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QED Energy-Momentum-Trace in External Fields
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We study the properties of the trace of the QED energy-momentum tensor in the presence of
quasi-constant external electromagnetic fields. We discuss observable consequences of the dark
energy-like behavior of these vacuum fluctuations.
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Quantum electrodynamics (QED) in (quasi-)constant,
homogeneous external fields provides an opportunity to
study the modification of the vacuum state structure in
this well-understood theory. Given the Poincaré sym-
metry a new vacuum energy term proportional to gµν
arises. Such a term is similar to Einstein’s form of dark
energy, the cosmological constant, which is motivation
to return to study of strong field QED. Moreover, laser
pulse technology is advancing rapidly towards the ‘crit-
ical’ Ec = m2/e = 1.3 × 1018V/m=4.4 × 109T field
strength where here addressed effects can be tested in
laboratory [1]. Due to the instability of the vacuum to
pair creation at such high electric fields, the magnetic su-
percritical configuration is preferable, and hence we look
with emphasis on this situation below.
QED in the presence of an electromagnetic field that

varies negligibly on the space-time scale of the electron-
positron fluctuations in the vacuum λ̄c = ~/mec leads
to an effective nonlinear electromagnetic theory via the
Euler-Heisenberg (EH) effective action [2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7,
8, 9, 10, 11]. The physical observables and effective ac-
tion induced by quasi-constant external electromagnetic
fields are well-defined, because QED is an infrared-stable
theory in which the electron mass me is the key scale pa-
rameter. QED is not conformally symmetric, and conse-
quently QED in external fields does not share in the more
challenging issues, such as conformal symmetry breaking,
surrounding parallel efforts in quantum chromodynamics
(QCD) [12].
Much of what we present here is a general property of

any nonlinear theory of electrodynamics [13]. The Born-
Infeld (BI) nonlinear electromagnetic theory [14, 15, 16]
arises naturally in the low energy limit of string the-
ory [17]. We achieve considerable simplification and in-
sight exploiting a common feature of any nonlinear elec-
tromagnetism, namely the presence of a dimensioned
field scale Ec = m2/e which we express using a mass
scale – m can be as large as a string theory scale or as
small as the mass of the electron. We write the (nonlin-
ear) effective electromagnetic action in the form

Veff ≡ −S +m4 feff

( S
m4

,
P
m4

)
(1)

presented here as a function of the (Lorentz) scalar
S := 1

4
FκλF

κλ = 1
2
(B2 − E2) and the pseudo scalar

P := 1
4
F ∗
κλF

κλ = E ·B. The format of Eq. (1) is not the
most general because there can be another linear term,
e.g. S lnm/µ where µ is another scale and when such is
included we omit the bar on feff . The barred feff thereby
contains solely contributions nonlinear in S.
We study the energy-momentum tensor for an effective

nonlinear action

Tµν =
2√−g

δ

δgµν

∫
d4x

√−g Veff (2)

where g is the determinant of the metric tensor gµν . The
explicit form may be written (see e.g. Eq. (A3) in [18]
and/or Eq. (4.17) in [19]):

Tµν = (gµνS − FµλF
λ

ν )

(
−∂Veff

∂S

)
(3)

−gµν
(
Veff − S ∂Veff

∂S − P ∂Veff
∂P

)

The first term in Eq. (3) is traceless, being (up to the

dimensionless polarization function −∂Veff

∂S
) the classical

Maxwell Veff → −S energy-momentum tensor. Using
Eq. (1) the second term is the trace

T µ
µ ≡ T = −4

(
Veff − S ∂Veff

∂S − P ∂Veff
∂P

)
= −mdVeff

dm
.

(4)
A term linear in the invariant S cannot contribute to
the right side of Eq. (4) since it cancels explicitly in the
middle parenthesis. Only nonlinear EM-theories generi-
cally have an energy-momentum trace, which we expect
becomes important in the presence of fields approaching
the critical magnitude Ec.
While we could evaluate directly the value of the EH

trace in external fields using the known form of the ef-
fective action, a better understanding of the physics is
achieved by connecting T to the Dirac field (electron-
positron) condensate induced in the vacuum [20]. Tak-
ing the spacetime and Dirac trace of the fermion propa-
gator, one finds the well-known relation which is implic-
itly stated in Schwinger’s proper time formulation for the
Feynman Green’s function [3]:

−m〈ψ̄ψ〉 = im tr (SF − S0
F ) = m

dVeff
dm

. (5)
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The middle expression, arising from contraction via
Wick’s theorem, exhibits the condensate as the differ-
ence between normal ordering of operators in the no-field
(also called perturbative) vacuum and the new, with-field
vacuum. We see that the argument of the derivative in
Eq. (5) and in Eq. (4) is not exactly the same: The dif-
ference in format between Eq. (4) and Eq. (5) is due to
the leading linear term in S

m
dVeff
dm

= m
dVeff
dm

+
2α

3π
S. (6)

We emphasize that the properties of the excited ‘with
field’ vacuum are induced by the external field in the
free non-interacting vacuum state, see Eq. (5). The sub-
traction of the unperturbed vacuum term is not a conse-
quence of arbitrary removal of zero-point energy, but is a
consequence of the application of rules of QED. For this
reason our discussion has no bearing on the zero-point
energy of quantum field theory and/or its gravitational
coupling.
The proper time representation of the trace can then

be stated in several ways (here presented in Schwinger’s
expressions and units, in which α = e2/4π [3])

T =
2α

3π
S +m〈ψ̄ψ〉 (7)

=
2α

3π
S − m2

4π2

∫ ∞

0

ds e−m2s

s2
(eas cot(eas)× (8)

ebs coth(ebs)− 1 )

= −m2

4π2

∫ ∞

0

ds e−m2s

s2

(
eas cot(eas) × (9)

ebs coth(ebs)− 1− 2e2

3
s2S

)

wherein the invariant magnetic- and electric-like field
strengths are

b2 =
√
S2 + P2 + S → B2, a2 =

√
S2 + P2 − S → E2,

which reduce as indicated to the classical magnetic and
electric fields when one invariant vanishes.
As Eq. (7) shows, the trace of the energy-momentum

tensor has two contributions, gauge field and matter
field fluctuations, the origin of which lies in the differ-
ence between Veff and Veff , as seen in the separation of
the energy-momentum tensor into the two parts shown
in Eq. (3). Our derivation makes further apparent the
unphysical consequences of omitting the first term in
Eq. (7): if T were the negative of the condensate, the
QED vacuum would reduce its energy by spontaneously
generating magnetic fields and hence be unstable.
Our analysis agrees with Adler, Collins et al. [21] who

also explore the relation to the β function. This relation
helps explain why Eq. (9) agrees with [20], even though
their derivation is obtained from the supposition that
T = m∂Veff/∂m. Eq. (7) and in particular the relative
sign is analogous to Eq. (5) of Ref. [12] and Eqs.(35) in

[22] with the recognition that the (fermion) Gell-Man-
Low β-function in QED is positive definite.
In numerical evaluation of the energy-momentum ten-

sor for strong fields we employ the method developed
in [7]. Consider first the stable field configuration B 6=
0, E = 0. The subtracted meromorphic (i.e. residue)
expansions of the function

x cothx−1 =
∞∑

k=1

2x2

x2 + k2π2
=
x2

3
−

∞∑

k=1

1

(kπ)2
2x4

x2 + k2π2
.

(10)
display the stabilizing change in sign following the second
subtraction. The sums and integrals are absolutely con-
vergent, so we may resum the resulting series, obtaining

−m〈ψ̄ψ〉B = − m4

2π2β′

∫ ∞

0

ln(1− e−β′z)

1 + z2
dz > 0, (11)

TB = − m4

2π2β′

∫ ∞

0

z2 ln(1− e−β′z)

1 + z2
dz > 0 (12)

in which β′ = πm2/eB = π/(B/Ec). T in the presence
of a magnetic field is positive for any given field B, in
contrast to the negative of the condensate. The mani-
fest signs of the two terms, which determine the physics
outcome of this investigation justify the time and effort
spent showing how T does not include the term linear
in S, while the condensate does. For completeness, we
exhibit resummation of the renormalized effective action:

Veff(B) =
m4

16π2β′

∫ ∞

0

dz ln(z2 + 1) ln(1− e−β′z). (13)

For the electric field case, the corresponding meromor-
phic expansions show poles on the real s-axis. We as-
sign to the mass a small imaginary component m2 →
m2 + iǫ, replacing in Eq. (11) and Eq. (12) the denomi-
nator z2 + 1 → z2 − 1 + iǫ. Thus, in the presence of an
electric field, there is also an imaginary part

Imm
∂Veff
∂m

= − m4

4πβ
ln(1 − e−β), (14)

which is manifestly positive and strongly suppressed for
field strengths less than 0.1Ec. Here β = πm2/eE =
π/(E/Ec). Eq. (14) corresponds to pair production by
strong electric fields.
The numerical results for the real part of the conden-

sate and trace in the presence of magnetic and electrical
fields are shown in figure 1. We discuss elsewhere [13]
how real and imaginary parts contribute together, the
case that both E,B are non zero, and the case of spin-0
matter fields.
With our numerical evaluations establishing magni-

tude of the vacuum energy, we explore situations in
which consequences of this contribution to the energy-
momentum tensor become observable. As may be veri-
fied by direct calculation, the quantum vacuum behaves
as any other nonlinear medium and as such cannot alter
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FIG. 1: The condensate −m〈ψ̄ψ〉 (left) and the trace of energy-momentum tensor T µ

µ (right) in units of m4, as a function
of magnetic B (red) and electric E (blue, dashed and solid) field strengths. The negative of the electric field result is plotted
where appropriate on right. The dotted (for B) and dashed-dotted (for E) lines show the weak-field expansions.

the form of the Lorentz force fµ = jνF
µν arising from

the coupling of EM potentials to matter dictated by the
gauge invariance of the theory and Maxwell dynamical
equations. However, when QED modifies particle prop-
erties, the Lorentz force obtains new terms, such as the
(g − 2)Fµνσµν magnetic moment correction which must
be introduced explicitly, requiring an effective gauge in-
variant coupling of EM fields with matter.
The formal validity of the Lorentz force does not ex-

clude an interaction between the background field and
the field of the probe particle arising from the breaking
of the superposition principle [15, 23]. This interaction
can be tracked through the Lorentz force formulation,
but it is more easily evaluated using the weak field ex-
pansion of the EH effective potential. In the rest frame
of a non-relativistic charged probe particle, we take the

background magnetic field as constant ~B = Bẑ and the

electric field as the particle’s Coulomb field ~E = Zer̂/r2.
Integrating the energy of the combined field configura-
tion, T 00, over the volume with a short distance cutoff
at the Compton wavelength λ̄, the leading contribution
is the trace T → ueff :

ueff =

∫
d4x

2α2

45m4
e

(7P2+4S2) =
2α2

45m4
e

4π

3λ̄
(ZeB)2, (15)

keeping only the nonlinear-sourced cross terms. The co-
efficient of the Maxwell energy −∂Veff

∂S
also induces sub-

leading cross terms at O(α3). The cutoff arises since at
distances shorter than λ̄ we must use quantum dynam-
ics to describe the probe particle, consideration of which
would be inconsitent with the classical particle dynamics.
This interaction energy is positive, independent of the

sign of the charge, and comparable to the gravitational
potential of a neutron star with dipolar magnetic field.
As ugrav is negative and ∝ r−1 and the effective (scalar)
potential goes with B2 ∝ r−6,

ueff
ugrav

=
8π(αZ)2

135λ̄

(
eBsurf

m2
e

)2
R6

surf

r6

(
1.48M⊙m

r

)−1

(16)

using G = 1.48km/solar mass. Note the λ̄ cutoff in
Eq. (15) cancels against particle massm, making Eq. (16)
independent of both the mass of the particle m and the
cutoff λ̄. Remarkably, at the surface of a 1.5 M⊙, 14
km radius star with critical surface field Bsurf = Bc, the
nonlinear-electromagnetic effective potential is 34 times
the gravitational potential, resulting in a large repulsive,
quasi-Lorentz-scalar potential for charged particles enter-
ing the strong field region.
Being an objectively observable energy, T gravitates,

just as the Casimir energy does [24]; our derivation iso-
lates the field induced energy-momentum of the vacuum.
In contrast to matter for which the particle pressure acts
outwards, the vacuum pressure of localized T in the field
volume acts inwards. This is a general feature of any
deformed ‘false’ vacuum state: the outside true vacuum
assures that the false vacuum is self-squeezing, and the
three (isotropic) negative pressures overwhelm the posi-
tive energy density.
This sign reversal in the effect of vacuum fluctuations

makes the behavior of T akin to the cosmological con-
stant, as noted before [12]. This is made explicit in the
Einstein equation

1

8πG

(
Rµν − 1

2
gµνR

)
= −T̃µν − gµν

(T
4
+
λ

2

)
. (17)

by separating the trace, T̃µν = Tµν − gµνT /4.
With a sign like that of dark energy Λ/4πG ≡ λ ≃

(2.3meV)4 = 4.1×10−34m4
e, T is the dominant contribu-

tion in a domain of space with strong fields and is naively
expected to generate a pressure that sweeps out matter,
in analogy with the cosmological constant pushing the
universe apart at large scales. At Bd = 108T, the scale
of the largest macroscopic Earth-bound fields, the mag-
netic field-induced vacuum energy rivals λ. Much larger
fields are encountered in the study of supernovae and
post-main sequence stellar objects [25, 26, 27, 28], e.g.
10− 100Bc. At 60Bc, T = 0.8m4

e = 1.14× 1025erg/cm3,
2-4 orders of magnitude larger than the gravitational po-
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tential energy density of infalling stellar plasma, but 8
orders of magnitude smaller than the pressures expected
in the high density nuclear matter expected in the col-
lapsed core [28].
Energy-momentum sources in Eqs. (17) and (18) in-

volving local dark energy-like contributions have only re-
cently been studied [29, 30, 31, 32]. To see that the
effects of local T are anti-gravitational just like cosmo-
logical λ, we inspect the Oppenheimer-Volkov equation
of hydrostatic equilibrium,

dp

dr
= −G

c2
(T 0

0 + T i
i )
M + 4πr3T i

i

r(r − 2GM)
(18)

whereM(r) =
∫ r
T 0
0 4πr

′2dr′ and T i
i (no sum) is assumed

isotropic. The first term (T 0
0 + T i

i ) in Eq. (18) can never
be negative and vanishes for λ-like contributions to T µ

ν ,
but the second (M + 4πr3T i

i ) can change sign. A λ-like
contribution to T µ

ν thereby weakens the pressure gradient
and supports heavier stars than otherwise expected. In
the dynamics of core collapse, the central dipole increases
rapidly due to magnetic flux conservation, producing also

a large T . The sparse infalling plasma has a small T 0
0 and

T i
i , while the λ-term makes M + 4πr3T i

i negative, ren-
dering pressure above the surface of the collapsed core
an increasing function of r. The effect dies rapidly since
T ∝ B4 ∼ r−12. Though direct gravitational modifi-
cations to the mass-radius relation remain negligible, on
account of the orders of magnitude we believe T offers
a new mechanism (in addition to neutrinos [33]) driving
the expulsion of matter in supernova explosions.

To summarize, we have evaluated the trace of the QED
energy-momentum tensor in strong external EM fields
and connected its presence to the properties of QED vac-
uum fluctuations. We highlighted areas in which the in-
duced strong field vacuum nonlinearity produces observ-
able effects and have shown that these can compete with
the gravity of compact stellar objects.
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