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A model detector undergoing constant, infinite-duration acceleration converges to an equilibrium state
described by the Hawking-Unruh temperature 7, = (a/2x)(f/c). To relate this prediction to experimental
observables, a pointlike charged particle, such as an electron, is considered in place of the model detector.
Instead of the detector’s internal degree of freedom, the electron’s low-momentum fluctuations in the plane
transverse to the acceleration provide a degree of freedom and observables which are compatible with the
symmetry and thermalize by interaction with the radiation field. General arguments in the accelerated frame
suggest thermalization and a fluctuation-dissipation relation but leave underdetermined the magnitude of
either the fluctuation or the dissipation. Lab frame analysis reproduces the radiation losses, described by the
classical Lorentz-Abraham-Dirac equation, and reveals a classical stochastic force. We derive the fluctuation-
dissipation relation between the radiation losses and stochastic force as well as equipartition (p? ) = 2mT,
from classical electrodynamics alone. The derivation uses only straightforward statistical definitions to obtain
the dissipation and fluctuation dynamics. Since high accelerations are necessary for these dynamics to
become important, we compare classical results for the relaxation and diffusion times to strong-field quantum
electrodynamics results. We find that experimental realization will require development of more precise
observables. Even wakefield accelerators, which offer the largest linear accelerations available in the lab, will

require improvement over current technology as well as high statistics to distinguish an effect.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The study of detectors in accelerated states was inspired
by the quest to understand Hawking’s prediction of thermal
radiation from a black hole [1]. A detector undergoing
constant acceleration exhibits a thermal excitation spectrum
at temperature [2,3]

ah a
T,=——=—-35x10"% eV. 1
“ 2mc m/s? x © m

In each case, the detector is coupled to a massless field which
is quantized in the classical spacetime. The thermal spectrum
is manifestly associated with the wave functions of the
quantized field and can be factored out from the transition
probability of the detector. For this reason, it is frequently

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

2470-0010/2022/105(9)/096034(17)

096034-1

said that the massless field viewed by the accelerated
detector is in a thermal state [4-6], as appears to be the
case for the massless field in a black hole spacetime [7,8].
The apparent finding of thermalized behavior in hadronic
collisions, including very small systems, has added a
phenomenological dimension to these speculations, as the
Unruh effect has been advocated as a mechanism under
which a coherent classical field configuration dissipates into
a thermal distribution in a timescale parametrically shorter
than perturbative expectations [9-12].

To understand the apparent thermal state better, we
consider a concrete realization: a specific accelerated detec-
tor and a consequence of the detector’s thermalization that is
measurable in the laboratory inertial frame. Most proposals
for experiments involve accelerating electrons [13-18],
which as the lightest charged particles achieve the highest
accelerations. The problem then is to derive the electron’s
response to the predicted thermal excitation as well as a
dynamical observable measurable in the lab frame.

As a charged particle undergoing high acceleration, the
electron radiates electromagnetically. The massless photon
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field should exhibit a thermal distribution in the rest frame of
an electron in constant acceleration. Therefore, the electron
might reveal an imprint of this thermal bath in some
characteristic of its radiation distribution. This is the basic
idea behind two proposals for experiments, based either on
the stochastic recoil of the probe particle from the radiation
in the accelerated frame [15] or on correlations in 2-photon
emission processes [17].

Nonequilibrium quantum theory methods were developed
to analyze the real-time dynamics of a classical detector or
particle coupled to a quantum field [19-23] and from the
dynamics compute the radiation [24-26] laying to rest
questions raised about whether any radiation survives in
the far field. These real-time calculations are also extended to
nonconstant accelerations to test approximations and
assumptions of the previous proposals [27]. Perhaps most
interesting for experimental observation, the electron trans-
verse momentum ‘“thermalizes,” i.e., after a sufficiently long
time, satisfies equipartition at the temperature Eq. (1) [28],

Ly =treiyo(4) 2)
m PPy = yla o
This equipartition relation is an element of a fluctuation-
dissipation relation, apparently consistent with the hypoth-
esis of coupling the transverse momentum fluctuations to a
thermal bath at temperature 7',, as we discuss below.
Ultimately, progress on understanding the physics content
of Eq. (1) must be compared to experiment. We show that
equipartition for transverse dynamics arises in a consistent
expansion for small accelerations (af/c < mc?) and small
transverse fluctuations (|p | < mc) around the approxi-
mately constant longitudinal acceleration. The last condition
is the experimental challenge: the acceleration should be
approximately constant long enough for transient effects and
initial state information to be erased, that is several times
longer than the dissipation time. We obtain the dissipation
time from classical radiation theory, finding agreement with
previous calculations. Classical radiation theory also yields
the correct noise, proving the fluctuation-dissipation and
equipartition theorems. Since the classical radiation calcu-
lation involves only a single scale a, ( pi) proportional to 7',
is inevitable. What is nontrivial is the correct numerical factor
for the equipartition relation. The 7 in Eq. (2) arises from the
conversion of the classical wave number k of the radiation to
the momentum it imparts to the electron/detector upon
emission. On the other hand, as acceleration approaches
ah/mc® — 1, quantum electrodynamics can be applied to
determine the radiation emitted by the electron. We evaluate
the dissipation time, noise, and mean-square transverse
momentum using strong-field quantum electrodynamics to
quantify the high-acceleration departure from classical pre-
dictions of radiation response and the thermal fluctuation-
dissipation and equipartition relations. Before closing, we
discuss the timescales in the context of linear accelerator
technology and find that both conventional radio-frequency

accelerators and wakefield accelerators currently provide
gradients that are too small and over too short times to access
directly the “thermalized” state of an accelerating particle.

Throughout this text, we use SI units. Most equations are
written in natural units 2 = ¢ = ¢, = 1, with dimensionful
constants restored in final results for important observable
quantities.

II. ACCELERATED FRAME ANALYSIS

Supposing horizons imply a thermodynamic descrip-
tion of the vacua of a massless field [29-32], we examine
the implications for the dynamics of a probe coupled to
such a massless field. More specifically, lab frame
analysis of the two-point correlation function of the
radiation field proves it equivalent to a thermal two-point
correlator [4,19]. Concretely of course, we are thinking of
describing the dynamics of the electron coupled to the
massless photon field in the accelerated, comoving frame,
but the inferences should be applicable more generally.
We refer to the massless field as the radiation field, as in
later sections, it is identical with the radiation component
of the electromagnetic field.

The simplest consequence is that the expectation value of
the energy of the probe degree of freedom should equilibrate
at T,

(E) =T, (3)

This result is straightforwardly applied to models in which
the probe degree of freedom is an “internal” state Q to
which the radiation field couples, as in the Unruh-DeWitt
detector [3]. In these models, the probability of excitation
to an internal state with energy E is given by the usual
Bose or Fermi statistics distribution with temperature 7',
which implies Eq. (3).

However, most experimental proposals using electrons
and electromagnetic radiation involve phase space dynamics
in response to the radiation field (electron spin is a notable
exception [33]). Involving phase space dynamics poses a
potential difficulty in that radiation dynamics generally
change the acceleration. Lab frame analysis (Sec. III) shows
that radiation causes the acceleration in a general state to
decrease to a well-defined nonzero minimum. This dynamic
will shortly be derived in the accelerated state as well.
Clearly we must assume for the moment—and justify
a posteriori—that the accelerated state can be treated as
quasistationary, so that the decay is much slower than the
dynamics we are considering and the acceleration and
temperature can be considered approximately constant.
Without the quasistationary approximation, applying a
thermodynamic description would be nonsense.

Additionally, for the interaction of the probe (electron)
with an accelerated frame radiation field to be described by
classical thermodynamics, the temperature must be much
less than the mass of the probe, T, < m. Otherwise, the
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radiation field would have enough energy to probe the
internal structure of the probe and create electron-positron
pairs. This condition is equivalent to the lab frame condition
that the probe particle must have negligible recoil from
interactions with the radiation field and supports the a pos-
teriori justification that the accelerated state is at least
quasistationary.

To use the accelerated electron as the probe and its
radiation as a signal accessible in the lab frame, we need
a degree of freedom which interacts with the radiation field
in such a way that the dynamics can be computed in both the
lab frame and the accelerated frame. The simplest choice, if
it exists, is an observable invariant under the change in
frame. Since any point on the accelerated trajectory is related
to the lab frame by a boost (and the accelerated trajectory
itself is boost invariant), we are looking for an observable
invariant under boosts along the direction of the acceleration.
Such longitudinal boosts leave the transverse directions
invariant, so observables describing dynamics in the trans-
verse plane should be equal whether computed in lab or
accelerated frame. Equality of observables has been verified
explicitly for the probability of photon emission per unit
transverse momentum by Refs. [14].

Therefore, we can investigate (X, p ) dynamics of the
probe to seek effects of the thermal state of the radiation
field. The first inference is that equipartition Eq. (3) should
be applicable to the transverse kinetic energy. Since we are
limited to the locally nonrelativistic regime 7, < m (in the
instantaneous comoving frame the motion is nonrelativistic
for much longer than equilibration time defined below), we
have E | ~ p3 /2m

1, . 1 .
m (p'ph) = 5 Tad”. (4)
The difference between this statement and Eq. (2) is that
this has been obtained from general reasoning about the
accelerated state, whereas Eq. (2) was obtained from a lab
frame calculation [28]. The relativistic correction to the
kinetic energy would imply a correction to the right-hand
side of T?/4m?, which we can compare to 7'/m corrections
from other calculations.

A second inference is to recall that under these conditions
the dynamics of a heavy probe coupled a thermal bath are
described by Brownian motion. Specifically, according to
Eq. (4) we have a heavy particle with momentum p, ~

v/mT, and velocity v| ~+/T,/m < 1. Since p; > T and
collisions with momentum transfer Ap | ~ T are rare, many
collisions are required to significantly change the momen-
tum. Therefore, we can model the interaction as dominated
by dissipation and uncorrelated kicks. The dynamics are then
described by a (macroscopic) Langevin equation, defined for
the transverse momentum [34],

To Lyt (@) == (5)
s Tp

where 7, is the dissipation (or relaxation) time and &' is a
classical random variable describing the stochastic force.
The time variable s in the accelerated frame is the proper
time of the accelerated probe. The dissipation time 7, is the
timescale for the exponential decay of correlations, including
initial data. For a thermal bath, the dynamics of & are
completely determined by its two-point function, which
being a ¢ function in time represents white noise and has no
higher-order correlations. N« is the mean-square momen-
tum transfer per unit time. The number of spatial dimensions
N, =2 in our case but we keep it as an explicit factor to
highlight how various thermodynamic relations are affected
by the conversion from usual three-dimensional dynamics to
two dimensions.

The relationship between momentum loss and diffusion
is described by a fluctuation-dissipation theorem, which
follows from the general analysis of thermal equilibrium
between the probe and the thermal bath [34]. Integrating
Eq. (5) leads to the mean-square momentum

(pl) = SFook. (6)

Since equilibration in the long time limit ¢ > 7, requires
Eq. (4), we obtain the fluctuation-dissipation relation

2mT, = k1p, (7)

which is independent of N,. Since 7 is the timescale to
erase initial conditions, it is also the minimum (proper)
duration of the quasiconstant period of acceleration
required for these thermal dynamics to become dominant
(see Ref. [27] for calculations of equilibration times for
nonconstant acceleration).

Integrating the momentum to obtain the mean-square
transverse displacement yields

(Ax, (1) = 2N ot (8)

and comparison to the definition of the diffusion constant

(A (1)AX), (1)) = 2D16' (9)
shows that
K T,
D:WTZD:ETD. (10)

The latter equality has the form of an Einstein relation
D « T, modulo temperature dependence of 7, which we
will find is essential.

Thus we have three characteristic quantities for the
fluctuation and dissipation dynamics, and two relations
determined by thermodynamics. We need to compute at
least one of these from the microscopic theory describing
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collisions between the probe and the thermalized particles.
Naively, it appears we could compute the mean-square
momentum transfer per unit time from a standard finite
temperature field theory in the limit of a heavy scatterer (e.g.,
as in Ref. [35]), but as we discuss below, such calculations
will appear in disagreement with the present results since

they result in k o e*.

III. LAB FRAME ANALYSIS

From the lab frame, the electron is undergoing constant
acceleration. Fluctuations in the transverse momentum
converge to a steady state in which the mean-square
momentum is proportional the temperature 7,, as would
be expected for thermalization [28]. Verifying this steady
state would provide evidence for the thermal character of
the interaction of the electron with the radiation field. In
this section, we show this apparently thermal character is
derived from classical electromagnetic theory. We compare
the classical approach to the quantum dynamical formal-
isms of Refs. [22,23,28]. As the effect of the accelerated
state thermalization is expected to become more important
for high accelerations, we compute the same observables in
quantum electrodynamics in order to obtain corrections
proportional to T/m ~ a/m.

A. Classical electrodynamics

Classical electrodynamics predicts that any accelerating
charged particle radiates, in general causing the particle to
lose energy. We recall some of the basic equations here for
comparison to the approaches below. The starting point, the
classical action, is

1
S = —m/ ulu,dt — /ZF"”Fﬂbd“x
- [ o oas (1)
where the classical point-particle current is
J=—eu'dt(x = £(7)) (12)

with u* = p#/m the electron 4-velocity and &(7) its
trajectory. Constant, linear acceleration is provided by a
homogeneous and static electric field, and as usual we are
implicitly splitting the electromagnetic field into a classical,
external field Af,l, which is not perturbed by the probe
particle, and a dynamic radiation field A;,ad, which is
sourced by the particle dynamics. Integrating the Lorentz
force equation for a general electron momentum, we find
the 4-velocity u* and trajectory & recalled in Appendix A,
and the magnitude acceleration in a constant electric field is

eE|? p% + m?
_| 2

at

which is equal to |eE|/m only for p, = 0. The minus sign is
due to the 4-acceleration being spacelike. Any nonvanishing
transverse momentum perturbs the acceleration from the
naive value. However, even as pi acquires a nonvanishing
expectation value due to radiation, its magnitude is con-
sistent with the implicit expansion in a/m ~ T,/m.

Computing the momentum flux of the Alrf‘d field through
a sphere at infinity provides the rate of 4-momentum
radiated by the electron [36,37],

d*k
27)%’

dPl = 3 san(ko)(R)R (k) - j(K)° (14

—~

where k* = (wy, k) with |k| = 27/ is the wave 4-vector of
the radiation field. After inserting the classical trajectory
and integrating, one finds the usual Larmor formula,

dp* e?
rad __ ——a”a,,u” —
T

dpfoss
— Lioss 15
- (15)

dr

which is manifestly positive. The trajectory and other
supporting calculations are found in Appendix A. In this
construction, this momentum loss is not incorporated in the
solution of the trajectory entering the current. It is added to
the Lorentz force equation to obtain a radiation-corrected
equation of motion, known as the Lorentz-Abraham-Dirac
(LAD) equation,

H 2 M\ 2
i B (Y s
dt | ap 6m dr
where F%,, is the driving force, here the Lorentz force

Ft — —eF*u,. The damping timescale due to radiation
emission is derived from

+d2pﬂ), (16)

dr?

1 1dP} 2 ?
—z——md:e—zﬂzrea—z, (17)
oy E dr 6rm c

restoring powers of c¢ in the last equality. 7, is the timescale
arising with the LAD equation,

62

T $624x 1072 s, (18)

¢ 6meyme

related in turn to the Larmor radiation rate, but is not the

timescale associated with the dissipation of the charged

particle’s energy. As expected, the dissipation time 7, is

inversely proportional to the acceleration and is classical.

Considering the acceleration exactly constant da* /dt = 0

and ignoring the second term in parentheses in Eq. (16)
dp”

leaves an equation of the Langevin form <;- = F. re— D"/ 7D

However, the second term is required in the equation of
motion to conserve the norm of the 4-momentum p? = m?,
and therefore arises in any consistent derivation of dynamics

from the classical electrodynamic action. Consequently, the
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complete two-term LLAD correction is obtained from a more
rigorous linearization of the response of the particle to its
radiation field [20,22,23] together with Eq. (17) [28].

The LAD equation (16) has well-known difficulties,
arising from the third-order time derivative. The solutions
are unstable to exponential growth of the particle energy and
exhibit acausal “preacceleration” when modeling switching
on of the external field [38,39]. A variety of alternative
equations have been proposed (see Refs. [40-46] among
many), but it is notable that the LAD equation is universally
derived from the standard electromagnetic action even under
different approaches to the expansion [20,47-50].

Now by interpreting the classical results in terms of
photon emission, we can compute higher-order moments of
the radiation, such as the mean-square momentum transfer,
for comparison to the accelerated frame. To start, the
number of photons emitted is determined (estimated) from
the radiated 4-momentum as

ar’, 1 - iy Lk
ANy = =g = = 5sen(ko)d(k)j(k) - S0 s (19)

To determine how fluctuations in the radiation contribute to
the electron dynamics, we need the mean-square transverse
momentum transfer from photon emission

cl

Y
ded?k,

d
N gk = %@Pzﬁ = /dzki Apt,  (20)

where Ap | is the momentum transfer during the radiation
process. Clearly the & function in dN$' Eq. (19) reduces one
of the k integrals, but to obtain a rate per unit (proper) time
dr, we must convert from the longitudinal momentum dk..

There are two ways to obtain the emission rate dlfferentlal
in time and transverse momentum. The first method is to
calculate from first principles. The Fourier transformed
current j#(k) in Eq. (19) involves an integral over ¢, but
instead of evaluating each Fourier integral individually (as in
Refs. [12,14]) the current correlator j(k) - j(k)* can be
written in terms of average and relative electron rapidity
y, related to proper time by y = ar/c. Due to the boost
invariance of the source, emitted photon rapidity is deter-
mined only by the average rapidity. Integrating over photon
rapidity therefore eliminates dependence on average rapidity,
yielding the emission rate per unit transverse momentum per
unit rapidity of the source. This procedure is described in
detail in Appendix A.

The second method is perhaps more transparent and
utilizes the same symmetry of the problem, but relies on
a semiclassical estimate of the region of the ¢ integration
contributing for each photon wave number k. Due to the
boost invariance of the source, the fully differential emission
probability

dpP°
d Ncl — 27 rad
ko

erm?em™ E2l | 1<2l 1
T 47 (eE)? (eE)? \ \m? K'ﬁ
E? &k
K (9 + 2 (K ()P ) 3 1)

depends on the photon longitudinal wave number k, only in
the phase space factor dk. /2k,. Consequently, the &, integral
diverges logarithmically, as evidenced by the result for a
finite interval,

.
—2 = asinh—=—. 22
/—k'gm 2ko ky 22

Now saddle point analysis of the Fourier integral of the
current correlator j(k) - j(k)* corroborates the reasoning in
the previous paragraph: the dominant contribution to prob-
ability comes from a region of the source’s trajectory
determined by its average momentum, 7, = (p. + p’)/
2¢E, with width 6z, , = |p, — p’|/eE = |k.|/eE. It follows
that the integrations over 7 and k, are equivalent as they are
for spontaneous pair creation [51], with the interval of k,
covered corresponding (up to scaling) to the interval of 7
covered,

Et
asinh I; ~ i =In %—l—const (23)

As the dependence is logarithmic, the differential relation is
known only up to a constant scaling,

dk; C — dr (24)
ko
No % appears since eE/m has units of acceleration. Compar-
ison with the first-principles calculation (Appendix A)
checks that the constant scaling factor is C = 1.
Applying the variable change Eq. (24), we obtain in the
limit of zero electron transverse momentum

ANSD e 1
Clakld’l'

g Kik/@R29)

where K,(z) is a modified Bessel function of the second
kind. No % appears in the classical emission probability
N§'/drd’k . By itself, the second moment of the transverse
wave number, (k1) = [ k3 (dN/dtd?k, )d*k , also remains
a classical quantity. However to obtain the mean-square
momentum transfer to the electron per unit time, we must
multiply the wave vector k by 7 to obtain the correct units,
Ap, = hk,. In fact, we need only one power of 7 since
kdN « dE Eq. (19). The modified Bessel function diverges
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like K, (z) ~ z7* for small z, so the transverse wave number
approaches the conformal limit at small k | , like that of a free
unaccelerated charge. The distribution Eq. (25) is exponen-
tially suppressed at high &, with a temperaturelike param-
eter proportional but not equal to 7, [12] (because a is the
only scale in the classical radiation problem). The integral of
the modified Bessel functions is analytic and yields a
constant with the result

diapy) 1 dAN?
- — = [ @k, (hk )2
T T T h / Lk L) 3
e ho,
= & 26
671 6 (26)

These properties of the emission probability support a
picture of the radiation dynamics like that in the accelerated
frame, even without the hypothesis of a thermal bath.
Specifically, since collisions with small momentum transfer
are frequent, causing dissipation known as radiation reaction
Eq. (16), and collisions with momentum transfer Ap | ~ T
are rare, many collisions are required to significantly change
the momentum and we might model the interaction as
dominated by dissipation and uncorrelated kicks. We could
therefore hypothesize a generalized Langevin equation for
the transverse dynamics, with the LAD radiation loss term
replacing the dissipation term —p’/z, in Eq. (5),

d i ) 62 ] dui 2 dZ i )
p:F'm+—<p’< ) + p>+<s’,

dr 6m dr dr?
(&' ()¢ (7)) = kad(z —7')5Y. (27)

The stochastic force & has the same form as for the Langevin
equation because the kicks are assumed to be uncorrelated.
In principle, computing higher-order correlation functions of
the radiation, we should find higher-order correlations in the
noise, but these are suppressed by the coupling. Combining
Eq. (26) with Eq. (17), we find

ha
=2m—=2mT,, 28
KaTp m 2xc mit, ( )

and integrating Eq. (27) would lead to (p%) = 2mT, upon
using Eq. (28). According to Eq. (10) the diffusion constant
would be

2
. KaTp N 360 4
Da =75, = 2, (29)

with the 7 coming from «.

The loss term in brackets in Eq. (27) vanishes in the
p = 0 limit under constant acceleration. This feature has
raised subtle questions about the physics content of the
LAD equation (16) in the constant acceleration limit. When
linearized fluctuations such as the stochastic term & in

Eq. (27) are included, interference between the inhomo-
geneous solutions (perturbations from the charged particle)
and homogeneous solutions (vacuum) of the electromag-
netic field are important [52]. Reference [28] has shown
that the radiation field is nonzero when the linearized
transverse fluctuations are included in the dynamics.
However, the resulting finite radiation field is higher order
~e*. This suppression motivates looking at the recoil of the
electron, which is lower order.

Given the difficulties with physically sensible solutions
to the LAD equation, we may need a different starting point
for solutions to the stochastic differential equation (27). To
this end, we use the insight of the previous section that the
accelerated frame dynamics are consistent as an expansion
in T,/m < 1 or equivalently a/m < 1. We may therefore
replace the LAD loss term Eq. (16) by the Landau-Lifshitz
reduction of order procedure [48,49,53], letting

2 U i 2
Ay U BT (30)
LF m?

di?  dr
with the result that the stochastic differential equation
becomes

dr

dp' . e?
dr Fout 6zm
— u,eF¥eF gulu’) + &, (31)

(—u*d,eF*u, + eF'*eF ,u"

in which the stochastic force & remains the same as in
Eq. (27). As an equation of motion, this form is equally
accurate at first order in @/m and thus can be regarded as
equivalent effective theories in the relevant regime [50,54].
As an ordinary differential equation, the solutions of the
Landau-Lifshitz equation coincide with the stable subset of
solutions of the LAD equation [53]. We may compare
solutions of the ordinary and stochastic differential equations
in future work.

While the justification for Eq. (27) is a bit hand-waving
at this point, we can derive it rigorously with guidance from
a different but closely related approach to the electron-
radiation interaction, namely considering A;f‘d as a quantized
photon field.

B. Quantized photon dynamics

The original black hole and accelerated detector prob-
lems were formulated as the interaction of a classical
object or detector with a quantized field, and therefore it
has been natural for most authors to study the dynamics of
the quantized radiation field, which is easily compared
between frames. However, for the massless and uncharged
photon field, it turns out that calculations of the radiation
distribution with a quantized radiation field from a
classical point source are equivalent to calculations within
classical radiation theory [55].
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The equivalence is highlighted by computing the prob-
ability of photon emission. The action is the same as the
classical action Eq. (11), modulo a gauge fixing term which
we do not need for the tree-level calculations here. Only the
photon is quantized. The probability of photon emission
differential in photon wave number is related to the squared
matrix element for photon emission,

W=D 1M 32|k| (32)

v =3 [t [[@wien it - i)e e S sentho)a(k?)

Then using the usual polarization sum identity ) . €€, =
—g,, and the definition of the Fourier transform, we are
back to the classically obtained expression Eq. (19).

Neither classical radiation theory nor the quantized
radiation field have the power to compute all observables.
While Eq. (19) or (32) can be used to compute the spectrum
and moments of the photon distribution, they cannot
compute the radiation intensity, which relies on considering
the emission as a continuous process and the radiation as
a continuous field. Extensions of the quantized photon
approach using nonequilibrium quantum theory methods
enable investigation of the system-environment separation
and the conditions and dynamics of decoherence. Such more
powerful methods are necessary to determine more quanti-
tatively when the intuitive picture of dynamics obtained here
is valid.

Sacrificing some rigor for clarity, we can simplify the
calculation of the feedback of the radiation on the classical
source to obtain a generalized Langevin equation of the
form Eq. (27). The leading-order equation of motion for the
current is the Lorentz force,

dp*

L= P, (35)
dr
which if we separate F** into an external field and the
photon field, F* = F*/, 4+ [, can be rewritten

dp* N
e = Featab™u,

Fo = qF iy (36)
The external field generates the leading-order classical
trajectory, around which we will perturb. From the action,
we construct an iterative solution for the photon field A*.
With the Lorenz gauge condition

A

9,AF =0, (37)

"

M= /d4 A(x)|0>
/ () - €)em TR, (33)

The current is classical, so the matrix element is straight-
forwardly evaluated in terms of plane waves and the
polarization vector €/ of the photon field, which satisfies
k - € = 0. Rewriting the photon wave number phase space
using a 5(k?), we have

d*k

[
the equation of motion for A# is the Maxwell equation,

J =0, = 9PAY (38)

with j* the classical current Eq. (12).

The general solution to Eq. (38) is A*(x) = A} (x)+
Al (x), the sum of a homogeneous solution A}, which
brings in the vacuum (free field) dynamics of the photon, and
an inhomogeneous solution A% . which brings in the
excitation of the photon field by the classical source current.
Assuming the initial state of the radiation field is Gaussian,
consistent with a free field state uncoupled to the charge, the
homogeneous solution contributes a stochastic field with a
nominally classical probability distribution, whereas the
inhomogeneous solution contributes the history-dependent
dissipation [20,56]. The reason for this separation is analy-
ticity: the propagator for the radiation field can be separated
into real and imaginary parts, which under causal construc-
tion devolve respectively to the Hadamard and retarded
propagators.

Formally, we obtain the same result by inserting the
homogeneous solution and inhomogeneous solution into
Eq. (36) [28]. The homogeneous solution, solving
0°A = 0, is a complete set of plane waves,

3 1
A (x) = / (d ’; e et (39)

satisfying the usual on-shell condition k% = |I;| The polari-
zation vectors satisfy k-¢;, =0 and the mode functions
ay, a}; are classical amplitudes. The inhomogeneous solution
is constructed from the retarded Green’s function,

ALy (1) = / 4 G ) () (40)

where Green’s function satisfies
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PGr(x,x') =8 (x = x). (41)

With this ansatz for A#(x), using the § functions in Eq. (12)
to reduce the x’ integral and regularizing the singular
contributions from the 7/ — ¢ limit [22,23], we obtain

dp" Ay Ln
dr - ngl + Q(aﬂAh -0 Aﬁ)uv
e? du\?2  da*
— . 42
Jr6irm<p <d1) +a’r) (42)

Like the Langevin equation, this equation describes the
dynamics of an observable; physical quantities are expect-
ation values of the observable and its moments. The
expectation value defines the contribution of the stochas-
tic field Ah, which has the properties of a noise field
(Ap(x)) = 0 and must be symmetrized before evaluating
the two-point function (A, (x)A,(y)) = L ({Ay(x), A, (0)})
corresponding to the Hadamard propagator arising in the
more rigorous derivation.

To investigate small transverse fluctuations, we linearize
around the zeroth-order solution, p* = p(0> + op, that
satisfies the external force dp / dr — Fi, = 0. In agree-

ment with the classical estimate, the solution to the stochastic
equation of motion for transverse motion shows the damping
timescale for transverse dynamics to be 7, = ¢*/a’z,
identical to Eq. (17). Further, it is verified by explicit
calculation that mean-square momentum converges after
long times 7 > 7, to [Eq. (5.15) of Ref. [28] ]

L spispiy = Lrysi(14 0 « (43)
m POV = m?) )

By analysis similar to the Langevin dynamics, we obtain the
diffusion constant from the long time dynamics of the mean-
square transverse displacement. The result is

e“a
in agreement with Eq. (29) [57]. The mean-square momen-
tum transfer « is not explicitly defined as such in this
approach, but it can be read off from from the calculation of
the field correlator [Eq. (3.11) of [28]] and multiplying by
factors of e> (for the coupling) and 2 (for the two polar-
izations of the photon)

K=—xs (45)

in agreement with Eq. (26).

Although this approach yields the same observable results
as classical radiation theory, it provides a more rigorous basis
for introducing the Langevin dynamics and understanding its

origin in neglecting higher-order correlations in the radia-
tion field.

C. Quantum electrodynamics

To obtain corrections at high acceleration a/m — 1 we
must start from a theory that accounts for recoil from photon
emission. The electron must be quantized in order to
conserve momentum at each emission. As the constant
electric field generates dynamics identical to uniform accel-
eration, we quantize the electron in the classical gauge
potential A% = —eEtd; corresponding to a homogeneous
and static electric field in the Z direction. The time-dependent
gauge is chosen for this time-dependent problem. The hard
work of constructing wave functions and simplifying the
matrix element has been done [37] and salient aspects of the
calculation reviewed in Appendix B. The fully differential
probability, at p; =0, is

B By
AW = = ezl
(27)? 2k022/ 27) ‘2E, Mies = epril
_dk 1
- K2 46
kO |€E| ( 1 ( )
il
e " k2
W(kzi’ €E|) 5 2
27 (1~ e=r L) sinn(z) KL+

2
[(2 st ) W 4 2+ 2Re[‘P"P*]]

. 9 .k2 _.kz
T—‘P(ﬂ,l—l—l; ’L>, (47)

2¢eE 2¢E " 2eE

where ¥(a, b; z) is the second confluent hypergeometric
[see Eq. (B15)] and the prime denotes differentiation with
respect to the argument z, ¥ (a, b; z) = d¥/dz. For nota-
tional brevity, we have suppressed the 7’s in this expres-
sion. From this, we need to compute two quantities for
comparison, the dissipation time 7, and the mean-squared
momentum transfer per unit time «.

The first, 7, encounters the difficulty pointed out in the
previous section: in quantized radiation dynamics, we do not
have a definition of continuous momentum flux in the
radiation field, since it is composed of the probabilities of
finding quanta in a given mode. To obtain a definition of the
energy loss rate, we extend the semiclassical analysis of
Sec. Il A. The discussion above Eq. (24) showed that the
probability of emission in a given k, mode is dominated by a
saddle point on the electron’s trajectory determined by the
electron’s momentum. Therefore, we can say that the energy
lost over a given finite interval is given by integrating over
the corresponding k, (and all k,) and dividing by the
duration of the interval [37],
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AFE 1 ke 1
— = [ d%* dk, —w(k? , |eE
At / J_At \/‘_klrnax ZleE‘W( 1€ )7

S.p.
m 2k

bop = ———. 43

o (48)

Since this is an estimate expected to be valid to within a
constant of order unity, we introduce a constant in the time
interval At — C,At with which we match to the classical
result. Since k%dN, is independent of k_, the integral
yields 2k7**, which cancels with the same factor in Az, .
The result is

AE
At

- 1
QED Cim

/ Pk kow(k2, [eE]).  (49)

To determine the constant C,, we take the classical limit
7 — 0. The limit is clarified by writing all parameters in
terms of the dimensionless quantities k, £, and 4,/¢, where
£, = c*/a=m,c?/eE is the length scale associated with
the classical acceleration and 1, = #/m,c. Thus the 7 — 0
limit is manifestly the limit of a pointlike electron, i.e., the
Compton wavelength vanishes relative to the acceleration
length scale, A,/¢,=(h/m,c)/(m,c?/eE)—0. As expected
from the Euler-Heisenberg effective action, quantum effects
become important as a/m ~ 1 [58], which is equivalent
to the electric field approaching the ‘critical field”
eE ~ m2c®/h. Using Eq. (8.14) of Ref. [37], the limit is

lim™ < | /°° (K, (k,/a))k2 dk
- —_ a
n=0 At |gpp 277 Cra Jo o L
O €2 ’
=2 50
32C, 61" (50)

which fixes C; = 97/32. The relaxation time is then defined
paralleling the classical estimate Eq. (17),

Gh=| (51)
QED
which we evaluate numerically below.

Second, to evaluate the mean-square transverse momen-
tum transfer, we need dN/drd’k | . The derivation proceeds
in parallel to the previous. We use the change of variables
described in the classical case Eq. (24). We keep the scaling
constant C, this time determining its value by taking the
classical limit with the result that C = 1 (again). Thus we
obtain

dw 1
———=—w(k%, |eE|). 52
didk, w(k1.|eEl) (52)

Then the mean-square transverse momentum transfer is
simply

aw
20, = / R (53)

The classical limit commutes with the small k£, limit, which
could also be used to determine the scaling constant. In the
small k| region, k3 < m?, ¢E, we find that QED predicts
greater emission probability,

AW /dtd, 1
dANS/d1d%k, 1

(I+--9), (54

_ e—nm2c3/eEh

which is a quantum effect (disappearing with 72 — 0) and
only becomes significant for eEA/m?c = a/m ~ 1. Similar
to the Bose factor in the accelerated detector calculations [3],
it arises from the normalization of the wave functions, which
in turn is related to the hyperbolic functions in the classical
particle action as recognized in analysis of spontaneous pair
production [59,60].

As we shall see in numerical evaluations of the differential
emission rate, the phenomenology of photon emission does
not change qualitatively with inclusion of electron recoil in
QED. As a ~ m, the rate of small k, emission is slightly
enhanced Eq. (54). For this reason—and ignoring the novel
phenomena at strong fields E ~m2c?/eh especially pair
creation—we argue that a Langevin equation should con-
tinue to model the electron-radiation dynamics. We define
the diffusion constant from the Langevin relation,

2
_ KqTpyg
o= 55

IV. COMPARISON OF RESULTS AND
DISCUSSION

We now make quantitative comparisons of the observ-
ables computed in the previous section. To establish intuition
for the diffusion-related observables, we start with the
photon emission rate differential in transverse momentum.
As shown in Fig. 1, the small k; behavior is the same
dN/dtd*k L ~ k7* for classical and QED calculations, with
the normalization of the QED result enhanced by the Bose-
like factor Eq. (54) visible for larger acceleration a/m > 1.
However, for high k, = 1/7,, QED predicts a significantly
lower emission probability especially for a/m = 0.1.

In classical calculations, the acceleration is the only
variable scale and quantities such as the rate of energy loss
and transverse momentum transfer should vanish as a — 0.
The only other scale that can be involved is the LAD
timescale 7, Eq. (18). Considering first the damping time 7,
in Fig. 2, we find that QED predicts an enhancement from
the classical result for a/m < 40 and a suppression for
a/m Z 40. Since the differential emission rate Eq. (46) is
isotropic in transverse wave number, d’k, = 27k dk , and
the resulting k3 weight in the integrand cancels the 1/k2
divergence of the emission rate at small k. This increases
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FIG. 1. The rate of photon emission per unit transverse

momentum. The wave number is normalized to the acceleration
length scale £, = ¢?>/a = m/eE, with curves comparing differ-
ent magnitude of acceleration, normalized to m.

the importance of larger k| to the integral, where the QED
differential probability is smaller, thus decreasing the energy
loss rate. The keen reader may notice small variations in the
calculated value of 7, around a/m ~ 0.1 and later in x and
derived quantities; these are numerical artifacts that seem to
arise from challenges in finding a sufficiently accurate
representation of the confluent hypergeometric functions
in the differential QED emission rate.

In dimensionful units, the damping time is of order 1 fs for
an acceleration a/m ~0.01 corresponding to an electric
field |E| ~ 10'® V/m. As observed in Ref. [28], this is the
timescale and therefore the electric field strength that would
be required if thermalization were desired within a single
cycle of a laser pulse, as proposed by Ref. [15]. However,
more recent calculations for oscillating trajectories show that
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10%8 10%° 103¢ 1031
108 ' ' | 10-13
. Tal
10° 1 | 10-15
[ T —
q
E 104  10-7 .ﬂ
S Q
= 102 4 l 10-19
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2.01 e®® L X P °
e® ®e
1.5 1 °® [
e} ™Y L]
= o °.
-~ ee0® °
> 1.0jeeeeme® S
~
0.5
0.0 T T T
107t 10° 10t
a/m

a model detector does not converge to equilibrium at the
temperature 7', [27]. Laser wakefield acceleration utilizes
(comoving) quasistationary longitudinal electric fields, which
persist over ~10 cm of propagation or 0.3 ns. If we require
thermalization within half of that acceleration time (150 ps),
the electric field should be |E|~2.4x 10" V/m. The
longitudinal fields generated during laser wakefield accel-
eration ~10'"" V/m remain orders of magnitude lower.

Conversely, for |E | ~ 10! V/m, the acceleration would have
to persist for ~10 ms to exceed the dissipation time, corre-
sponding to an acceleration length of 3 km. Conventional
radio-frequency accelerators that are actually 3 km long fare
worse, with maximum accelerating gradients of ~10% V/m,
which due to the a2 scaling of 7, would require an
acceleration time of 10 s or length of 3 x 10° km. This
estimate obviously assumes that focusing elements inter-
spersed between ~1 and 2 m accelerator chambers do not
interfere with considering the acceleration approximately
constant, and every accelerator chamber provides the same
accelerating gradient.

In the classical limit, the mean-square momentum transfer
per unit time is a function of only a. In the comparison to
QED, the k3 weight in the integrand ensures that the high-k |
region is still more important in determining the integral and
the QED result k, is less than the classical result x for all
values of a.

Aside from the dissipation time setting the scale for the
required duration of the acceleration, the diffusion constant
is the next most important step toward a measurement. For a
heavy particle in a thermal bath, the diffusion constant
describes the linear growth of the mean-square displacement
in time. In the present dynamics, it describes the linear
growth of the transverse size of a hypothetical electron beam
being accelerated. However, in accelerator physics the mean-
square displacement alone is typically not measured, and the

a [m/s?]
1028 1029

100 —— K¢

° Kq

101 100 10!
alm

FIG. 2. Left: the dissipation time 7, as a function of acceleration, classical radiation Eq. (17) and QED Eq. (51) predictions. Right: the
mean-square momentum transfer to the electron obtained from classical Eq. (26) and QED Eq. (53).
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calculation here should be considered a stepping stone to
more specialized observables.

The diffusion constant is a combination of 7, and x, and
since 7,  a~? and k  a> the diffusion constant D ~ a~! =
T-!'. This inverse proportionality contrasts with diffusion
associated with nonrelativistic Brownian motion but is
typical for diffusion in massless gauge theories. An intuitive
reason for this inverse proportionality is that, as massless
particles, the number density of photons increases with
temperature. Therefore, the density of scatterers rises with
temperature and increases the rate of soft, largely dissipative
scattering events. This picture is consistent with the finding
|

that QED further enhances the emission rate at small k; and
results in a smaller diffusion constant, shown in Fig. 3.

However, electron diffusion in a low-temperature
(T < m,) QED plasma or heavy quark diffusion in a
QCD plasma (Agcp < T < my) differ from the results for
constant acceleration in their manifest dependence on the
coupling constant e?. Statistical definitions of the dissipa-
tion time and mean-square momentum transfer involve
squared matrix elements (as they did implicitly in Secs. III
B and I C), schematically [35,61,62]

% - %po [dK][dK)[dp')(ph — po)lM Py (k) (1 + ny(K))). (56)
Nox = 51 [ LARIKIAD (B = 5ol I MPm R (1 + (L)), (57)

where the phase space integrals [dk] = d°k/(2x)? come
also with momentum conserving ¢ functions. The matrix
elements are 2 — 2 scattering amplitudes, e.g., linear
Compton scattering for an electron in a QED plasma.
The phase space integrals therefore involve an incoming
photon momentum k and outgoing photon momentum k',
each matrix element is proportional to e, and the observ-
ables 73!, k are proportional to . In Eq. (29), one power of
e is hidden in the acceleration, D « (e?a)~! ~ (’E)~!, and
one might argue that the missing power of e would be
restored on considering the source of the E field from
Maxwell’s equation 9, F* = j* ~ enu®.

Last, we plot the product of the damping time and mean-
square momentum transfer, 7,k /2mT ,. In the classical limit,

10°

— Duq

DIm™1]

1072 . . .
107t 100 10!
alm
FIG. 3. Diffusion constant derived from classical Eq. (29) and

QED Egq. (55) radiation dynamics.

this combination is a constant equal to 1, Eq. (28).
Combining the QED results, we find that the ratio is
suppressed from the classical value for all values of a,
approaching zero for a > m. This combination of observ-
ables, related by the Langevin dynamics to the mean-squared
transverse momentum in equilibrium (p? ), shows the fastest
deviation from the classical result as a increases.

The mean-square transverse momentum (Fig. 4) or the
transverse diffusion (Fig. 3) likely provide the most useful
observables to study experimentally. Though we have found
quite small QED corrections, we could with sufficient
statistics and precise control at least verify the classical
radiation predictions. An experiment based on laser wake-
field acceleration requires substantial improvements in the
control and consistency of the acceleration dynamics to be
successful. Transverse momentum oscillations, which can
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FIG. 4. The product k,7, normalized to its classical value 2mT .
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approach |p | ~ m in magnitude, will have to be accounted
for, though it is possible that radiation reaction Eq. (16)
gradually suppresses the oscillations in the absence of a
driving force.

The description here of particle dynamics in strong-
field QED regime is of course incomplete. The character-
istic timescale for the dissipation of field energy into
electron-positron pairs is exponential in the electric field
strength, with a field providing an acceleration a = 0.2m
decaying on the order of 3 ps [63]. Higher order in a
processes, such as the direct bremsstrahlung of a pair by
the electron, are not likely to be important until a ~ m.
These dynamics are expected to correct the calculations
here in the a 2 m regime.

In summary, we have found that thermalization of a
probe particle (electron) undergoing constant acceleration
is due to its classical radiation. Nonzero variance in the
mean-square transverse momentum (chosen for being
invariant under boosts compatible with the symmetry of
constant acceleration) is explained by computing the second
momentum of the radiation distribution, and # only enters as
a matter of converting units of photon wave number to
electron momentum. We expect that the diffusion-related
observables obtained here by way of the classical photon
number can also be obtained from the appropriate correlator
of the classical radiation field, similar to QED and QCD
calculations [64]. Such a calculation would be interesting
in revealing how # enters. Building on the work of
Refs. [22,28], our discussion emphasizes the origin of the
characteristic features of a thermal system in the model of the
radiation dynamics. Specifically, the uncorrelated nature of
the noise is valid in the classical regime where most emission
is soft and dissipative while rarer hard emissions drive the
momentum fluctuations. It follows that any more nuanced
description of the radiation dynamics, e.g., bringing in
higher-order correlations from the trajectory, will gener-
ally break the perfectly thermal relations obtained here.
The quantitative results give an idea of the experimental
challenge in observing effects of the acceleration temper-
ature. Laser wakefield accelerators provide the best
combination of field strength and acceleration length,
but are still a factor ~100 too weak field or too short
duration. Although some increase of both may be possible
in wakefield accelerators, e.g., by using “flying focus”
laser wakefield schemes or a combination of laser and
beam-driven wakefields, these numbers suggest that we
will require more precise calculations of well-defined
electron beam observables and high-statistics measure-
ments to distinguish the impact of this “thermalization”
effect for constant acceleration.
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APPENDIX A: TRANSVERSE PHOTON
EMISSION RATE: CLASSICAL CALCULATION

The calculation of the photon emission rate is available
from many references [12,14,37], so we here just highlight
the small refinements in our derivations with respect to
present goals. For an electron in a constant electric field
E= |I§ Z, the 4-velocity u* and trajectory & is equivalent
to that under constant acceleration,

w' = (cosh(az/c), u,(0), u,(0), csinh(az/c)),  (Al)
&(z) = ((c/a) sinh(az/c), u,(0)z. u, (0)z. (¢3/a)
x cosh(az/c)). (A2)

For notational simplicity we continue with the electron
p1 = 0 case. We start from the classical formula for the
emitted photon number [65]

2

c __ e

- 8n2c|k|?

|A(K)d3k (A3)

with the Fourier transformed vector potential determined
by the Lienard-Wiechert potentials,

(A4)

where f=1ii/u’ is the normalized 3-velocity of the
electron, 7 is the unit vector in the direction of the emission,

and k = |1¥| is the magnitude of the wave vector. It is
convenient to change variables to electron rapidity y,
linearly related to the proper time 7z, and photon rapidity
n, related to the angle of emission,

tanh y = || = tanh(az/c). (A5)
tanhy = 7i - f = k, /k, (A6)
so that the phase factor in Eq. (A4) reads simply
k.
o) =— =sinh(y = n). (A7)
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Changing integration variables dt — dy, the vector cross product in the integrand is written in terms of (constant) transverse
polarization vectors on the unit sphere €g, such that vector in square brackets in Eq. (A4) is

d [n x (i % /_}’)} _z coshp

dy p “cosh?(y =)

A8
1= p A9)

Rather than using these two expressions to evaluate the integral in Eq. (A4), we write out the squared vector potential in
Eq. (A3),

2 (k inh(y — ) — sinh(y' —
P ———— / dyay S L L/az)(sm (v 11)2 sin O =) (A9)
4nclk| cosh®(y — ) cosh*(y" — 1)

and change variables to average 2y = y + y' and relative rapidity r = y — y’. After some algebra, the integrand depends
only y -1,
2

e
dN¢ = —d’k  dk / dydr
! dn’clk|? o

exp (2i(k, /a)sinh(r/2) cosh(y — 7))
(cosh(2(y — 7)) + cosh(r))? '

(A10)

where k, = k sinhz. Changing the integration variable for the photon longitudinal wave number to the photon rapidity,
dk, = ck, coshndn, we integrate over n first, shifting # — y —» with no change to the integrand since the integration
domain is (—oo, o). Having eliminated dependence on y, we undo much of the algebra and change variables (r,7)
(z=n+r/2,7 =n—r/2) to obtain two decoupled complex conjugate integrals. The result is

e’ o exp(i(k,/a)sinhz)[?
dN¢' = — &’k d5 / d 1 All
T 42" y’ W cosh?(z) (All)
The integral then yields the modified Bessel function Kj,(k, /a) = —K;(k, /a).
The mean-square momentum transfer integral is made dimensionless by scaling k| = |k 1| = ki /a,
1 dN$'  2a R [
2kg =— [ &k (hk,)*—- ——3—/ 3K (x)d Al2
Kel h/ 1 (hky) ded’k | a ¢ Jo x| Ky (x)[dx ( )
and evaluated using Eq. (6.576) of Ref. [66],
w0 272t lpy Ml — A4 u+u l—-A—p+v
~*K,(ax)K,(bx)dx = r r
[ Rtan i omias = 2 (A ) ()
l1-A+u—-v 1—-A—pu-v
r r
() (S
l—-A+u+v 1=A—p+v b?
F =-A1-=
2 1( 2 ) 2 ’ l’ az ’
x Re(a+b) >0 Red < 1-—|Reu|—|Rer|. (A13)

Since the a = b = 1 in our case, the confluent hypergeometric function is evaluated at zero, which for all values of the
parameters reduces to one. The product of I'(z) functions and 27! reduces to the constant 2/3, to arrive at the result quoted
in the text [Eq. (26)].

APPENDIX B: TRANSVERSE PHOTON EMISSION RATE: QED CALCULATION

We wish to compute the emitted photon distribution fully differential in photon momentum,

W=z 32k0 ZZ/ 32E [ Mlep = eprill” (B1)
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summed over final electron spin and photon polarization and
averaged over initial electron spin. The matrix element is

ikx
7 , — a4t —(J/F)/ € ,
iMle, = ] = =i [ disil ) (o (0

(B2)

where v, ;) (x) is the incoming electron wave function and

- (+)
Vo

functions are solutions to the Dirac equation with a classical
external vector potential corresponding to an electric field in
the Z direction,

(x) is the outgoing electron wave function. The wave

Going to the second-order equation with the ansatz y(x) =
(i — eAq + m)yP(x) and changing variables to u =
\/2/eE(p. — eEt) leads to the parabolic cylinder differ-
ential equation

. 2
(aﬁ +/H:%+uz>f,1(u) = 0. (B4)

The complete set of solutions is D (—e™*u),
Dy (e7*u), D_y(—e™*u), D_j;_ (e™*u). A detailed
derivation of the wave functions with updated notation in

(i — efa(x) —m)y(x) =0, Ag(x) = &3Et. (B3) Ref. [67] and the results are [37]
|
Wor(s)(X) = NyV2eEe /4 eiP Sy L (u), (BS)
)4 + (m —ipy)u,
V2¢E xX) = /4 (iA) Dy, (=E)uy + P13 D,y (=8), B6
21 (+) (%) (iA)Djy—y (=E)u, 3eE (=) (B6)
ir pius+ (m+ipy)u
V2eEy;o(1)(x) = —e Dy (=E)uy +—— (2eE 2) 2Dy 1 (=8). (B7)
—ir £3 piu + m_lp u *
v2eE)(,171(_)(x) =€ /4D—M(_§ )MQ + = (ZeE 2) ID—M—I(_S )7 (B8)
in/4: + (m + ipy)uy
V2eEy 51 (x) = e~ m4iAD_,_ (=& )u, + L1 D_jy (=&, BY
)(/1.2()() -1 (=& u, V2eE 2(=¢) (B9)
[
where we have defined for notational simplicity, . —ie e
£=e "4y, ¢, = (1/2)(1 —In4) and an orthogonal and ~ —+M = —leN',(ZeE)e_( A Cy)
complete basis of spinors, 0
X /d4xeikxei(ﬁ/_ﬁ)&)(2/,y(_)(_”)}’Oﬁl*)(a./l(ﬂ(”)-
1 0 1 0
0 1 0 1 (B11)
u = , = , Uz= , Uy=
1 0 U 1 3 0 4 1
1 0 -1 0
(B10) The spatial integrals can be done immediately to yield

Using that the outgoing electron solution is equivalent to
the time-reversed incoming positron solution, y(*)(z,X) =
w(-)(=t,X), we have

3-momentum conservation p’ = p — k. Integrating over the
final state momentum with the § function, and after
extensive algebra to reduce the remaining ¢ integral, the
fully differential rate is [37]
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B By 1
dW = = 2
(2ﬂ)32k0/(27z)32p’02 Z M

e 0,0

3 2 _2p -
N (2 a;3ka ~/\/'7ze_34ﬁkL ZeIEL =
n 0

2pi k%

k2
{(2E2L +k =2p1 -ky) E% '
1

Z(ZPL k- ki)

HE 41 = 2p k)1 - (22
1

where E2 = p% + m?. The wave function normalizations
have been combined into

. 2e? exp(_ﬂ-(ﬂ + /1/)/2))
= 2/1/(3E>2(1 _ 6_2’”)(1 _ 6_2”2/) ,

(B13)

and YV is the confluent hypergeometric of the second kind,
evaluated at

2¢eE 2eE 2¢eE
which is related to the confluent hypergeometric
1Fi(a, b;z) by
I(1->)
Y(a,b;z) ==————,F(a,b;
-1
+gzl_b1F1(a—b+l,2—b;z). (B15)

I'(a)
The 7 — 0 limit yields the classical result [37].

APPENDIX C: RESULTS FOR A SCALAR
RADIATION FIELD

The number of particles emitted by a classical source
J(x) on a general scalar field ¢ can be found in standard
textbooks ([68], Chap. 2), and is given by

B (E1 - py- kl)>Re[‘I”‘I’*]}, (B12)

Jav=] %iuw. (&

For a classical charged particle source following an
accelerated trajectory Eq. (Al), we have

J(x;€) = e/dr u*(7)6*(x — &(7)), (C2)

and the Fourier transform of the source for the localized
particle is given by

J(p) = e/drexp(i(Ep/a) sinhar — i(p,/a) coshar).

(C3)

We are interested in the number of photons emitted per unit
transverse momentum and per unit proper time dN/dtd*p |,
which can be obtained from the evaluation of the differential
in 3-momentum

dN 1

= 5o M)
&dp  (2n)2E,

(C4)
Changing into relative coordinates 7= 1/2(z +7') and
6, = 1/2(z —7’), we can write the expression for the square
of the current’s Fourier transform as

I(p)f = & / dede’ exp(2i/a) sinh ade(E, cosh a7 — p, sinh a7). (C5)

Now we parametrize the particle’s momentum by new hyperbolic variables £, = p | coshn, p, = p, sinh#, and obtain the
alternative representation

[J(p)|> = 2¢2 / détdz exp [(2ip ) /a) sinh(adt) cosh(n — a7)], (C6)

which makes clear that the integral is independent of the rapidity #. We can remove # directly from the integral, which would
yield an exact expression [Eq. (8.432-5) in [66]] for |J(p)|* as
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2 4e?
:_QK(Z)(PJ_/Q),
a

(€7)

(p)?=e?

/drexp(i(pl/a) sinhar)

where K, is a modified Bessel function of the second kind.
In terms of the 5 coordinate, the dN differential takes the
form

dN e?
dnd®p, 4md?

Ki(pi/a). (C9)

We can also obtain the same expression in terms of a
differential on the mean proper time 7. First we integrate
over all longitudinal momenta

dN 1 dp
dN 1 dp,—— = “1J(p) % (C10)
= J 2, C8 / ‘d3 3 / 2E
d;,]del 2(2n’)3| (pL)| ( ) d P (271') p
and the final expression is given by In terms of the momentum rapidity 7, we get
aw._ e | dndszazexp (2ip. /) sinh(at) coshln - ax)] (1)
— = TdT ex ip, /a)sinh(aér) cosh(n — az)|.
del (277'_)3 ’7 p pJ_ ;7
Changing variables for the 7 integral and extracting the linearly divergent total proper time [ dz, we get
dN ¢ /d détexp [(2ip, /a) sinh(adr) cosh(n)] (C12)
—— = T ip,/a ast .
didp,  (2m) ) MOTEPLSPL 1

Again from Eq. (8.432-5) of Ref. [66], we get an exact expression for the integral in terms of another modified Bessel

function of the second kind

/ détexp [(2ip, /a) sinh(adt) cosh(n)] = %KO(Z(pL/a) cosh7),

and the remaining # integral can be evaluated to [cf. Eq.
(6.663-1) of [66]]

/dﬂKo(Z(pL/a)coshn) =K3(p./a). (Cl4)

The final result for the distribution of scalar particles
created per transverse momentum and proper time is thus

dN &2

— = ——K} , Cl15
d‘f’szJ_ 471'361 ()(pJ_/a) ( )

which coincides with the previous direct calculation from
the “momentum rapidity” # by the direct substitution
N <> art.

We are interested in the mean-squared transverse
momentum transfer for the theory, so we calculate

dN
Wseatar = | d*p1pl —5—
Kscalar / pipi d%dzpj_

82

4r3a

/dZPLPiK(z)(PL/a)- (C16)

(C13)
|
From Eq. (6.576-4) of Ref. [66], we get
/dZPLPiK%(PL/a) = 2”/ dPLPiK(z)(pJ_/a)
2na*
= ) C17
: (€17)
which yields the final expression
a3
= C18
T (C18)

in agreement with the previous results when taking into
account the spin degrees of freedom of the underlying field.
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