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Dynamic magnetic response of the quark-gluon plasma
to electromagnetic fields
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We investigate the electromagnetic response of a viscous quark-gluon plasma in the framework of the
relativistic Boltzmann equation with current conserving collision term. Our formalism incorporates
dissipative effects at all orders in linear response to the electromagnetic field while accounting for the full
space and time dependence of the perturbing fields. As an example, we consider the collision of two nuclei
in a stationary, homogeneous quark-gluon plasma. We show that for large collision energies the induced
magnetic fields are governed by the response of quark-gluon plasma along the light cone. In this limit, we
derive an analytic expression for the magnetic field along the beam axis between the receding nuclei and
show that its strength varies only weakly with collision energy for /sy > 30 GeV.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The electromagnetic fields generated by colliding rela-
tivistic heavy ions at the Relativistic Heavy Ion Collider
and LHC are some of the largest in nature, on the order
of m2/e ~ 10'* T, but they are very short lived with a time
constant f,,; = 2R/y ~ 107> s, where R is the nuclear
radius and y is the Lorentz factor. These fields occur in the
presence of a quark-gluon plasma (QGP), the high temper-
ature matter that forms in the region of overlap between the
colliding ions. Within the plasma, these strong electromag-
netic fields generate a response that scales with Za, where
Z is the charge of the ions and « is the fine-structure
constant. The polarization current is subject to the strong
dissipative effects in the QGP that render the QGP an
overdamped system which sustains slowly decaying mag-
netic wake fields.

In the past, most analytic calculations [1-7] assumed that
the response of the QGP is static and obtained the late-time
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dependence of the induced magnetic field by solving
Maxwell’s equations in the presence of static electric
conductivity in a hydrodynamically evolving QGP. These
approaches ignore the fact that the timescale of variation of
the electromagnetic fields, ..y, is shorter than the charac-
teristic timescales of the plasma response, given by the
plasma frequency w,, and the collisional damping rate x, as
shown in Table I. Some numerical calculations [8,9] have
attempted to incorporate the dynamical response of QGP by
numerically solving the coupled magnetohydrodynamic
equations for a conducting quark-gluon plasma in the
presence of the colliding nuclear charges. More recent
calculations [10,11] also incorporate the frequency and
wave-vector dependence of QGP response to electromag-
netic fields by solving the coupled Vlasov-Boltzmann—
Maxwell equations. The disadvantage of these approaches,
apart from the fact that they are prone to numerical
imprecision, is that they do not easily allow for parametric
predictions of how the medium response depends on the
properties of the QGP and energy of the colliding nuclei.

Here, we address this issue by calculating the response of
a QGP to heavy ion fields using the full frequency and
wave vector—dependent relativistic polarization tensor pre-
viously obtained in Ref. [13] by using relativistic kinetic
theory to derive a gauge invariant polarization tensor within
the linear response formalism. As we are interested in
high collision energies, we consider the case of a baryon
number-symmetric plasma. The result of Ref. [13] accounts
for both collective plasma response and viscous effects and
allows us to obtain analytical expressions for the induced
fields and currents that depend parametrically on the

Published by the American Physical Society
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TABLE 1. Approximate timescales relevant to the electromag-
netic response of QGP for an Au + Au collisions at /sy =
200 GeV with QGP temperature 7 = 300 MeV. Timescales are
shown in ascending order.

Timescale Formula Time ( fm/c)
Collision time teon = 2R/y 0.086"
Relaxation time T = 1/k 0.36
Freeze-out time ty 5°
Decay time t, =1/0y = k/w} 59¢

*Calculated using the Gaussian radius R = 4.33 fm defined
in Eq. (A3).

PEstimated using 2 + 1-dimensional hydrodynamic evolu-
tion [12].

“The decay time is the large damping «/ w,, expansion of the
plasma oscillation frequency, Eq. (36).

electromagnetic Debye mass mp, and the average collision
rate k. We expect our results to have validity as an effective
description of the plasma response that is independent of
the detailed assumptions for the QGP transport model.

The average collision rate « is inversely related to the
mean-free time of partons in the plasma, k = 1/7,, also
called relaxation time. We will show in Sec. III C that, for a
particle-antiparticle plasma, current conservation implies
energy-momentum conservation to first order in the plasma
response. The collision term generates damping in the
evolution of the one-particle distribution function f(x, p)
in response of the electromagnetic currents and velocity
gradients. This gives the plasma dissipative properties
parametrized by the shear viscosity and the electric
conductivity, which are related to the collision rate x by
(see, e.g., Ref. [14]),

sT e T?
= — s on = s
Sk 0 3k

n (1)
where s denotes the entropy density and T is the temper-
ature. The treatment of conservation laws in transport
coefficients in the relaxation time approximation is dis-
cussed in Ref. [15], in which it is shown that in the case of
electrical conductivity and shear viscosity the Bhatnagar-
Gross-Krook (BGK) term [16] is the only required cor-
rection to the collision term.

Here, we focus on the damping effect of the collision rate
k on the induced magnetic fields in nuclear collisions. The
collision term generates a nonvanishing conductivity via
the imaginary part of the polarization tensor. This conduc-
tivity manifests itself in poles of the resummed propagator
in the lower complex @ plane that generate long-range tails
or wake fields that extend far beyond the collision time. In
Table I, we collect the relevant timescales of the problem in
ascending order. The collision time 7., is much shorter
than all other relevant timescales. The collective oscilla-
tions of the plasma are highly damped by the large value of
the relaxation time giving rise to overdamped behavior.

The layout of this work is as follows. We begin by
solving Maxwell’s equations in a homogeneous, stationary,
polarizable medium in the limit of linear response in Sec. II.
We go on to summarize the calculation of the electromag-
netic polarization tensor of QGP following Ref. [13] and
briefly discuss energy-momentum conservation in Sec. III,
in which we also present our choice of the QGP parameters.
We then explore the magnetic fields generated in a nuclear
collision in Sec. IV. We compare the magnetic field
calculated with full space-time dependence in the polari-
zation tensor to previously used approximations and find an
analytic expression for the late-time magnetic field at the
collision center. We summarize our results in Sec. V.

II. MAXWELL EQUATIONS IN QGP

We begin by solving Maxwell’s equations in an infinite
homogeneous and stationary polarizable medium. In this
medium, Maxwell’s equations take on the usual form

WF() =0, 0,F(x) = u(x)  (2)

or in Fourier space using the replacement 0* — —ik*,

—ikl Pl (k) = 0, —ik, F" (k) = poJ* (k). (3)
The properties of the medium are introduced by writing the
4-current J# in terms of its induced and external parts

jﬂ(k) = ]gxt(k) +.]~§4nd(k) (4)

The induced current jﬁqd to leading order is given by the
polarization tensor through the covariant formulation of
Ohm’s law [17],

Jra(k) = T, (k)A¥ (k). (5)

where TI} is the polarization tensor and A¥ is the 4-vector
potential. The electromagnetic tensor F** can be written in
terms of the 4-vector potential

Fr (k) = —i(k*AY (k) — kY AH (k). (6)

Solving Maxwell’s equations in the Lorentz gauge
k-A =0, one finds the usual expression

Ak = =25 (k) + Foa K)). (7)
where u, denotes the magnetic permittivity of the vacuum.

We proceed by algebraically solving for the self-
consistent potential that contains the backreaction of the
induced current on the field to all orders in the Debye
screening mass mp. To do this, we first note that in a
homogeneous medium the response depends only on two
independent scalar polarization functions II; and II;
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describing polarization in the parallel and transverse
directions relative to the wave vector k [18]. The polari-
zation tensor may be written in terms of these polarization
functions as

T (k, ) =TT, (k)L (k, ) + T1, (k) S*(k, 1), (8)

where k* is the 4-momentum of the field and u* is the
4-velocity of the medium. Conventions for the longitudinal
and transverse projection tensors, L* and S*, respectively,
may be found in Ref. [19]. These tensors are reproduced
here for convenience:

k2 ku? Kut KBurut R
L= 22 + - = )
(k-u)*>—k* [(k-u)  (k-u) (k-u)* k
1
Sﬂyzgyy—i_(k.u)Z_kZ [k”k”—(k-u)(k”u”+k”u”)
+ KutuY). (10)

These projections are equivalent to ones defined in
Ref. [18] up to an overall normalization. To simplify the
calculation, the wave-vector k is chosen, without loss of
generality, to point along the third spatial direction (u = 3):

e LS

O M, 0 0
I (w, k) = 0 o o o | (11)
1

L T o

w

Utilizing this decomposition, the spatial component of the
potential A is expressed as

which implies
Aj==+. A =A-Ajk, (13)
with analogous definitions for the current, j\\ and j, . Note

that the Lorentz gauge condition d,A* = 0 implies

~ [0

A= . @ (14)

with ¢ = A°. The resulting induced charge can be calcu-
lated using the projected polarization tensor (11):

K|

- k|2 .
Pina(@. k) = TAY = _LHH‘!’ +—
®

= M4 (15)

For the Lorentz gauge condition (14), one finds

2
Pina(@,k) = 1_I||¢3< —lf)—L) (16)

Similarly,

. - w - |k|?
Jlina(@, k) =AY =TJ m¢<1 —?) (17)

expressing current conservation, d,j* = 0. The induced
transverse current is

Jiima(@.k) =T A, (18)

Solving for the potential on both sides of Eq. (7) with the
help of Egs. (16)—(18) gives the self-consistent solutions,

7 W _ ﬁext(w’k)
L U R M
AL(CU, k) _ ,uOiLexl(a)’k) (20)

_kz—wz—ﬂonl'

The gauge condition (14) gives the self-consistent potential
A|. These self-consistent potentials determine the electric
and magnetic fields via the usual relations

Blw.k)=ikxA,, E(wk)=-ikd+ioA. (21

The magnetic field of interest to us is obtained by Fourier
transforming these expressions back to position space (for
details, see Appendix B). We note here that it is important
to calculate the fields with the resummed propagator in
Egs. (19)—(20), rather than by using its series representa-
tion, in order to correctly capture the pole structure of
the propagator that governs the late-time dependence of
the magnetic field. For ease of calculation, we specify the
external 4-current using two colliding Gaussians charge
distributions normalized to the nuclear rms radius R and
charge Z,

1

Z L 12 A 2
Pexte (1, X) = %e Rlz(x?b/2)26 Rzﬂe L(zFp1) . (22)
2R

where y and f are the Lorentz factor and speed, respec-
tively, and b is the impact parameter of the collision. The
plus and minus signs indicate motion in the +Z-direction
(beam axis). This charge distribution corresponds to the
vector current

jexti(t’x) = iﬁzpexti(t7x)' (23)

Further details of the external charge distribution for two
colliding nuclei are presented in Appendix A.
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III. QGP POLARIZATION TENSOR

A. Derivation of IT,

In this section, we derive the polarization tensor, includ-
ing damping, for the idealized case where the QGP is
homogeneous and stationary. We follow the derivation
presented in Ref. [13] for the damped polarization tensor of
an electron-positron plasma. The calculation differs slightly
from Ref. [13], since in QGP we consider three quark
species: up, down, and strange. We start from the Vlasov-
Boltzmann equation for each quark flavor:

aff()ﬁp)

20)f(x, F*p,
(p-0)f(x.p) +aF" P =5

= (p-u)Cy(x, p).
(24)
The collision term Cf(x, p) in the BGK form is given by

Crlx.p) =Ky <f,§req)(l’) IZ;:))

). @9

where plasma constituents collide on a momentum-
averaged timescale 7, = x~!. The collision term is con-
structed such that Eq. (24) retains current conservation
[16]. We show in Sec. III C that energy is also conserved for
the case of a neutral particle-antiparticle plasma at linear
order in the external field.

The induced current jf; ; can be written in terms of the
phase-space distribution of quarks and antiquarks as

Jlalx) = 2N, / dp) S a6, p) = f7(x ), (26)

u,d,s

where N, is the number of colors, and we sum over the
quark flavors with charges g;. One can calculate the
induced current for small perturbations away from equi-
librium for each quark flavor

Frxp) = £59(p) + 87 (x. ). (27)

Note that the equilibrium contributions f;eq) (p) do not

contribute to Eq. (26) because of the opposite sign of
the charges of particles and antiparticles, but the perturba-
tions df add up due to the change in sign of the external
force gF* p,

Jhalx) = 2N, / (dp) S s (5F (x, p) = 3 1(x, p)

u,d,s

=4N, /dp p”Zq 5f(x, p)

u,d,s

—4Nge [ (dp)pof(.p). (28)

In the second line, we pulled out a factor of electric charge
of r = qsof. The perturbations 6 are identical for all quark
species in the ultrarelativistic limit. The result (28) differs
from that found in the case of an electron-positron plasma
by the factor

No=N.> (gs/e)* =2, (29)
f

where the numerical value holds for three light quarks
flavors (u, d, s). We refer to Ref. [13] for the derivation of
the polarization tensor in terms of integrals over the phase-
space distribution §f because the only difference is the
overall factor N.

As noted in the previous section, the polarization tensor
in Eq. (8) may be written in terms of two independent
components: the longitudinal polarization function IIj,
which describes response parallel to wave-vector k, and
the transverse polarization function IT,, which describes
response in the plane perpendicular to wave-vector k. When
the ¢ = 3 (z) axis is chosen along the wave vector k, the
longitudinal and transverse polarization functions relate
to the components of the polarization tensor Eq. (11)
along the coordinate axes as

I = 3 I, =0} =T11. (30)
In the ultrarelativistic limit, neglecting quark masses,
one finds [13]

? YA\
3| =md—(l-e 1

miw ' 20
(o) =5 (A (5 =1) - 55). - 62)

where A(w, k) is defined as

o' + k|

A=1 ,
N = k]

with @' = o + ix. (33)

The natural logarithm leads to a branch cut in the complex
o plane running from —|k| — ix to |k| — ik as noted in [20].
The parallel and transverse polarization functions have
the same form as in Ref. [13] except for an overall factor
N that is contained in the leading-order electromagnetic
Debye mass for the QGP plasma [21],

2T2
qu 0 =CoT?.  (34)
u,d,s 3

where C,,, = 2¢?/3. In the following, we will use mp, as
short-hand notation for the electromagnetic screening mass
since we do not discuss color screening here.
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The polarization tensor may be written in any general
frame by using Eq. (8), but for our purposes, it will be
simpler to carry out calculations in the coordinate system
where k aligns with the z axis so that the polarization tensor
takes the form shown in Eq. (11).

B. QGP parameters

The strength of the plasma response to an external
magnetic field depends on the values of two physical
parameters: the quark damping rate x and the electromag-
netic screening mass myp. In this section, we provide
estimates for these parameters.

We adopt the perturbative result (34) to estimate mp.
Higher-order corrections to this expression can been
derived from higher-order calculation of the vector spectral
function in thermal perturbation theory (see Ref. [22] and
references cited therein).

The scale of the collisional quark damping x is much
larger than the electromagnetic Debye mass mp because
it depends on the strong coupling constant a,, not the
electromagnetic coupling . Solving the dispersion relation

k-u) (K + poTly (@, k) (k* + polT (@, k))*> =0, (35)

see Ref. [19], in the limit k — 0, one finds for the plasma
oscillation frequency [13]

(36)

We see that if x> \/%mD the plasma oscillations are

overdamped.

The collision rate « is related to the inverse of the mean-
free time of quarks in QGP. In kinetic theory, the mean-free
time is given by the product of the parton density in the
QGP and the quark-parton transport cross section, leading
to the expression [23]

k(T)

= 57 ON; +16)¢ (3)ai In (i) T, (37

A

where N, is the number of flavors, ¢ (x) denotes the
Riemann zeta function, and a,(T) is the running QCD
coupling. We model the running of the QCD coupling
constant as a function of temperature in the range 7' < 57,
using a fit provided in Ref. [24],

a(T.)

T)mw— 38
()~ /T, (38)
where C = 0.760 % 0.002. For the QCD (pseudo)critical
temperature, we use 7. = 160 MeV and a(7.) = 0.5.

The QED Debye mass is compared to «(7') in Fig. 1.

Tc=160MevV et
400 f Mp(QED)
----- K e .-c
300} e
>
0 R
= 200}
100 -/.
100 200 300 400 500
T(MeV)
FIG. 1. Plot of the QED Debye mass and the QCD dampening

rate k as a function of temperature. At temperature 7 = 300 MeV
used in the plots below, k = 4.86m.

From «(T) in Eq. (37) and the running of the coupling
in Eq. (38), we calculate the static conductivity using
the leading-order electromagnetic Debye mass mp. The
momentum-dependent transverse conductivity ¢, which
controls the response of the plasma to magnetic fields, is
related to the imaginary part of the transverse polarization
function IT, as follows [19]:

I, (w,k
o, (0, k) = — @K) (39)
0]
In the long wavelength limit k — 0, the branch cut in
Eq. (33) shrinks to a single pole at @ = —ik, and the
conductivity has the simple form

00

61 (,0) = oy(,0) = (40)

1 —iw/x’
We will refer to ¢, (w,0) as the Drude model [25]. In the
static limit @ — 0, the parallel and perpendicular
conductivities are the same, and the static conductivity
oy is given by

2
mp
=—=. 41
0o 3 (41)
The static conductivity determines the late-time behavior of
the magnetic field.

C. Energy-momentum conservation

In general, the modified BGK collision term (25)
violates energy and momentum conservation. Rocha et al.
[15] recently showed how energy-momentum conservation
can be restored by introducing a linearized collision
operator that is projected on eigenfunctions of the con-
served quantities with eigenvalue zero. Here, we show
explicitly that for a symmetric particle-antiparticle plasma
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the energy-momentum violations cancel at linear order in
the external field.

Recall that the energy-momentum tensor 7*¥ of the
plasma is given by

o =2 / (dp)p 0 (f— (6 p) + F1(xp)). (42)

where the factor of 2 accounts for spin and f.(x,p)
represent the distributions of particles (+) and antiparticles
(—), respectively. We recall that for 7# to be conserved the
covariant divergence

0,T" =20, / (dp)p P (f—(x.p) + fo(xp))  (43)

must vanish. In linear response, the distribution functions
f+(x, p) are given by

fi(x,p) =6f(x.p)+ f9(p). (44)

Equation (28) indicates that the perturbation 6f is linear
in the quark charge

5f+ = +qdf. (45)

This leads to a cancellation of the particle and antiparticle
perturbations in the energy-momentum tensor at linear
order:

0,7 = 49, ( / (dp)pﬂp”f<eq>(p)> —0.  (46)

Thus, for a symmetric particle-antiparticle, plasma correc-
tions to the energy-momentum tensor appear only at second
order in external field. This is a general consequence of
CPT symmetry of the medium.

IV. MAGNETIC FIELD IN A
NUCLEAR COLLISION

In this section, we calculate the magnetic field at the
center of the heavy ion collision by Fourier transforming
the momentum space magnetic field (21) to position space.
We find the self-consistent magnetic field using the
potentials given in Egs. (19)—(20) and model the response
of QGP using the idealized case of a homogeneous,
stationary plasma detailed in Secs. II and III. The external
fields are specified by the moving Gaussian charge dis-
tributions defined in Egs. (22)—(23).

The magnetic field is of particular interest due to its role
in the separation of electric charge in the QGP through the
chiral magnetic effect (CME) [26]. In the large magnetic
fields that occur in heavy ion collisions, the electric current
generated by the CME could lead to a charge separation
along the direction of the magnetic field. Whether this

effect is observable depends strongly on the size of the
magnetic field. If a magnetic field of meaningful strength
survives until the time of hadronization of the QGP, it could
also lead to a difference in the global polarization of A
hyperons and antihyperons [27].

We chose the collision center as the origin of our spatial
coordinate system and align the spatial z axis with the beam
direction. We calculate the magnetic field along the z axis
by Fourier transforming the momentum space expressions
given in Egs. (20)—(21),

B(t,7) = | —— e iottikz Hol Lext (@, ’
o / (2m)°* ’ k> = = poll, (o. k)

(47)

to position space. It is convenient to perform the Fourier
integrals in cylindrical coordinates (x,z). The angular
integral df and the integral over momentum along the
beam axis dk, can be performed exactly. The dk, integral is
trivial due to the delta function in the external charge
distribution (A8). The frequency integral dw and the
transverse momentum integral dk, must, in general, be
done numerically. We present the details of this calculation
in Appendix B. Due to the symmetry of the colliding ions,
the only nonzero component of the magnetic field along the
z axis points out of the collision plane (x—y plane). In our
coordinate system, described in Appendix A, this corre-
sponds to the y-component of the magnetic field. The
numerical results for the position-space magnetic field are
shown in Fig. 3 and compared with earlier results.

To connect to these previous studies, we compute the
magnetic field in position space at the origin in various
levels of approximation defined in Egs. (39)—(41) and (51).
These conductivities, collected in Table II, refer to different
treatments of the frequency @ and wave vector k depend-
ence of the conductivity o, (w, k). For instance, solving for
the magnetic field in the limit k — 0 assumes that the
spatial dependence of the external field can be neglected,
not superficially a good approximation because at any
given time ¢ the field varies rapidly with z. The levels of
approximation we consider include the full space and time
dependence of the conductivity ¢ (@, k), the Drude model
Eq. (40), and the static response o, (0,0). We list these
limits in Egs. (39)—(41), respectively.

TABLE II. Conductivity models used to calculate the resulting
magnetic field. Each conductivity represents the response of QGP
with a different space-time dependence.

Conductivity Dependence Formula
Full o, (w,k) =i, (w,k)/w
Light cone o, (w=|kl|) Eq. (51)
Drude o (®,0) oo/ (1 —iw/K)
Static 00 mp/ (3x)
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The fourth limit we are considering is the conductivity
along the light cone o | (w, k, = tw, k, = 0). To show the
applicability of this limit, we first recall that the frequency
dependence of the free charge distribution in cylindrical
coordinates (A8) has the form

0 (1272 /,2\R2 L ikpbcosd
pext:ﬁ:(w’ k) = 2nZgqe (4K /7 ) o T

8(w F kp). (48)

After performing the Fourier transform over the parallel
component of the wave vector k, using the delta function,
the magnitude of the wave vector |k| is effectively set to
the light cone @ = |k|, with a small deviation due to the
transverse dependence of the field,

k> = k2 + k5 — (w/B)* + k. (49)

Inspecting the external charge distribution after this
replacement,

ik/, bcos O

Pexte (@, k,) = 2”qu_<k’2’+m2/(/}7)2>%e$T’ (50)
we can see that the size of the deviation from the light
cone due to k, is of order O(1/R), while the width of the
current distribution in frequency space is of order O(fy/R).
The region of two-sigma support of the Gaussian charge
distribution is shown as the region enclosed by the dashed
line in Fig. 2. The polarization tensor is approximately
constant as a function of k, in this region. This implies that
one can approximate the integral in Eq. (47) using the
polarization function at kp =0, i.e.,on the light cone.
This means that the fields of the ions, traveling near the
speed of light, probe the polarization tensor along the light
cone. In this limit, the transverse conductivity near the light
cone is

2 2 ;
ouo= k) =2 (Seme+ K)o

where £ is defined as
10)
=1-2i—. 52
3 i (52)

Since the light-cone conductivity only depends on a single
variable (w = |k|), it simplifies integrals involved in the
Fourier transform of fields back into position space.

Our results for the magnetic field at the collision center
B,(t,0) are shown in Fig. 3. The right panel of the figure
shows the field at early times (|¢| < 0.25 fm/c) on a linear
scale, and the left panel shows the field over a wider time
range on a logarithmic scale. The most general case
o, (w,k), shown as the dashed red curve in Fig. 3, includes
the full time- and space-dependent response of the medium
to the fields of the colliding ions. The blue dashed
curve shows the magnetic field in the Drude model

Au-Au Collision, 4/syn =200 GeV

4t
. T (w, kp)l
&
S
< 2f
1E aa b BEELEE T P
O | 1 L v y ‘I )
; > 20 50 80 100

w (My)

FIG. 2. The magnitude of the polarization tensor is plotted in
momentum space showing deviations in k, from the light cone
w = k| on the horizontal axis. The contours show lines of
constant magnitude of IT, (w, |k|); lighter shading indicates
increasing magnitude. The dashed line encapsulates the 2¢
support of the external charge distribution. The width of the
external charge distribution in momentum space is v/2/R in the
transverse direction and fyv/2/R along the light cone. One can
see that in the region sampled by the external charge distribution
the polarization tensor is effectively constant as a function of k,,.

approximation (40), where the response depends only on
time. The magnetic field using the light-cone conductivity
is seen as the gray line overlapping the red dashed line in
Fig. 3, where o, is defined in Eq. (41). The result of Fourier
transforming this expression is shown as the brown dotted
curve in Fig. 3. Our results differ slightly from those of
Ref. [3] because here we account for the finite size of the
ions and use a slightly different conductivity value.

The magnetic field in the presence of a QGP was
previously calculated using a static conductivity in
Ref. [3]. In this case, the magnetic field in Fourier space
has the form

B(a),k) — ﬂOlk XJLBXI (53)

kK — o’ —iwoy

Looking at the left panel of Fig. 3, one can see that every
model of the response function predicts similar values for
the magnetic field approaching the freeze-out time 7. This
is because the static conductivity determines the late-time
dependence of the magnetic field. As we discuss in
Appendix B, we can expect the static solution to match
the full solution when ¢ > 1/k. The static conductivity
initially overestimates the magnetic field after the external
field begins to fall, since the effect of dynamic screening
is not captured. This matches the qualitative picture given
by the detailed numerical transport calculation done in
Ref. [11]. The full space time—dependent model and the
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Au-Au Collision, 4/syy =200 GeV, b =6.4 fm
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FIG. 3.

Au-Au Collision, 4/syy = 200 GeV, b = 6.4 fm
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4k
‘\T.: 3k — External Field
S
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Q
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The magnetic field at the collision center as a function of time, with 7 = 300 MeV for a Au-Au collisions (Z = 79) at

/Sy = 200 GeV and impact parameter b = 6.4 fm. The left panel shows the magnetic field on a semilogarithmic scale up to
ct = 5 fm. The right panel shows the early-time magnetic field on a linear scale. At the chosen temperature, the electromagnetic Debye
mass is mp = 74 MeV, and the quark damping rate is k = 4.86mp. This gives a static conductivity of 6, = 5.10 MeV. Comparing the
different approximations, we see that all of them have similar asymptotic behavior. Only the Drude conductivity, the light-cone limit
of the conductivity, and the full conductivity ¢, (w,k) describe the field at early times. Note here that the plasma is considered
homogeneous and stationary. In a more realistic situation, the field would become screened only after the QGP is formed in the

collision.

Drude model behave similarly for most times and are
almost identical for ¢ > 1/k~0.36 fm/c. The magnetic
field calculated using the polarization tensor evaluated on
the light cone tracks the general solution at all times.

We can use the light-cone conductivity in Eq. (51) to
understand why the Drude model ¢, (w,0) matches the
full solution for times ¢ > 1/k. Late times probe the small
frequency limit of the conductivity. An expansion of
Eq. (51) in w/k yields

2 3

o, (= [k|) = 6o(1 + iw/x) —%%+ 0(%). (54)

We then compare to the same expansion for the Drude
conductivity

O
700 =i
(1)2 0)3
N60(1+IW/K)—60F+O<F> (55)

The lowest-order term, which coincides with the expression
for the Drude model, closely approximates the full solution
when k> @ as shown in Fig. 4. Since xt; > 1 for the
QGP, the series converges rapidly for times of the order of
the freeze-out time ;.

The simple form of the Drude approximation (40) allows
one to find the poles of the denominator in Eq. (47),
analytically. The frequency integral can then be done using
the residue theorem, allowing for an approximate analytical
expression for the late-time magnetic field. This is done in

Appendix B. In the ultrarelativistic limit y > 1 and large
times, > 1/k gives

Zqp boy -«
B,(t) = —py-==—-—5e€T
y( ) Ho (27[) 4t2 e lor

(56)
This result differs from the “diffusive” solution of Tuchin
[3] by a factor 1/4 in the exponent, due to their convention
for impact parameter b — 2b. The reason why x does not
appear in the expression (56) for the late-time magnetic

1.0

0.8

0.6

g log

0.4

0.2

00F .

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0
wlkK

FIG. 4. Comparison of the conductivity on the light cone to
o, (w,k — 0), scaled with the static conductivity. We see that at
small w/k, i.e., times much larger than 1/, both approximations
converge to the static case, while they diverge w/x > 1. This
predicts that the Drude model will underestimate screening at
small times, which is exactly what we observe in Fig. 3.

014011-8



DYNAMIC MAGNETIC RESPONSE OF THE QUARK-GLUON ...

PHYS. REV. D 106, 014011 (2022)

field lies in the hierarchy of timescales 7., < 1/k < ty,
which makes plasma damping irrelevant during the spike of
the external field as well as at freeze-out.

Interestingly, this solution has a finite limit when y — oo
as it depends only on £, but not on y. This property, which
was first observed by Tuchin [3], can be understood as
follows: for late times, the Fourier integral of Eq. (A8) is
dominated by contributions from small frequencies w, and
it is sufficient to consider the @ — 0 limit of the Fourier
spectrum of the external charge distributions g, given in
Eq. (B4). In this limit, Eq. (A8) takes the form

ik/,bcosé'

Pexis(0.k) = 2Ze e R 4eTT5(k.p),  (57)

which is independent of y. This occurs because

ﬁext:l:(ovk) :/dt/d3xe_k.xpexti(0’x) (58)

integrates over the passage of the entire nucleus at a given
location x and thus is independent of y as the total charge
is Lorentz invariant. We conclude that, quite generally,
for high collision energies the remnant magnetic field at
late times is determined by the time-integrated action of
the external electromagnetic pulse on the QGP. In a more
realistic calculation, where the QGP is not present for
the entire duration of the pulse, because it is created
during the collision, the remnant magnetic field will be
diminished as only a fraction of the pulse acts on the
QGP. We therefore expect our result to represent an
upper bound to the late-time magnetic field in a realistic
collision scenario.

The approximation used to derive this solution holds for
yp > \/Kk/oy~ 12. In Fig. 5, we compare Eq. (B15) to the
full numerical result to explore its dependence on y. One
can see that the ultrarelativistic case (black solid line)
begins to diverge from the numerical solution at around
y = 15 for the times shown. The early-time magnetic field is
not shown because the initial temperature of QGP will
depend strongly on the collision energy. The times are
chosen such that they cover the range of freeze-out times
predicted for QGP for the range of experimental collision
energies used [28]. We do not show curves for y < 10
because we expect the effects of chemical potential will
become important, yet here chemical potential u is set to
zero. In Fig. 5, one can see that the late-time magnetic field
has a very soft dependence on collision energy. The time
at which the magnetic field freezes out, which varies
with collision energy, has a much stronger effect on the
magnitude of the freeze-out field.

As the QGP begins to hadronize at time 7, one may
expect hadrons to be statistically polarized with respect to
the magnetic field. In Ref. [27], the measured difference in
global polarization of hyperons and antihyperons is used
to give an upper bound on the magnetic field at QGP

Au-Au Collision, b = 6.4 fm, T = 150 MeV

N y = 1000
0010k e - y=100 4
0.005f
—
=
S
S
Q o001}
3
5.x 1074}

ct(fm)

FIG. 5. Plot of the freeze-out magnetic field for
T =150 MeV. We expect that around this temperature QGP
will hadronize into a mixed phase [29]. The approximate late-
time solution (56) shown as a black line is compared to
numerical calculations using the full polarization tensor (47).
The approximate solution does not fully match the ultra-
relativistic limit until times ¢ > 7, ~ 59 fm/c. The magnetic
field is independent of the beam energy over a wide range of y
but begins to diverge slowly from the ultrarelativistic case at
around y < 15 for the time window shown in the figure. Lower
beam energies result in a somewhat larger field at late time.

freeze-out, B ~2.7 x 103 m2 for Au+ Au collisions at
/SN = 200 GeV. Looking at Fig. 5, the magnetic field for
y = 100 at QGP freeze-out t, ~ 5 fm/c is predicted to be
B~12x107°m2, somewhat below this upper bound.
Note that this assumes the polarization rapidly equilibriates
in the plasma. It also neglects any interactions during the
hadron gas phase of the collision.

Au-Au Collision, 4/syny =200 GeV, b = 6.4 fm
10— T T T T T

0.100

0.010f

0.001§

ec|B,|(m,?)

10_4 1

———- k =0 (Ideal Conductivity)
10}

K = oo (External Field)

0 1 2 3 4 5
ct(fm)

FIG. 6. Comparison of the magnetic field for different values of
quark damping rate or, equivalently, electric conductivity. Larger
values of the damping rate k represent smaller conductivities and
vice versa as indicated by Eq. (41). The black dashed line and the
solid black line represent the limits of zero and infinite conduc-
tivity, respectively. One can see that as « increases the asymptotic
value of the magnetic field decreases.
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Au-Au Collision, 4/syy =200 GeV, b =6.4 fm
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FIG. 7.

Au-Au Collision, 4/syy= 17 GeV, b =6.4 fm
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0.010

0.001

ec|B,|(my*

107
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Space-time plot of the magnetic field on the beam axis (x =y = 0) in eternal (preexistent) QGP with 7 = 300 MeV for a

Au-Au collision at impact parameter b = 6.4 fm. Left panel: collision energy ,/syy = 200 GeV; right panel: collision energy
/Snn = 17 GeV. The same value of « is used as in Fig. 3. In a more realistic scenario, where the QGP is formed during the collision, the

field would only create induced currents in the upper light cone.

In Fig. 6, we look at the magnetic field at the origin for
different values of k. Increasing x reduces the static
conductivity ¢, which decreases the asymptotic value of
the magnetic field as indicated by Eq. (56). As k goes to
zero, the results converge to the case of ideal conductivity
0y — oo where the magnetic field quickly approaches a
constant value. This case was studied in Ref. [2], in which
the authors considered a magnetic field that falls to a
constant value and then decreases with 1/7 due to Bjorken
flow. More recent calculations [10,11] solve the Vlasov-
Boltzmann equation numerically with parton-parton
scattering. The magnetic field predicted by Ref. [10] is
around ~107*m2 after ¢t~ 2 fm/c, which is 2 orders of
magnitude lower than the value found here (see Fig. 5).
However, the magnetic field predicted by Ref. [11] is
around ~1072m2 after ¢~ 2 fm/c, which is in agreement
with our model.

In Fig. 7, we show a space-time contour plot of the
magnetic field. The field at the higher collision energy
(on the left) has a higher peak magnetic field. For lower
collision energy (on the right), the field is less Lorentz
contracted and leads to a magnetic field at late times that is
a factor of ~1.1 larger. The freeze-out magnetic field will
increase at lower collision energy mainly due to the
decreasing freeze-out time.

V. CONCLUSION

We have studied the linear response of a stationary,
homogeneous QGP to the electromagnetic field of two
colliding nuclei in relativistic kinetic theory with collisional
damping. As an application, we calculated the magnetic

field between the two nuclei. We showed that the response
to the external field is controlled by the polarization
function along the light cone, IT) (w, |k| ~ ). This allowed
us to derive an approximate analytic solution for the
magnetic field that takes into account the dynamical
medium response. We showed that the late-time magnetic
field is mainly determined by the static electric conductivity
of the QGP. Since the remnant magnetic field at hadroni-
zation does not depend strongly on the collision energy, an
experimental measurement of the magnetic field at different
collision energies could permit a determination of the
electrical conductivity of the QGP.

Our calculation can be improved in various ways to
make it more realistic. Such improvements would include
a realistic space-time dependence of the medium (for-
mation and hydrodynamical evolution), nonzero net
baryon density, and viscous corrections to the unper-
turbed phase-space distribution used to calculate the
polarization tensor. These improvements will require
numerical solutions of the linear response equations. It
would also be of interest to study the energy-momentum
deposition into the QGP by the external electromag-
netic field.

Beyond heavy-ion collisions, the homogeneous polari-
zation tensor with collisional damping studied in our
work has applicability in cosmology, where a QGP
existed during the first 10 ys of the early Universe,
and possibly in astrophysics where quark matter can
exist at the core of collapsed stars. In these situations, the
assumption of homogeneity and stationarity of the
medium on the scale of the relevant parameters, mp
and «, is well justified.
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APPENDIX A: ELECTRIC CURRENT OF
TWO COLLIDING NUCLEI

Here, we define the free charge and current density used
to describe heavy ion collisions. We wish to model two
nuclei moving at constant velocity +f along the collision
axis (Z direction) that are offset by 4b/2 within the
collision plane (% direction). For simplicity, we model
the charge distribution as a Gaussian in all directions,

z 1 i A 2
Pexte (1. X) = 3/5236 T/ g g FAY . (Al
e

where the normalization is chosen in such a way that

/pext:t(tvx)d3x =Ze (A2)

is the total charge of the heavy ion nucleus and y is the
usual relativistic factor. The Gaussian radius parameter R is
related to the mean squared radius of the nucleus, (r?) at
rest, (y = 1) by

)=

=7 (A3)

3
/ rzpexti(x)d3x = ERZ’

which is measured experimentally for a gold nucleus to be
V/ (r?) ~'5.30 fm [30].

At time ¢t = 0, both nuclei are localized at the z =0
plane, and we assume that before and after the collision
they continue moving on a straight line along the z axis.
The Gaussian form of the charge distributions allows us to
evaluate the Fourier transformations easily. The transforms
in the transverse directions are

/oo dy e7ky eV IR = R\/ge R /4, (A4)

—00

/°° dxeikxe=(FD/D R — R [roRR [ gkikib/2  (A5)
—o0

The last two integrals are a bit more complicated because
they are coupled,

0 © A Ry
/ eiot (/ e~ k2 RZ(Z j:ZZﬂt)dZ>e Rzﬂ t det
—00 —00

K2R?
= —R\/i_re_;T . eilokp)t gy
14 —c0

2Rr? _ER
N Z e 7 8w+ kp),

(A6)

where delta function appears because both nuclei move at
a constant velocity. Altogether the Fourier transformed
charge distributions are

ikyb

26(w F kp), (AT)

2
Pexe (0.Kk) = 27Ze e~ B/ o F

which may be written in cylindrical coordinates

ik{)bcos(i

Pexis (0, k) = 2nZee~KHR/PVE o5 5(w F k. p). (A8)
The current densities are obtained from

fexti (a)’k) = iﬂzﬁexti (w’k) (A9)

The transverse component of the current is given by

~

fJ_,ext :fext - ( ‘iext)k
- (2 - ]A‘z]})ﬂ(/}exur - ﬁext—)-

k)

(A10)

APPENDIX B: MAGNETIC FIELD
AT THE COLLISION CENTER

The magnetic field inside the plasma is given in Fourier
space by
B=ikxA=ikxA,, (B1)
where the potential A has been projected into components
transverse and longitudinal to k. In the following, we
represent the wave vector in cylindrical coordinates
k= (kp cos 0, k, sin 0, k.). Using the expression for the
self-consistent vector potential (20), we find for the
magnetic field

/“’()ik XiLext

B fokXTien
kz—a)2—ﬂ0HJ_

(B2)
Given the definition of j 1 ext in Eq. (A10), we can replace

the perpendicular component of the current by its full form,
adding the £ components of Eq. (A9):

3 ,uOlk Xi Xt
B— R ;oHL . (B3)
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We now Fourier transform this quantity back to position
space in order to calculate the magnetic field at the collision
center as a function of time. Due to symmetry, the only
nonvanishing component of the magnetic field at this
location will be the y component:

B‘y = 1o ikxzﬂ(ﬁexé— - ﬁextJr) . (B4)
k* — ™ — poll

The Fourier transform at any point along the collision axis
(x =y =0) is given by

4
1e) = | e

In cylindrical coordinates, the integral can be written as

_le_ikZZBy(a),k). <B5)

By(z.1) = ‘/kpdkpda)dkza’«9e‘i‘”’+"k:Z

1
(2n)*
ipk, cos 0(5;_ — )
k> — @? — poll | (o, |k|)

(B6)

We can use the delta function in the Fourier transformed
current (A8) to trivially perform the k, integral:

Zeﬁ —iw

2k; cos @sin (k, cos 05 — %)e ~(ka+a?/ (b))

@/ (vB)? + K = polly (‘0 \/m) |

X

(B7)

We next perform the angular integration

Ze, .
By(z,1) = —,uo—ﬁz/ dk,dwe™"""
R2
5 2k ( )cos(“;) e~ (kp+a? [ (Br)? ) |
wz/(yﬂ) + k/} - ﬂOHL (CO, \/ k/% + a)Z/ﬁZ)

(B8)

where J; is a Bessel function of the first kind. The remaining
integrals have to be performed numerically. From here
forward, we pull the factor of y; into the Debye mass
m%, such that the factor of e? goes to 4za in Eq. (34).
We can obtain an analytical expression for the Drude
approximation (40) in the limit yf > /k/0y, which is
valid when y > 12 for the values of ¢, and x adopted here.
In this limit, we can neglect the first term in the denom-
inator of Eq. (B8), which now takes the simple form

2

0)
LA B9
K—iw ( )

k2 — iw
Note that using Eq. (41) we can see w?} = m} /3 = ko,.
The integrand of Eq. (B8) then has a single pole at

2
w = —i%, (B10)
p P

and the frequency integral can be performed by contour
integration in the lower complex plane. Consistently
neglecting the term proportional to @?/(fy)? in the
exponent, the integration yields

(k2 + w3 2

k2 K2kt
><cosh< £ Z) (-%) (B11)
+oyp kj 4y,

For late times , the exponential factor only samples the
small k, region of the integrand (k,z, < 0y/1). We can then
neglect k, with respect to @), in the integrand provided that
6o/t < w}, which is satisfied when 73> 1/k =t =
1 fm/c. The expression then takes the simplified form,
yielding

Zef ? k,b\ _
B ( ) —ﬂoz— dkszkzip)Jl k/%R2/4
p

Zep 262 (kb
By(ZJ)N_:uOﬁ dk,—=J, B

00

2p2 k2 Z 2
x e %R /* cosh (—p—> e~kt/oo,
oo

The integral over k, can now be performed analytically,
resulting in

(B12)

2

b b2
Zef b |e T e TI-
B,(z,t)~ —pu { —] B13
y(& 1)~ =7 27 80, L% L? (BI3)
with
R> t+
L, R 1=Edb (B14)
4 ()

At the collision center (z = 0) and for ¢ > 6,R*/4, our
result simplifies to

Zef bao _agh?

By(0,1) & —py —— e

B15
o 42 ¢ (BI5)

This result differs from Tuchin’s [3] by a factor 1/4
in the exponent due to their convention for impact
parameter b — 2b.
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