 1/r = lim sup|BT,,|%, but this converges slowly [91].

n—oo

A better approach is to use Mercer-Robert’s procedure
[92]: The radius of convergence is given by lim,_ . 1/B,,
where

B BT,. BT, , — BT2\?
" \BT,BT,,-BT2_,)

(93)

For the coefficients that we have calculated, B, has some
small oscillations at large n, but we find that the radius of
convergence is given by |f| ~3.8. The Mercer-Robert’s
procedure also gives the positions of the conjugate pair of
convergence-limiting singularities re*, from the n — oo
limit of

1 /BT, B
< n—1Pn (94)

cosf, = — BT
n

BTn+1
5 .

BT, B,

We find € = 37/4, so the singularities closest to the origin
are at ~3.8¢™3%/* We can confirm this by plotting Padé

approximants9 of the Borel transform. The Padé approxim-
ants do indeed have singularities at ~3.8¢*37/4, The Padé
approximants also show singularities on the real axis at
t < =5, 1.e., further away from the on'gin.10 The fact that the
singularities closest to the origin do not lie on the real axis
might suggest using a different type of conformal map, e.g.,
as in [93]. However, we have found that a conformal map on
the form (88), but with the replacements 3/8 — 5 and
32/3 — 20 (this is motivated by the presence of singularities
at t < -9), still gives a significant improvement: For
x = 10° we have a relative error of {0.05,6 x 107} for
{PB,s,PCB,s}, and for y = 10* we have {0.3,0.003,
0.001} for {PB,s,PCB,s, (12)}. So, even for y = 10* the
relative error of this conformal map is on the same order of
magnitude as the large-y approximation (12). Since one
might anyway want to keep ay? from becoming large, this
conformal map seems good enough for our purpose.

So, we can obtain a good approximation at large y by
resumming the small-y expansion. It is also interesting to
note that the small-y expansion is obtained by expanding
around the saddle point where the three final-state particles
have the same longitudinal momentum s; = s, = s3 = 1/3.
The expansion coefficients around this point contain the
information needed for large y, even though the spectrum is
sharply peaked at s; <1 at large y. So, we are expanding
around a point at which the value of the spectrum is negligible
compared to the spectrum’s maximum at large y.

C. Hypergeometric/Meijer-G resummation

In this section we will use some resummation methods
[94-96] which are particularly suitable for functions with a
branch cut. The first step is still to calculate the truncated
Borel transform (85), but then this series is resummed
using hypergeometric functions ., F ] instead of the Padé-
conformal methods. Assuming that we only have the
perturbative information, then the resummation is taken

as [95]

HBT(1) F a.ay,....,a; t (95)
1) = =
g\ by, by Tl

where @ =1 and the N =2¢ + 1 constants «;, b; and
to are obtained by expanding the hypergeometric function
in a series in ¢ and matching with the Borel transform
truncated at V. In practice, this is conveniently done by
[95] matching the first N ratios of the Borel coefficients,
BT,.1/BT, onto a Padé approximant in the variable n

q i
i—o Pill

L+ 370 g’ (96)

%As is well known, Padé approximants can exhibit spurious
poles, so we have plotted several different Padé approximants to
make sure that any singularity is genuine.

"It could be that r = —16/3 is a special point.
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and then comparing with the series-definition of ., F,.

The Laplace transform can then be expressed compactly in
terms of a Meijer-G function [95,97,98],

o df
TQ“(;@) = /O — e " HBT()
14
CTILT(B) pgran [ Dby g
ToT(a) 2\ 1 a,ay, .00, 1,)

(97)

For nonlinear Breit-Wheeler, this new resummation
allows us to obtain a high precision at large y, with much
fewer terms than with the Padé-conformal approach.
Already at N =5 we find a relative error of less than
5% for y, = 10°. At N =7 we have encountered some
instabilities that seem to be related to the fact that one ¢; is
very close to one b;, i.e., we are close to a point where the
hypergeometric and Meijer-G functions are reduced to a
lower order. However, at N = 9 we find a relative error of
less than 3 x 107 at y, = 10°, and less than 8 x 1073
at y, = 10*,

This is already an impressive improvement, but one can
obtain a high precision with even fewer terms by using
other known facts in addition to the perturbative data
[78,96,99]. In our case, we know that the Borel transform
has a singularity at + = —8/3, which can be used to set
to = —8/3. We could then let a be a constant to be obtained
by matching in the same way as the other a; and b;.
However, we also know the asymptotic scaling at large y,

@81),R~1/ )(}/ 3, which, together with the asymptotic limit
of the Meijer-G function, can be used to fix one of the
constants, e.g., @ = 1/3 (the other constants will be larger
so that @ = 1/3 gives the leading asymptotic scaling).
2g + 1 terms are now needed to fix the constants in | F,
and the overall prefactor. Already at ¢ = 1, i.e., with only 3
terms in the perturbation series, we find a relative error of
0.01 aty, = 10°,and 0.011 at y, = 10*. At ¢ = 2 we again
encounter an instability. At ¢ = 3 we find a relative error of
1.9x 107 aty, = 10°, and 2.5 x 1077 at , = 10*. And at
g =4 we find a relative error of 1.5 x 10~ at y, = 10,
and 2.0 x 107* at y, = 10*.

Thus, the new hypergeometric/Meijer-G resummation
methods allow for a high precision up to very large y, with
relatively few terms from the perturbation series. However,
this does not mean that we can forget about the Padé-
conformal methods: The hypergeometric/Meijer-G resum-
mation is particularly suitable for functions with a branch
cut, but for trident we saw above that the Borel transform
has a more complicated structure, with the radius of
convergence limited by a complex-conjugate pair of sin-
gularities rather than one singularity on the negative axis.
So, it is not a priori clear that the hypergeometric/Meijer-G

resummation would work for the trident case. We have
nevertheless tried it and found that with N = 3 (using only
the perturbative data) the resummation is good up to
Xy ~ 20. However, because of the instabilities mentioned
above, we have not been able to extend this by increasing
N. One could try to take the second line in (97) as an ansatz
and fix some of the constants by matching with the large-y
scaling (12), which might work since for, e.g., a; —a, =0
(or an integer) the large-y limit involves log terms
(cf. [100]). However, we leave this to future studies. In
the next section we will instead consider another new
resummation method.

D. Confluent hypergeometric resummation

In this section we will use the resummation method
introduced in [101]. It is similar to the usual Borel-Padé
method, but allows us to use the large-y scaling to improve
the convergence. In this approach the resummed 7 is
given by

e =Y “to(-4), (98)

i=1

where ¢ is some suitably chosen special function and the
2n constants ¢; and y; are determined by matching the y-
series expansion of the two sides. This requires the first 2n
coefficients of 7. The following function was proposed
in [101],

$(z) = z‘”U(a, I +a—b,§), (99)

where U is the confluent hypergeometric function. A
simple way [101] to find the constants in (98) is to first
calculate the [n — 1, n] Padé approximant of

i=0 ¢i '

where ¢, = (a),(b),/k!, and then y, are given by the poles
of this approximant (these are simple poles in our case) and
r; are the corresponding residues. a = b =1 gives the
usual Padé-Borel resummation, but ¢ and b can be chosen
such that the large-y limit of ¢(y) behaves as the known
limit of 7.

In the Breit-Wheeler case, we can take a = 1/3 and
b =1, for which ¢ can be expressed in terms of an
incomplete gamma function with asymptotic scaling
¢(y) ~1/x'3, just as in (81). This choice leads to a
resummation that seems competitive with the Meijer-G
resummation: Atn = 1, i.e., with only the first two terms in
T, the relative error at y = 10° and 10* is ~0.02; at n = 4
the relative error is ~1073 at y = 103 and 10*. Note that the

(100)
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relative error is only slightly larger at y ~ 10* compared to
x ~ 10° because the large-y scaling is built into the
resummation function ¢. An advantage with this resum-
mation is that it seem relatively fast. Another advantage is
that we can also use it for trident.

In the trident case, we take a = b = 2/3, which gives a
large-y limit ¢(y) ~ [In(y) + const.]/x*/3, which matches
the scaling of the leading term in (12) (but not const.). In
this case we find that we need larger n compared to the
Breit-Wheeler case. n = 1 gives nonsensical results. At
n=2 we find a relative error of {0.051,0.066} at
x = {10%,10*}. Atn = 10 the relative error is {9.7 x 1074,
1.5 x 1072} for y = {10°, 10*}. The relative error seems to
decrease quite slowly as one increases n (also in the Breit-
Wheeler case). However, this resummation still requires
much fewer terms than the Borel-Padé-conformal method.
We leave it to future studies to determine whether a
significant improvement can be obtained by choosing a
different ¢ (maybe a superposition of two U) in order to
match both the In(y)/y*3 and the 1/y*/3 part of (12).

So, we have seen that the resummation methods intro-
duced in [101] gives a significant improvement over the
standard Borel-Padé-conformal method, both in the Breit-
Wheeler and the trident case. This still does not mean that
one can forget about the Borel-Padé-conformal method,
because in some cases the large-y (or equivalent) limit
might be unknown."!

VI. CONCLUSIONS

We have obtained new high-energy approximations in
the regime where the energy parameter b, is the largest
parameter and where the direct part of the one-step
dominates over the two-step. Our high-energy approxima-
tion interpolates between the old literature result in the
perturbative limit ay << 1 and previous result for pair
production by the superposition of a Coulomb field and
a constant-crossed field in the aq > 1 limit. In between, for
arbitrary a,, we find that the high-energy approximation of
trident coincides with pair production by the superposition
of a Coulomb field and a general, inhomogeneous plane
wave.

Our high-energy approximation is the sum of a loga-
rithmic term, In b, and a by-independent term. We find that
the logarithmic term can be obtained with a Weizsdcker-
Williams equivalent photon approximation. Taking a large
usually means that the field can be treated as locally
constant. However, taking first the energy parameter b,
to be the largest parameter (our new approximation) and
then taking a, large does not commute with first taking a,
to be the largest parameter (standard LCFA) and then taking

11However, even if the large-y limit is unknown, it could still
be useful to make the large-y scaling of the basis function explicit
and then vary it until the best convergence is reached, as
described in [78].

by (or y) large. So, the fact that our new high-energy
approximation agrees with the standard Weizsicker-
Williams approximation (to leading logarithmic order)
explains why the latter does not agree with previous
LCEF results.

Another interesting difference from the LCF regime is
that, while the leading order in the large-a, limit of the
large-b, approximation is local (similar to the LCF regime),
the next-to-leading-order correction is nonlocal, i.e., it is
given by an integral where the two lightfront-time variables
are not forced to be close but can be far apart. In fact, an
important contribution to this correction for compact fields
comes from the region where both lightfront-time variables
are outside the field but on opposite sides. This is a signal
that the formation length is longer in the high-energy limit
compared to the large-a, limit.

We have also shown that in the case where the initial
particle is much heavier than the pair, the dominant
contribution in the low-energy limit is given by the term
in the amplitude that comes from the instantaneous part of
the lightfront Hamiltonian.

We have used Borel, Padé and conformal methods to
resum perturbation series in ag, 1/ay, and y. The use of
Padé approximants for analytical continuation of perturba-
tion series beyond their radius of convergence has a long
history in physics. Here we have shown that our new high-
energy approximation has a finite radius of convergence in
ay, but by forming Padé approximants we can go beyond
this radius of convergence and obtain a good agreement
with the large-a, approximation in an interval of inter-
mediate a, values. By making a conformal transformation
before Padé resummation we obtain agreement with the
large-a, approximation up to much larger a,. We have also
used a Padé approximant to analytically continue a power
series in 1/aq in the low energy (saddle-point) regime.
Finally, we have considered the y dependence of nonlinear
Breit-Wheeler pair production and the two-step part of
trident in the LCF regime. At small y the probability can be
expanded in a power series in y times a “Schwinger-like”
exponential e~°™/%  This power series diverges, so we use
a Borel transform to obtain a convergent series. Then we
use Padé and conformal methods to analytically continue
the truncated Borel transform as described in [72—74]. This
gives us a resummation of the originally divergent y series
into an approximation that agrees with the exact result up to
very large y, with a significant overlap with the leading
large-y approximation. We have also shown that newer
resummation methods [95,101], which are based on hyper-
geometric/Meijer-G or confluent hypergeometric functions,
can significantly reduce the number of terms that have to be
calculated in order to get a certain precision. It would be
interesting to further study these sorts of resummation
methods for other strong-field processes and for other fields
and parameter regimes.
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