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We compute Schwinger pair production rates at finite temperature, in the presence of homoge-
neous, concurrent electric and magnetic fields. Expressions are obtained using the semiclassical
worldline instanton formalism, to leading order, for spin-0 and spin- 1

2
particles. The derived results

are valid for weak coupling and fields. We thereby extend previous seminal results in the literature,
to coexistent electric and magnetic fields, and fermions.

I. INTRODUCTION

The non-perturbative pair production of electrically
and magnetically charged particles in the background
of large field strengths has garnered much interest and
study over the years. Sauter [1], as well as Heisenberg and
Euler [2], had speculated that sufficiently large electric
fields could lead to spontaneous pair production of e+-
e−. The notion was further sharpened and investigated
comprehensively by Schwinger [3]; deriving the imaginary
part of the QED one-loop effective action. These results
were then further generalised by various authors to di-
verse cases – for instance, to extended objects such as
magnetic monopoles [4], spatial or temporal inhomoge-
neous fields [5, 6] and arbitrary gauge couplings [7, 8],
to cite a few examples (see for instance [9, 10] and ref-
erences therein for a more complete discussion). Exact
analytic expressions are known nevertheless only for few
special cases and extending investigations into hitherto
unexplored regimes is an ongoing endeavour.

The worldline path integral formalism has proven to
be a very powerful method for perturbative and non-
perturbative quantum field theoretic computations. The
origins of the method may be traced to ideas by Fock [11],
Nambu [12] and the Feynman worldline representation of
one-loop effective actions [13, 14]. The formalism was, for
instance, leveraged to compute pair-production rates for
magnetic monopoles at strong coupling [4, 7]. With the
development of string theoretic techniques towards un-
derstanding gauge theory scattering amplitudes [15–19],
the method found further resurgence and applications
(see for example [20] and related references); particularly,
in our context, conveniently accommodating computa-
tions with large external fields [21–25].

Among the pertinent extensions to non-perturbative
pair production rates at zero temperature, are the inclu-
sion of finite temperature corrections. This has received
much attention in the literature [8, 26–42]. There has
been some discussion and disagreement in the literature
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though, over these thermal corrections, particularly in
the constant electric field case lately [8, 40–42]. Ther-
mal corrections for this case was recently computed [41]
and extended to arbitrary coupling [8, 42], using world-
line path integral techniques.

Our aim in this work is to extend these results to
the case when there are homogeneous (spatially and
temporally) electric and magnetic fields simultaneously
present. We compute leading order thermal corrections,
using worldline path integral techniques, to the non-
perturbative vacuum decay rates when there are coex-
istent electric and magnetic fields. We will work in a
regime where the coupling constant is small and the
external fields are also relatively weak. As far as we
know, these expressions have not been computed before
in the literature. We will largely follow techniques de-
veloped in [4–6, 20, 41]. In the limit of vanishing tem-
perature (T → 0), one recovers the well-known results in
literature [3, 43–48]. When the magnetic field vanishes
(B → 0), in the case of scalar quantum electrodynamics
(SQED), the results are seen to relapse into the known ex-
pressions for pure homogeneous electric fields, computed
recently [41]. In quantum electrodynamics (QED), with
fermions, we also obtain new expressions in the B → 0
limit that complement these recent SQED results.

It is well known that even at zero temperature (T = 0),
the presence of a magnetic field parallel to the electric
field (E q B), leads to interesting modifications to vac-
uum decay rates, relative to the pure electric field case.
The vacuum decay rates, per unit volume, at T = 0 for
homogenous E q B are given by [3, 43–48]

ΓEqB
T=0,scalar

=

∞∑
k=1

(−1)k+1q2EB

8π2k sinh(kπB/E)
exp

[
− m2kπ

qE

]
, (1)

ΓEqB
T=0,fermion

=

∞∑
k=1

q2EB coth(kπB/E)

4π2k
exp

[
− m2kπ

qE

]
.

Here, m and q are the mass and electric charge of the
particle under consideration. Note that in addition to
the usual enhancement due to extra degrees of freedom
in the spin- 1

2 case, the vacuum decay rates in the fermion
case may be further enhanced, relative to the scalar case,
when B > E.

ar
X

iv
:1

80
8.

01
29

5v
2 

 [
he

p-
th

] 
 3

0 
A

ug
 2

01
8

mailto:mrunal.korwar@students.iiserpune.ac.in
mailto:thalapillil@iiserpune.ac.in


2

Note also that, for any homogeneous ~E
′

and ~B
′

fields,
one may go to a frame of reference with boost (~υ) given
by [49]

~υ

1 + |~υ|2
=

~E
′ × ~B

′

| ~E′ |2 + | ~B′ |2
, (2)

where the transformed fields ( ~E and ~B) are parallel to
each other. This is the so called centre-of-field frame.
Since the vacuum decay rate per unit volume is a Lorentz
invariant, one may conveniently compute it in this centre-
of-field frame. The formulas for homogeneous E q B are
therefore potentially of wide applicability.

Apart from being of significant theoretical interest, sce-
narios with parallel electric and magnetic fields are also
relevant in various astrophysical systems. For instance, it
is believed that neutron stars such as pulsars have strong
electrical fields parallel to the magnetic field in their polar
vacuum gap regions [50]. Neutron star surface tempera-
tures are expected to reach ∼ 105 K. Non perturbative
production of exotic states such as millicharged particles,
which may form a component of dark matter, may occur
in these vacuum gap regions and provide hitherto un-
known constraints on these states [51] (in the context of
constraints from non-perturbative production, in pure E
or B fields, also see [52] for millicharged particle bounds
from accelerator cavities, and [53, 54] for bounds on mag-
netic monopoles). These settings also therefore make the
results phenomenologically very relevant.

In Sec. II, we discuss the derivation in the case of
SQED. Towards the exposition of necessary techniques
and to fix notations, we re-derive the known zero tem-
perature result for the case of E q B using worldline
instantons, before presenting the main result for finite
temperature. Then, in Sec. III, we consider QED. Re-
sults are presented for spin- 1

2 particles in the zero tem-
perature and finite temperature cases. The finite tem-
perature SQED and QED Schwinger pair production re-
sults, for E q B, are new and readily generalise earlier
seminal results in the literature [8, 40, 41]. Even for the
zero temperature cases, to the best of our knowledge, this
is the first time that an explicit and complete derivation
is being presented for vacuum decay rates, when E q B,
using worldline instanton techniques. We summarise our
main results, shortcomings of the derivations and future
directions in Sec. IV.

II. THERMAL PAIR PRODUCTION FOR E q B
IN SQED

We would like to calculate decay rates for vacuua,
made metastable by the presence of large external fields.
Let us denote the probability for vacuum to vacuum tran-

sitions by
∣∣〈0out|0in〉∣∣2. In presence of external fields

sourced by a potential A, the probability for vacuum to

vacuum transitions are given by〈
0out|0in

〉
A

= exp(iWM[A]) , (3)

where WM[A] is the Minkowskian effective action for the
theory under consideration.

Expressed in terms of Euclidean quantities, special-
ising now to Scalar electrodynamics (SQED), we have
explicitly

exp(−WE[A]) =

∫
DφDφ∗ exp[−SE] . (4)

Here,

SE =

∫
d4x (φ∗(−D2 +m2)φ) +

1

4
F 2
µν . (5)

In the above Euclidean expressions, the covariant deriva-
tive Dµ := (∂µ + iqAµ), external gauge field Aµ :=
(A1, A2, A3, A4) with A4 := −iA0, and field tensor
Fµν := ∂µAν − ∂νAµ. In terms of Euclidean quantities,
the Lorentz invariant vacuum decay rate per unit volume
is given by

ΓVD = 2 Im
(WE[A]

V E
4

)
. (6)

We simplify the effective action further, following a
standard technique [5, 7], and after performing a func-
tional integration, one obtains

2Im(WE[A]/V E
4 ) = 2 Im(Tr ln(−D2 +m2)/V E

4 ) . (7)

Using Frullani’s integral identity Tr(lnM) =
−
∫∞

0
dz
z Tr(exp [−Mz] − exp [−z]) [3, 55], dropping

terms that do not contribute to the imaginary part, and
converting the trace to a path integral, leads then to the
well-known expression for the SQED one-loop Euclidean
effective action [5, 7]

WE[A] = −
∫ ∞

0

dz

z
exp [−m2z]

∮
x(0)=x(z)

Dx

exp
[
−
∫ z

0

dτ
[1
4
x′2 + iqAµx′µ

]]
. (8)

Here, x′ denotes differentiation with respect to τ . An
implicit assumption that the coupling constant is small
(q2 � 1) has been made while writing the above result,
by dropping non-local interaction terms that are higher
order in the coupling constant. Now, making a substitu-
tion τ = z u and z → z/m2 gives

WE[A] = −
∫ ∞

0

dz

z
exp [−z]

∮
x(0)=x(1)

Dx

exp
[
−
(m2

4z

∫ 1

0

duẋ2 + iq

∫ 1

0

duAµẋµ

)]
.(9)

ẋ denotes differentiation with respect to u.
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Evaluating the z integral above, gives

WE[A] = −2

∮
x(0)=x(1)

Dx K0

(
m
( ∫ 1

0

ẋ2du
)1/2)

exp
[
− iq

∫ 1

0

duAµẋµ

]
, (10)

where K0(z) is the modified Bessel function of the sec-
ond kind. For x � 1, we have the asymptotic formula

K0(x) ∼ exp(−x) and hence, when m
√∫ 1

0
ẋ2du� 1, the

above expression may be simplified to

WE[A] ' −
√

2π

m

∮
x(0)=x(1)

Dx 1

[
∫ 1

0
ẋ2 du]1/4

exp
[
−m

√∫ 1

0

ẋ2 du− iq
∫ 1

0

Aµẋµ du
]
. (11)

The assumption m
√∫ 1

0
ẋ2 � 1 is equivalent to making

a weak field approximation qE/m2 � 2π [5, 7]. We
will therefore also assume that the external electromag-

netic fields are relatively weak and satisfy q| ¯̄F |/m2 . 1,

for field strengths | ¯̄F |. Finally, note that Eq. (11) may
equivalently be obtained by making a saddle point ap-
proximation, to the z integral in Eq. (9).

Considering the terms in the exponent as part of an
effective action,

Seff := m

√∫ 1

0

ẋ2 du+ iq

∫ 1

0

Aµẋµ du , (12)

the corresponding Euler-Lagrange equations are

mẍξ = iq

√∫ 1

0

du ẋ2 Fξζ ẋ
ζ . (13)

The antisymmetry of Fµν immediately implies that

ẋ2 = ρ2 , (14)

where ρ is a constant.
Specialising now to temporally and spatially homoge-

neous E q B, let us choose ~E and ~B in the x3 direction,
without loss of generality. We then have for the Field

tensor ¯̄F ,

F12 = −F21 = B; F34 = −F43 = iE . (15)

This leads to the equations of motion

mẍ1 = iqρBẋ2 , mẍ2 = −iqρBẋ1 ,

mẍ3 = −qρEẋ4 , mẍ4 = qρEẋ3 . (16)

To clarify ideas and general techniques, that shall be
adopted in the finite temperature derivation, we first
derive the well-known result in the T = 0 case, using
the worldline instanton formalism. Though this result is

well-known, and has been derived using many other tech-
niques [43–48], we believe that a systematic derivation of
this has not been presented before in the literature, using
worldline path integral methods.

We note from Eq. (16) that the equations of motion
for x1, x2 and x3, x4 are decoupled from each other. The
set of equations for x1, x2 give rise to hyperbolic solu-
tions, which fail to satisfy the periodic boundary condi-
tion xµ(0) = xµ(1), as required by Eq. (9). Thus, the
only solutions for x1 and x2 are trivial solutions. For x3

and x4 one finds solutions

x3 =
m

qE
cos
(qEρu

m

)
, x4 =

m

qE
sin
(qEρu

m

)
, (17)

satisfying the required periodic boundary conditions. Let
us collectively denote these solutions by x̄. Note that
in the above, one must have ρ = 2πkR = m2kπ

qE , to

satisfy the boundary conditions. These solutions there-
fore represent a circle in the x3 − x4 plane, with radius
R = m/qE. This is equivalent to the situation in the pure
E case [7]. The effective action, with these solutions (x̄),
is then given by

Seff(x̄) =
m2kπ

qE
. (18)

Let us now compute the fluctuation prefactor for this
solution(for general techniques, see for instance [56–58]).
To leading order, the fluctuation prefactor is proportional
to ∼ det[δ2Seff/δxνδxµ]−1/2, evaluated at the solutions
to the equations of motion, with appropriate boundary
conditions.

Define the prefactor matrix at zero temperature

P0,scalar

µν :=
δ2Seff

δxν(u′)δxµ(u)

∣∣∣∣∣
x̄

(19)

= −

[
qEδµν
2kπ

d2

du2
− iqFµν

d

du

]
δ(u− u′)

− 2kπqE

R2
x̄µ(u)x̄ν(u′) .

The relevant determinant, with zero modes removed, may
be expressed using the matrix determinant lemma (see
for instance [41, 59]) as

det′[P0,scalar] = det′[C0]
[
1− 2kπ

qE

R2
(20)∫ ∫

du du′x̄µ(u) (C
′−1
0 )µν x̄ν(u′)

]
(−2kπqE)

C
′−1
0 := G0(u, u′) is to be interpreted as a Green’s func-

tion. In the E q B case, we have

C′0 :=


− qE

2kπ
d2

du2 iqB d
du 0 0

−iqB d
du −

qE
2kπ

d2

du2 0 0

0 0 − qE
2kπ

d2

du2 −qE d
du

0 0 qE d
du − qE

2kπ
d2

du2

 .

(21)
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Two of the eigenvalues are — 2πqE(l2/k − l), corre-
sponding to eigenvectors (0, 0, cos(2lπu), sin(2lπu)) and
(0, 0, sin(2lπu),− cos(2lπu)), and 2πqE(l2/k + l), corre-
sponding to eigenvectors (0, 0, sin(2lπu), cos(2lπu)) and
(0, 0, cos(2lπu),− sin(2lπu)). The other two eigen-

values have the form — 2πqE
(
− iBl

E + l2

k

)
, cor-

responding to eigenvectors (1, i, 0, 0) exp[2πilu] and

(i,−1, 0, 0) exp[2πilu], and 2πqE
(
iBl
E + l2

k

)
, corre-

sponding to eigenvectors (1,−i, 0, 0) exp[2πilu] and
(i, 1, 0, 0) exp[2πilu]. In all cases l runs from 1 to ∞.
With these, one obtains

det′[C0] =
( (4πN0)2

m4

)2 1

(2kπqE)2

∏
l 6=0,k

(
(l2/k − l)

)2
l4/k2

∞∏
l 6=0,l=−∞

[
2πqE( l

2

k −
iBl
E )
]2

(2πqE)2l4/k2
, (22)

where N0 = m2kπ/qE. The infinite products may be
simplified [55], and one obtains the compact expression

det′[C0] =
(8kπ3(−1)k+1

q3E3

)2(E sinh(kπB/E)

kπB

)2

. (23)

It is interesting to compare this to the equivalent expres-
sion in the case of pure E [6].

The only part remaining to be calculated is the
non-local factor that appears in Eq. (20) — [1 −
2kπ qER2

∫ ∫
du du′x̄µ(u) (G0)µν x̄ν(u′)]. Here, for the non-

trivial solutions, the only relevant part of C′0 is the (3−4)
block. The Green’s function G0(u, u′) can be obtained in
the standard way by constructing a spectral represen-

tation. Utilising the relation C′−1
0 = V C

′−1
0,D V

−1, with

V the eigenvector column matrix and C′0,D the diagonal
matrix, one gets

G0(u, u′) =

∞∑
l 6=0
l 6=k
l=−∞

1

2πqE(l2/k − l)
(24)

(
cos [2πl (u− u′)] − sin [2πl (u− u′)]
sin [2πl (u− u′)] cos [2πl (u− u′)]

)
.

With the non-trivial solutions for x3 and x4 this gives∫ 1

0

du

∫ 1

0

du′ x̄µ (u)
(
G0
)
µν
x̄ν (u′) = 0 . (25)

Therefore, due to the decoupling in Eq. (16) leading to
trivial solutions for x1 and x2, the non-local part of the
prefactor matrix determinant comes out to be unity, in
complete analogy to the pure E case [41].

Putting all the factors together, the fluctuation pref-
actor for fixed k finally comes out to be

FEqB
T=0,scalar

=
V E

4 (−1)k+1q2E2i

16π3k2

kπB

E sinh(kπB/E)
. (26)

The relevant part of the SQED Euclidean effective ac-
tion then becomes

WE,EqB
T=0,scalar

=

∞∑
k=1

iV4(−1)k+1q2EB

16π2k sinh(kπB/E)
exp

[
− m2kπ

qE

]
.

(27)
From this, using Eq. (6), the T = 0 vacuum decay rate

per unit volume, in SQED for homogeneous E q B, may
be calculated finally as

ΓEqB
T=0,scalar

=

∞∑
k=1

(−1)k+1q2EB

8π2k sinh(kπB/E)
exp

[
− m2kπ

qE

]
(28)

This matches the well-known zero temperature SQED ex-
pression in literature [3, 43–48], as given in Eq. (1). Note
that it also reduces to the pure E case in the limit B → 0,
as expected.

With this warm-up derivation in the zero temperature
case, clarifying ideas and techniques, we now proceed to
thermal Schwinger pair production in SQED when one
has homogeneous E q B fields. For calculating finite
temperature vacuum decay rates, for scalar particles in
the presence of a homogeneous electromagnetic field, we
need to calculate the imaginary part of the SQED ther-
mal effective action. The supplemental requirement in
the thermal case is that the Euclidean time direction
must now be compact with endpoints identified and one
requires x4(1) ≡ x4(0) + nβ [56–58, 60–62], with n ∈ Z.
Here, β−1 is the temperature (T ), that is assumed to be
much less than the mass of the particle under considera-
tion (T � m).

The SQED Euclidean effective action at finite temper-
ature is given by

WE
T 6=0,scalar =

∑
n∈Z
−
√

2π

m

∮
x4(1)≡x4(0)+nβ

x(0)=x(1)

Dx 1

[
∫ 1

0
ẋ2 du]1/4

exp
[
−m

√∫ 1

0

ẋ2du− iq
∫ 1

0

Aµẋµdu
]

(29)

One has again assumed weak fields, q ¯̄F/m2 � 1, and
small couplings q2 � 1. Note that n = 0 coincides with
the expression already derived, for zero temperature. We
focus on the n 6= 0 contributions. The terms in the ex-
ponent above, are again to be considered as part of some
effective action (Seff).

To find the relevant thermal instantons, we need to
find solutions to the equations of motion Eq. (16), that
are now additionally compact in x4, with period nβ [56–
58, 60–62]. Thus, we have to essentially find local sections
of the zero temperature instanton solutions Eq. (17), that
are additionally periodic by nβ in the x4 direction. For
such viable solutions to exist, we must have 2R ≥ nβ,
as is clear from geometry. This implies a bound nmax =
b2R/βc, where bxc denotes the integer less than or equal
to x. This means that there will be no one-loop thermal
contributions for T < qE/2m ≡ T∗, defining a critical
temperature T∗ for a given mass m and charge q. Since
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FIG. 1. The I− (left) and II− (right) solutions corresponding
to n ∈ Z−. The short path I− does not contribute an imag-
inary part to the Euclidean effective action, while the long

path II− does. It is therefore the x̄T,II− solution that would
contribute to vacuum decay rates.

there are no thermal corrections below T = T∗, it may
provide a partial resolution with some earlier studies [27,
33, 34], where it was argued that there are no thermal
corrections at one-loop (also see discussions in [41, 42]).

Now, for n ∈ Z−, i.e. solutions satisfying the boundary
condition

x4(1) = x4(0) + nβ ; n ∈ Z− , (30)

there are two solutions (see Fig. 1). For the smaller path
(I−), subtending angle θn at the center, Θ′ = 2πk + θn
is the total angle subtended by k windings. The explicit

solution (x̄T,I−) in this case is given by

x3 = R cos(Θ′u+π−θn/2) , x4 = R sin(Θ′u+π−θn/2) ,
(31)

with the end-points of x4 identified. There are again no
non-trivial solution for x1 and x2 satisfying the requisite
periodic boundary conditions, similar to the zero tem-
perature case. The corresponding effective action may
be computed for this solution, from Eq. (12), and comes
out to be

Seff(x̄
T,I−) = mRΘ′ −mRΘ′

2
+

m2

2eE
sin(θn) (32)

=
m2

2qE

[
2πk + 2 arcsin

(nT∗
T

)]
+
nm

2T

√
1− n2T 2

∗
T 2

,

where R = m/qE and T∗ = qE/2m. The relation be-
tween angle subtended θn and temperature T is

sin
(θn

2

)
= −nβ

2R
= −nT∗

T
, n ∈ Z− . (33)

As we shall see, a calculation of the fluctuation pref-

actor for the I− solution (x̄T,I−) shows that it does not
contribute to the imaginary part of the Euclidean effec-

tive action. Therefore, the solution x̄T,I− may only con-
tribute to the free energy and there is no contribution to
the vacuum decay rate from it.

For the longer path II−, shown in Fig. 1, subtending
angle 2π−θn at the centre, Θ = 2π(k+1)−θn is the total
angle subtended by k windings. The non-trivial part of

the solution x̄T,II− is given by

x3(u) = R cos(Θu+ θn/2) , x4(u) = R sin(Θu+ θn/2) .
(34)

The corresponding effective action, using Eq. (12), may
be calculated and gives

Seff(x̄
T,II−) = mRΘ−mRΘ

2
− m2

2qE
sin(θn) (35)

=
m2

2qE

[
2π(k + 1) + 2 arcsin

(nT∗
T

)]
+
nm

2T

√
1− n2T 2

∗
T 2

,

where, as before, T∗ = qE/2m and R = m/qE. The
relation between θn and n for II−, is same as in Eq. (33).
This solution, as we shall demonstrate while calculating
the fluctuation prefactor, will be one that does contribute
to the vacuum decay rate, by giving an imaginary part
to the Euclidean effective action.

For the positive integer case, n ∈ Z+ case, we have the
requirement

x4(1) = x4(0) + nβ ; n ∈ Z+ . (36)

There are again two solutions (see Fig. 2). For the smaller
path (I+), subtending angle θn at the center, Θ′ = 2πk+
θn is the total angle subtended. k is again the number
of windings. As is amply clear from Fig. 2 and geometry,

the explicit solution (x̄T,I+

) for this case is

x3 = R cos(Θ′u−θn/2) , x4 = R sin(Θ′u−θn/2) . (37)

These solutions give for the effective action

Seff(x̄
T,I+

) = mRΘ′ −mRΘ′

2
+

m2

2qE
sin(θn) (38)

=
m2

2qE

[
2πk + 2 arcsin

(nT∗
T

)]
+
nm

2T

√
1− n2T 2

∗
T 2

,

and as in the n ∈ Z− case the computation of prefactor
shows that it only contributes to the free energy and not
to pair production.

Coming now to the longer path (II+), subtending an
angle 2π − θn at the center (see Fig. 2) we have for k-
windings, a total angle subtended Θ = 2π(k+1)−θn. The
II+ solution, similar to II− of Eq. (34), will contribute to
the imaginary part of the effective action. This solution

(x̄T,II+

) is explicitly

x3(u) = R cos(Θu+π+θn/2) , x4(u) = R sin(Θu+π+θn/2) .
(39)
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FIG. 2. The I+ and II+ solutions corresponding to n ∈ Z+.
The short path I+, as in the earlier case, does not contribute
an imaginary part to the Euclidean effective action. The long
path II+ does contribute an additional negative eignevalue
from the non-local part in the prefactor matrix, and hence
contributes to an imaginary part for the Euclidean effective

action. It is thus the x̄T,II+

solution again that would con-
tribute to vacuum decay rates we are interested in.

The corresponding effective action is calculated to be

Seff(x̄
T,II+

) = mRΘ−mRΘ

2
− m2

2eE
sin(θn) (40)

=
m2

2qE

[
2π(k + 1)− 2 arcsin

(nT∗
T

)]
− nm

2T

√
1− n2T 2

∗
T 2

.

T∗, R, are as defined earlier and the relation between θn
and n is now

sin
(θn

2

)
=
nβ

2R
=
nT∗
T

, n ∈ Z+ . (41)

Note from Eq. (35) and Eq. (40) that the two solutions,

x̄T,II− and x̄T,II+

contributing to the vacuum decay rate,
actually give equivalent expressions for the exponential
factor. The contribution to pre-exponential factors will
also be seen to be similar, for both solutions. Hence,
the full sum over n ∈ Z may be replaced just by twice
sum over n ∈ Z+. Hence, from now on, we will just

consider the solution x̄T,II+

for presenting the relevant
calculations.

Let us now compute the fluctuation prefactor relevant

to the x̄T,II+

solution. Again, define a prefactor matrix

PT,scalar

µν :=
δ2Seff

δxν(u′)δxµ(u)

∣∣∣∣∣
x̄T,II+

(42)

= −
[qEδµν

Θ

d2

du2
− iqFµν

d

du

]
δ(u− u′)

−
ΘqEx̄T,II+

µ (u)x̄T,II+

ν (u′)

R2
.

The relevant determinant, with the zero modes removed,
may be written as [59]

det′[PT,scalar] = det′[CT ]
[
1−Θ

qE

R2
(43)∫ ∫

du du′x̄T,II+

µ (u) (C
′−1
T )µν x̄

T,II+

ν (u′)
]
.

Here, C
′−1
T := GT (u, u′) is again to be interpreted as an

appropriate Green’s function, without zero modes. The
matrix C′T is given in this case by

C′T :=


− qEΘ

d2

du2 iqB d
du 0 0

−iqB d
du −

qE
Θ

d2

du2 0 0

0 0 − qEΘ
d2

du2 −qE d
du

0 0 qE d
du − qEΘ

d2

du2

 . (44)

Note the presence of additional elements in the 1-2 block,
depending on magnetic field strength B, compared to the
equivalent matrix in the pure electric field case [41].

For calculating det′[CT ], we utilise the result [57, 63–65]∣∣∣∣∣det′[CT ]

det′[CT ]

∣∣∣∣∣ =

∣∣∣∣∣
∏
α ξα∏
α ξ̄α

∣∣∣∣∣ =

∣∣∣∣∣det ζ
(a)
ν (1)

det ζ̄
(a)
ν (1)

∣∣∣∣∣ , (45)

where CT is the matrix formed from CT by excluding all
non-diagonal terms. ξα and ξ̄α are the eigenvalues of CT
and CT respectively. The matrices ζ

(a)
ν (u) and ζ̄

(a)
ν (u)

satisfy the following set of equations [57, 63–65]

CT µν ζ (a)
ν (u) = 0 ; ζ (a)

ν (0) = 0 ; ζ̇ (a)
ν (0) = δ aν

CT µν ζ̄ (a)
ν (u) = 0 ; ζ̄ (a)

ν (0) = 0 ; ˙̄ζ (a)
ν (0) = δ aν . (46)

Since the eigen spectrum for CT is unknown, we may use
the second equality in terms of the ζ and ζ̄ matrices to
calculate det′[CT ] [57, 63–65]. For the homegenous E q B
case we are considering, the coresponding ζ matrix, with
appropriate boundary conditions, comes out to be

ζ(u) =


E

ΘB sinh
(
BΘu
E

)
iE
ΘB

(
cosh

(
BΘu
E

)
− 1
)

0 0

iE
ΘB

(
1− cosh

(
BΘu
E

))
E

ΘB sinh
(
BΘu
E

)
0 0

0 0 sin Θu
Θ

(−1+cos Θu)
Θ

0 0 (1−cos Θu)
Θ

sin Θu
Θ

 . (47)



7

From this, we have at u = 1 the determinant,

det[ζ(1)] = 4E2

Θ4B2 (cosh(BΘ/E) − 1)(1 − cos Θ). This

is always positive. The ζ̄(u) matrix comes out to be
— u · 14×4. Hence, the relevant determinant is just
det[ζ̄(1)] = 1. Putting all the above results together and

using Eq. (45),
√

det′[CT ] may now be readily computed
in our case as

√
det′[CT ] = NT (−1)k

(2πΘ

qE

)2
√

2(1− cos Θ)

Θ2
(48)√

2E2(cosh[BΘ/E]− 1)

Θ2B2
.

NT is a normalization factor that may be fixed explic-
itly by considering CT and the free theory. The factor
(−1)k is related to the Morse index [58, 64, 66] of the
corresponding solution.

The non-local part of the prefactor matrix determinant

in Eq. (43), is of the form

det′[PT,scalar] ⊃
[
1−Θ

qE

R2

∫ ∫
du du′x̄T,II+

µ (u)

GTµν x̄T,II+

ν (u′)
]

(49)

GTµν are Green’s functions satisfying

(C′T )µβ GTβν(u, u′) = δµν δ(u− u′) , (50)

with vanishing Dirichlet boundary conditions. Since x1

and x2 do not have non-trivial solutions, satisfying re-
quired boundary conditions, the combinations containing
GT11,GT12,GT21, and GT22 in the integral all trivially give zero.
The remaining terms are those with GT33,GT34,GT43 and GT44.
These are related to the 3-3, 3-4 and 4-4 elements of CT ,
which only depend on the electric field E. This imme-
diately suggests that the Green’s function should match
that computed in the pure E, thermal case [41]. Since
(CT )33 = (CT )44 and (CT )43 = −(CT )34, it may be shown
that GT33 = GT44 and GT43 = −GT34. Solving Eq. (50), con-
sidering cases u > u′ and u < u′, give

GT33 =
1

qE

[
sin

(
Θ(u+ u′)

2

)
cos

(
Θ(u− u′)

2

)
− sin (Θ|u− u′|)

2
−

2 sin
(

Θ
2 u
)

sin
(

Θ
2 u
′) cos

(
Θ
2 (u− u′)

)
tan

(
Θ
2

) ]
(51)

GT43 =
1

qE

[
sin

(
Θ(u+ u′)

2

)
sin

(
Θ(u− u′)

2

)
+

sgn [u− u′]
2

(
cos (Θ|u− u′|)− 1

)
− sin (Θ (u− u′)) + sin (Θu′)− sin (Θu)

2 tan
(

Θ
2

) ]
.

These are in agreement with the expressions found in [41],
for the pure E case. Putting all the above results to-
gether, the contribution of the non-local part, for T 6= 0
and homegeneous E q B, come out to be

det′[PT,scalar] ⊃ Θ

2
cot
(Θ

2

)
. (52)

This is manifestly negative, giving an extra nega-
tive mode for longer paths (II±), and thus contribut-
ing an imaginary part to the Euclidean effective action

WE,EqB
T 6=0,scalar

. Note that this is because the fluctuation pref-

actor is proportional to ∼ det[δ2Seff/δxνδxµ]−1/2, eval-
uated at the stationary solutions. As alluded to before,
the longer path solutions therefore contribute to vacuum
decay rates. In contrast, substituting Θ′ corresponding
to the shorter paths (I±), in place of Θ, would give a non-
local contribution which is positive. This finally makes
the fluctuation prefactor real and hence contributes only
to free energy. In the pure electric field case, this was
checked by matching the E → 0 limit of the short-path
expressions [41], with the exact free energy density of a

non-interacting relativistic particle [67], when β →∞. A
derivation of the free energy density using the standard
proper time representation of the effective potential [34],
in an external electric field, also matches that derived
from the short-path expression. There is nevertheless
some disagreement in the literature regarding the appro-
priate choice of path [8, 40–42].

Taking all the contributions into account, the thermal
SQED fluctuation prefactor, for fixed k, comes out to be

FEqB
T,scalar

= (−1)k
iV3β

4

q2EB

(2π)3/2(nmβ)1/2Θ sinh
(

ΘB
2E

)
[
1−

(nβqE
2m

)2]−1/4

(53)

Finally, combining all the exponential and pre-
exponential factors, the thermal vacuum decay rate per
unit unit volume, to leading order, in the background of
homogeneous E q B comes out to be

ΓEqB
T 6=0,scalar

= ΓEqB
T=0,scalar

+ ΓEqB
T,scalar

H(T − T∗) , (54)

with ΓEqB
T=0,scalar

given by Eq. (28) and ΓEqB
T,scalar

by
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ΓEqB
T,scalar

=

nmax∑
n=1

∞∑
k=0

(−1)kq2EB

(2π)
3
2 (nmβ)

1
2 Θ sinh( ΘB

2E )

[
1−

(
nβqE
2m

)2]− 1
4 exp

[
− m2

2qE

[
2π(k + 1)− 2 arcsin

(
nT∗
T

)]
+ nm

2T

√
1− n2T 2

∗
T 2

]
. (55)

In above, nmax = b2R/βc, H(x) is the Heaviside step
function, and Θ = 2π(k + 1) − θn = 2π(k + 1) −
2 arcsin(nT∗T ). In the limit of B → 0, ΓEqB

T 6=0,scalar
reduces

to the known expression for ΓET 6=0,scalar
[41]. Also, note

that when T < T∗ ≡ qE/2m, the periodic boundary con-
ditions on x4 cannot be satisfied and there are no thermal
corrections. In this case the result relapses to the zero
temperature expression.

III. THERMAL PAIR PRODUCTION FOR E q B
IN QED

We now proceed to compute the non-perturbative pair-
production rates for spin- 1

2 particles in Quantum Elec-
trodynamics (QED). The derivation is analogous to the
SQED derivation, with some subtleties coming from the
additional Pauli spin term and the necessities of fermionic
functional integrations.

For QED, the Euclidean effective action for fermion
field Ψ is given by

exp(−WE) =

∫
DΨDΨ̄ exp[−SE] , (56)

with

SE =

∫
d4x Ψ̄( /D +m)Ψ +

1

4
F 2
µν . (57)

Here, we define /D = γµEDµ = γµE (∂µ + iqAµ) and Ψ̄ =

Ψ†γ4
E. We have defined Aµ = (A1, A2, A3, A4) as before

such that A4 = −iA0 and Fµν = ∂µAν − ∂νAµ. γµE
are Euclidean gamma matrices, which are related to the
Minkowskian gamma matrices through the relations

γ4
E = γ0

M , γiE = −iγiM , (58)

in our convention. They satisfy

{γµE , γ
ν
E} = 2δµν , γ5

E = −γ1
Eγ

2
Eγ

3
Eγ

4
E , {γ5

E, γ
µ
E} = 0 . (59)

For brevity, henceforth we will remove the subscript (E)
from the Euclidean gamma matrices.

Performing the fermion functional integral gives

WE = −1

2
Tr ln[−D2 +m2 +

1

2
q σξζF

ξζ ] , (60)

where σµν = − i
2 [γµ, γν ]. Using the Frullani integral iden-

tity [3, 55], this may be expressed as

WE =
1

2

∫ ∞
0

dz

z
Tr
{

exp
[
− z
(
−D2 +m2 +

1

2
q σµνF

µν
)]}

.

(61)
Note the additional factor of 1/2 compared to the
scalar case as well as the additional Pauli spin term.
These will lead to interesting differences between the
SQED and QED results. Introducing fermionic coherent
states [20, 68, 69] and simplifying, the above Euclidean
effective action may be re-written as

WE =
1

2

∫ ∞
0

dz

z
exp(−m2z)

∮
x(0)=x(z)

Dx exp
[
−
∫ z

0

dτ
(x′2

4
+ iqAµx′µ

)]
Trf

{
exp

[
− 1

2
z qσµνFµν

]}
. (62)

In above, Trf denotes a fermionic trace and we have as-
sumed q2 � 1. In terms of fermionic coherent states (η),
this one-loop QED Euclidean effective action explicitly
takes the form [20]

WE =
1

2

∫ ∞
0

dz

z
e−m

2z

∮
x(0)=x(z)

Dx exp
[
−
∫ z

0

dτ
(x′2

4
+

iqx′µA
µ
)] ∮

η(0)=−η(z)

Dη exp
[
−
∫ z

0

dτ
(ηµη′µ

2
−

iqηµFµνη
ν
)]
. (63)

Let us define

J :=
1

2

∫ ∞
0

dz

z
e−m

2z

∮
x(0)=x(z)

Dx

exp
[
−
∫ z

0

dτ
(x′2

4
+ iqx′µA

µ
)]
, (64)

and also note that∮
η(0)=−η(z)

Dη exp

[
−
∫ z

0

dτ ηη′/2

]
= 2dE/2 . (65)

dE is the number of Euclidean dimensions. Following
a standard technique [70], let us then re-write the Eu-
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clidean effective action as

WE = 4 J det1/2
(
1− 2iq ¯̄F

( d
dτ

)−1
)
. (66)

As before, ¯̄F is the electromagnetic field tensor with
components F12 = −F21 = B and F34 = −F43 = iE.

Note that det1/2(1 − 2iq ¯̄F ( d
dτ )−1) should be a Lorentz

scalar. Hence it should depend on ¯̄F 2 and hence only
on the coupling constant as q2 [70]. Thus, we may relate

det1/2(1−2iq ¯̄F ( d
dτ )−1) = det1/2(1+2iq ¯̄F ( d

dτ )−1). From
this, we can write

Z2 := det
(
1− 2iq ¯̄F

( d
dτ

)−1
)
· det

(
1 + 2iq ¯̄F

( d
dτ

)−1
)
,

= det
(
1 + 4q2 ¯̄F 2

( d
dτ

)−2
)
. (67)

Using these definitions,

WE = 4 J Z1/2 . (68)

In the case of interest, we have

¯̄F 2 = diag(−B2,−B2, E2, E2) . (69)

Since ¯̄F 2 is diagonal, the factor Z may be evaluated read-
ily as

Z2 = det
(

diag
[
1− 4B2q2(d/dτ)−2, 1− 4B2q2(d/dτ)−2,

1 + 4E2q2(d/dτ)−2, 1 + 4E2q2(d/dτ)−2
])
. (70)

From this, we find

Z = det
(
1− 4B2q2(d/dτ)−2

)
det
(
1 + 4E2q2(d/dτ)−2

)
.

(71)
The above determinant may be obtained in the usual
way, by solving the eigenvalue problem

− d2

ds2
f(s) = λf(s) , (72)

with anti-periodic boundary condition f(z) = −f(0).
The eigenfunctions satisfying these boundary conditions
are

f(1)(s) = cos(2π(t+ 1/2)s/z) ,

f(2)(s) = sin(2π(t+ 1/2)s/z) ; t = 0, 1, · · ·∞ . (73)

The corresponding eigenvalues are given by

λt =
(2π(t+ 1/2))2

z2
. (74)

Substituting this in Eq. (71), and taking into account
the two-fold degeneracy, we get after a simplification of
the infinite products [55],

Z =
[ ∞∏
t=0

(
1 +

4B2q2

λt

)]2[ ∞∏
t′=0

(
1− 4E2q2

λt′

)]2
,

= cosh2(qBz) cos2(qEz) . (75)

Substituting these results back, one obtains

WE = 2

∫ ∞
0

dz

z
e−m

2z

∮
x(0)=x(z)

Dx exp
[
−
∫ z

0

dτ
(x′2

4

+ iqx′µAµ
)]

cosh(qBz) cos(qEz) . (76)

We now make a change of variable τ → zu, z →
z/m2, as before, and perform the z integral using a sad-
dle point approximation. The additional cosine term,
in the fermion case above, gives an imaginary part in
the exponential and hence does not modify the saddle
point [5]. Also, the hyperbolic cosine term when written
in its exponential form contributes a factor ±qBz/m2

to the integrand’s exponent. In the limit of weak fields,

q| ¯̄F |/m2 � 1, this does not modify the saddle point ei-
ther. Hence the saddle point for the z integral turns out

to be z0 = m
2 (
∫ 1

0
ẋ2 du)1/2.

The relevant one-loop Euclidean effective action in
QED is then given by

WE = 2

√
2π

m

∮
x(0)=x(1)

Dx 1

[
∫ 1

0
ẋ2 du]1/4

exp
[
−m

√∫ 1

0

ẋ2du − iq

∫ 1

0

A.ẋdu
]

cos
[qEz0

m2

]
cosh

[qBz0

m2

]
. (77)

Considering the terms in the exponent above as part
of an effective action, the corresponding Euler-Lagrange
equations are again given by

mẍξ = iq

√∫ 1

0

du ẋ2 Fξζ ẋ
ζ . (78)

Let us initially consider the T = 0 case, as before. For
E q B, E and B assumed to be in the x3 direction, there
are again no non-trivial solutions for x1 and x2, satisfying
the periodic boundary conditions. Hence, in complete
analogy to SQED, the only non-trivial solutions are

x3 = R cos(2kπu) , x4 = R sin(2kπu) . (79)

This leads to the effective action and the exponential part
of the QED vacuum decay rate

Seff(x̄(u)) =
m2kπ

qE
. (80)

The additional factors, for z0 = mρ/2 = m2kπ/qE,
come out to be

cos(qEz0/m
2) cosh(qBz0/m

2)→ (−1)k cosh(kπB/E) .
(81)

The fluctuation prefactor,for fixed k, is then

FEqB
T=0,fermion

= −2 · FEqB
T=0,scalar

(82)

= −2 · V
E
4 (−1)k+1q2E2i

16π3k2

kπB

E sinh(kπB/E)
.
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Combining everything, the one-loop Euclidean effective
action is

WE,EqB
T=0,fermion

=

∞∑
k=1

iV E
4 q

2EB

8π2k
exp

[
−m

2kπ

qE

]
coth[kπB/E] ,

(83)
giving the vacuum decay rate in QED at zero tempera-
ture,

ΓEqB
T=0,fermion

=

∞∑
k=1

q2EB coth(kπB/E)

4π2k
exp

[
− m2kπ

qE

]
.

(84)
This expression, derived using the worldline path integral

method, matches the familiar zero temperature QED ex-
pression [3, 43–48] , as given in Eq. (1).

Let us now turn to the finite temperature case (T 6= 0).
The computation will follow the zero temperature case
largely, with few additional complexities introduced by
the requirement of the periodicity criteria along x4 [56–
58, 60–62], as in SQED. To compute the fermion pair
production at finite temperature we again must consider
solutions that are compact in the x4 direction, with end-
points identified, and separated by nβ. Based on Eq. (62)
and Eq. (76), the one-loop effective action for fermions at
finite temperature is

WE,EqB
T 6=0,fermion

=
∑
n∈Z

2

√
2π

m

∮
x4(1)=x4(0)+nβ

x(0)=x(1)

Dx 1

[
∫ 1

0
ẋ2 du]1/4

exp

[
−m

√∫ 1

0

ẋ2du− iq
∫ 1

0

A.ẋdu

]
cos
[qEz0

m2

]
cosh

[qBz0

m2

]
.(85)

For E q B, in the q ¯̄F/m2 � 1 regime, the equations
of motion do not change compared to the corresponding

scalar case. Hence, nor does the value of Seff(x̄
T,II+

),
computed earlier in Eq. (40). This leads to an exponent

with Seff(x̄
T,II+

), which using z0 = mRΘ/2 for T 6= 0
leads to a factor

exp(−Seff(x̄
T,II+

)) cos
[qEz0

m2

]
cosh

[qBz0

m2

]
→

exp
[
− m2

2qE

[
2π(k + 1)− 2 arcsin

(nT∗
T

)]
+
nm

2T

√
1− n2T 2

∗
T 2

]
cos
(Θ

2

)
cosh

(BΘ

2E

)
(86)

The determinant of the prefactor matrix
det′[PT,fermion], which appears in the computation
of the QED fluctuation prefactor, also mostly remains

the same as in the thermal SQED case. The relevant
fluctuation prefactor hence becomes

FEqB
T 6=0,fermion

= −2FEqB
T 6=0,scalar

(87)

= −2 · (−1)k
iV3β

4

q2EB

(2π)3/2(nmβ)1/2Θ sinh
(

ΘB
2E

)
[
1−

(nβqE
2m

)2]−1/4

.

Combining all the above results, the leading order
QED vacuum decay rate, per unit volume at finite tem-
perature, in the background of coexistent, homogeneous
electric and magnetic fields, is given by

ΓEqB
T 6=0,fermion

= ΓEqB
T=0,fermion

+ ΓEqB
T,fermion

H(T − T∗) . (88)

ΓEqB
T=0,fermion

is defined as in Eq. (84), and ΓEqB
T,fermion

is de-
fined as

ΓEqB
T,fermion

=

nmax∑
n=1

∞∑
k=0

2(−1)k+1 q2EB

(2π)
3
2 (nmβ)

1
2 Θ sinh

(
ΘB
2E

)[1− (nβqE
2m

)2]− 1
4 cosh

(ΘB

2E

)
exp

[
− m2

2qE

[
2π(k + 1)− 2 arcsin

(nT∗
T

)]
+
nm

2T

√
1− n2T 2

∗
T 2

]
cos
(Θ

2

)
. (89)

Here, as before, nmax = b2R/βc, H(x) is the Heavi-
side function, T∗ ≡ qE/2m, and Θ = 2π(k + 1) − θn =

2π(k+1)−2 arcsin(nT∗T ). In the limit B → 0, ΓEqB
T 6=0,fermion

reduces to ΓET 6=0,fermion
and one obtains the leading or-

der thermal corrections in QED for the pure E case,
thereby complementing the known result for scalars [41].
For T < T∗, again there are no thermal corrections and

the result reverts to the T = 0 expressions.

IV. SUMMARY

The worldline path integral formalism provides a pow-
erful and systematic way to compute nonperturbative
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vacuum decay rates in various situations. In this work,
we computed leading order thermal corrections to vac-
uum decay rates, in SQED and QED, for the case of
homogeneous, coexistent electric and magnetic fields.
Apart from its theoretical importance, the results are
relevant in astrophysical settings where large electric and
magnetic fields may coexist in a thermal environment.

There are a few natural avenues to follow up on, that
were outside the scope of the present study. The Gaus-
sian approximation to the fluctuation prefactor is inade-
quate, leading to spurious singularities at thermal thresh-
olds, and one should include higher order terms to poten-
tially mitigate this. This is challenging even in the zero
temperature case, but based on the hard thermal loop
framework [71, 72], it has been argued that such spurious
singularities may be softened and the result correctly in-
terpreted [41]. Explicit calculation of these higher order
terms beyond the Gaussian approximation would shed
more light on the analytic structure of the terms at these
thresholds. Another subtle point to note is that, even at
zero temperature, the vacuum decay rate is not techni-
cally the same as the average, particle pair production
rate [73, 74]. In the zero temperature case, it may be
shown that the physical observable–the mean pair pro-
duction rate–is just the first term in the series for the

vacuum decay rate [73]. Hence, for weak fields the dis-
tinction is mostly pedantic. The thermal vacuum decay
rates we compute are therefore expected to closely match
the actual particle pair production rates for weak fields,
but a more careful calculation is required to make the
correspondence clear and rigorous. It would also be ap-
pealing to have a better physical understanding of the
various results and reach a consensus on the remaining
disagreements in the literature [8, 40–42]. Doing away
with the assumption of relatively weak fields and extend-
ing the study to arbitrary coupling strengths would also
be pertinent, as well as incorporating modifications due
to field inhomogeneities.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

A.T would like to thank A. Brown, S. Jain and M.
Paranjape for correspondence and useful discussions. We
are grateful to L. Medina and M. Ogilvie for discussions
pertaining to their calculation. A.T thanks CHEP, IISc.,
Bangalore and DTP, TIFR, Mumbai for hospitality, dur-
ing the completion of this work.

[1] F. Sauter, Z. Phys. 69, 742 (1931).
[2] W. Heisenberg and H. Euler, Zeitschrift für Physik 98,

714 (1936).
[3] J. S. Schwinger, Phys. Rev. 82, 664 (1951), [,116(1951)].
[4] I. K. Affleck and N. S. Manton, Nucl. Phys. B194, 38

(1982).
[5] G. V. Dunne and C. Schubert, Phys. Rev. D 72, 105004

(2005).
[6] G. V. Dunne, Q.-h. Wang, H. Gies, and C. Schubert,

Phys. Rev. D73, 065028 (2006), arXiv:hep-th/0602176
[hep-th].

[7] I. K. Affleck, O. Alvarez, and N. S. Manton, Nuclear
Physics B 197, 509 (1982).

[8] O. Gould and A. Rajantie, Phys. Rev. D 96, 076002
(2017).

[9] G. V. Dunne, in From fields to strings: Circumnavigat-
ing theoretical physics. Ian Kogan memorial collection (3
volume set), edited by M. Shifman, A. Vainshtein, and
J. Wheater (2004) pp. 445–522, arXiv:hep-th/0406216
[hep-th].

[10] R. Ruffini, G. Vereshchagin, and S.-S. Xue, Phys. Rept.
487, 1 (2010), arXiv:0910.0974 [astro-ph.HE].

[11] V. Fock, Phys. Z. Sowjetunion 12, 404 (1937).
[12] Y. Nambu, Prog. Theor. Phys. 5, 82 (1950).
[13] R. P. Feynman, Phys. Rev. 80, 440 (1950), [,198(1950)].
[14] R. P. Feynman, Phys. Rev. 84, 108 (1951), [,216(1951)].
[15] M. B. Halpern, A. Jevicki, and P. Senjanovic, Phys. Rev.

D16, 2476 (1977).
[16] M. B. Halpern and W. Siegel, Phys. Rev. D16, 2486

(1977).
[17] A. M. Polyakov, Contemp. Concepts Phys. 3, 1 (1987).
[18] Z. Bern and D. A. Kosower, Nucl. Phys. B379, 451

(1992).
[19] M. J. Strassler, Nucl. Phys. B385, 145 (1992), arXiv:hep-

ph/9205205 [hep-ph].
[20] C. Schubert, Phys. Rept. 355, 73 (2001), arXiv:hep-

th/0101036 [hep-th].
[21] M. G. Schmidt and C. Schubert, Phys. Lett. B318, 438

(1993), arXiv:hep-th/9309055 [hep-th].
[22] R. Shaisultanov, Phys. Lett. B378, 354 (1996),

arXiv:hep-th/9512142 [hep-th].
[23] S. L. Adler and C. Schubert, Phys. Rev. Lett. 77, 1695

(1996), [,354(1996)], arXiv:hep-th/9605035 [hep-th].
[24] M. Reuter, M. G. Schmidt, and C. Schubert, Annals

Phys. 259, 313 (1997), arXiv:hep-th/9610191 [hep-th].
[25] F. Bastianelli and C. Schubert, JHEP 02, 069 (2005),

arXiv:gr-qc/0412095 [gr-qc].
[26] W. Dittrich, Phys. Rev. D 19, 2385 (1979).
[27] P. H. Cox, W. S. Hellman, and A. Yildiz, Annals Phys.

154, 211 (1984).
[28] K. G. Selivanov, Phys. Lett. A121, 111 (1987).
[29] M. Loewe and J. C. Rojas, Phys. Rev. D 46, 2689 (1992).
[30] P. Elmfors, D. Persson, and B.-S. Skagerstam, Phys.

Rev. Lett. 71, 480 (1993), arXiv:hep-th/9305004 [hep-
th].

[31] A. K. Ganguly, P. K. Kaw, and J. C. Parikh, Phys. Rev.
C 51, 2091 (1995).

[32] J. Hallin and P. Liljenberg, Phys. Rev. D 52, 1150 (1995).
[33] P. Elmfors and B.-S. Skagerstam, Physics Letters B 348,

141 (1995).
[34] H. Gies, Phys. Rev. D60, 105002 (1999), arXiv:hep-

ph/9812436 [hep-ph].
[35] H. Gies, Phys. Rev. D61, 085021 (2000), arXiv:hep-

ph/9909500 [hep-ph].

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF01339461
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF01343663
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF01343663
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.82.664
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(82)90511-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(82)90511-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.72.105004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.72.105004
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.73.065028
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/0602176
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/0602176
http://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(82)90455-2
http://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(82)90455-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.96.076002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.96.076002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1142/9789812775344_0014
http://dx.doi.org/10.1142/9789812775344_0014
http://dx.doi.org/10.1142/9789812775344_0014
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/0406216
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/0406216
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physrep.2009.10.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physrep.2009.10.004
http://arxiv.org/abs/0910.0974
http://dx.doi.org/10.1143/PTP.5.82
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.80.440
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.84.108
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.16.2476
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.16.2476
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.16.2486
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.16.2486
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(92)90134-W
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(92)90134-W
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(92)90098-V
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9205205
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9205205
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0370-1573(01)00013-8
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/0101036
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/0101036
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(93)91537-W
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(93)91537-W
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/9309055
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(96)00359-0
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/9512142
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.77.1695
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.77.1695
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/9605035
http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/aphy.1997.5716
http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/aphy.1997.5716
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/9610191
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1126-6708/2005/02/069
http://arxiv.org/abs/gr-qc/0412095
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.19.2385
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0003-4916(84)90143-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0003-4916(84)90143-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0375-9601(87)90401-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.46.2689
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.71.480
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.71.480
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/9305004
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/9305004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.51.2091
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.51.2091
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.52.1150
http://dx.doi.org/ https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(95)00124-4
http://dx.doi.org/ https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(95)00124-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.60.105002
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9812436
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9812436
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.61.085021
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9909500
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9909500


12

[36] S. P. Gavrilov and D. M. Gitman, Phys. Rev. D78,
045017 (2008), arXiv:0709.1828 [hep-th].

[37] S. P. Gavrilov and D. M. Gitman, Quantum field the-
ory under the influence of external conditions. Pro-
ceedings, 8th Workshop, QFEXT07, Leipzig, Germany,
September 16-21, 2007, J. Phys. A41, 164046 (2008),
arXiv:0710.3933 [hep-th].

[38] S. P. Kim, H. K. Lee, and Y. Yoon, Phys. Rev. D82,
025016 (2010), arXiv:1006.0774 [hep-th].

[39] B. King, H. Gies, and A. Di Piazza, Phys.
Rev. D86, 125007 (2012), [Erratum: Phys.
Rev.D87,no.6,069905(2013)], arXiv:1204.2442 [hep-
ph].

[40] A. R. Brown, (2015), arXiv:1512.05716 [hep-th].
[41] L. Medina and M. C. Ogilvie, Phys. Rev. D 95, 056006

(2017).
[42] O. Gould, A. Rajantie, and C. Xie, (2018),

arXiv:1806.02665 [hep-th].
[43] A. I. Nikishov, Zh. Eksp. Teor. Fiz. 57, 1210 (1969).
[44] F. V. Bunkin and I. I. Tugov, Soviet Physics Doklady 14,

678 (1970).
[45] V. S. Popov, Sov. Phys. JETP. 34, 709 (1972), [Zh. Eksp.

Teor. Fiz.61,1334(1971)].
[46] J. K. Daugherty and I. Lerche, Phys. Rev. D14, 340

(1976).
[47] Y. M. Cho and D. G. Pak, Phys. Rev. Lett. 86, 1947

(2001), arXiv:hep-th/0006057 [hep-th].
[48] S. P. Kim and D. N. Page, Phys. Rev. D 73, 065020

(2006).
[49] L. D. Landau and E. M. Lifschits, The Classical Theory

of Fields, Course of Theoretical Physics, Vol. Volume 2
(Pergamon Press, Oxford, 1975).

[50] D. R. Lorimer and M. Kramer, Handbook of Pulsar As-
tronomy (Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, UK,
2004).

[51] M. Korwar and A. M. Thalapillil, (2017),
arXiv:1709.07888 [hep-ph].

[52] H. Gies, J. Jaeckel, and A. Ringwald, Europhys. Lett.
76, 794 (2006), arXiv:hep-ph/0608238 [hep-ph].

[53] A. Hook and J. Huang, Phys. Rev. D96, 055010 (2017),
arXiv:1705.01107 [hep-ph].

[54] O. Gould and A. Rajantie, Phys. Rev. Lett. 119, 241601
(2017), arXiv:1705.07052 [hep-ph].

[55] I. S. Gradshteyn and I. M. Ryzhik, Table of integrals,
series, and products, 7th ed. (Elsevier/Academic Press,
Amsterdam, 2007).

[56] E. J. Weinberg, Classical solutions in quantum field the-
ory , Cambridge Monographs on Mathematical Physics
(Cambridge University Press, 2012).

[57] M. Marino, Instantons and Large N (Cambridge Univer-
sity Press, 2015).

[58] M. Paranjape, The Theory and Applications of Instanton
Calculations, Cambridge Monographs on Mathematical
Physics (Cambridge University Press, 2017).

[59] D. A. Harville, Matrix Algebra From a Statistician’s Per-
spective (Springer-Verlag, 1997).

[60] D. G. C. McKeon and A. Rebhan, Phys. Rev. D47, 5487
(1993), arXiv:hep-th/9211076 [hep-th].

[61] D. G. C. McKeon and A. K. Rebhan, Phys. Rev. D49,
1047 (1994), arXiv:hep-th/9306148 [hep-th].

[62] I. A. Shovkovy, Phys. Lett. B441, 313 (1998), arXiv:hep-
th/9806156 [hep-th].

[63] I. M. Gelfand and A. M. Yaglom, J. Math. Phys. 1, 48
(1960).

[64] S. Levit and U. Smilansky, Annals Phys. 103, 198 (1977).
[65] S. Levit and U. Smilansky, Annals Phys. 108, 165 (1977).
[66] M. Morse, The Calculus of Variations in the Large,

American Mathematical Society No. v. 18 (American
Mathematical Society, 1934).

[67] P. N. Meisinger and M. C. Ogilvie, Phys. Rev. D65,
056013 (2002), arXiv:hep-ph/0108026 [hep-ph].

[68] E. D’Hoker and D. G. Gagne, Nucl. Phys. B467, 297
(1996), arXiv:hep-th/9512080 [hep-th].

[69] E. D’Hoker and D. G. Gagne, Nucl. Phys. B467, 272
(1996), arXiv:hep-th/9508131 [hep-th].

[70] O. Corradini and C. Schubert (2015) arXiv:1512.08694
[hep-th].

[71] E. Braaten and R. D. Pisarski, Phys. Rev. D45, R1827
(1992).

[72] E. Braaten and R. D. Pisarski, Phys. Rev. D46, 1829
(1992).

[73] A. I. Nikishov, Nucl. Phys. B21, 346 (1970).
[74] T. D. Cohen and D. A. McGady, Phys. Rev. D78, 036008

(2008), arXiv:0807.1117 [hep-ph].

http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.78.045017
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.78.045017
http://arxiv.org/abs/0709.1828
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1751-8113/41/16/164046
http://arxiv.org/abs/0710.3933
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.82.025016
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.82.025016
http://arxiv.org/abs/1006.0774
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.86.125007, 10.1103/PhysRevD.87.069905
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.86.125007, 10.1103/PhysRevD.87.069905
http://arxiv.org/abs/1204.2442
http://arxiv.org/abs/1204.2442
http://arxiv.org/abs/1512.05716
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.95.056006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.95.056006
http://arxiv.org/abs/1806.02665
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.14.340
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.14.340
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.86.1947
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.86.1947
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/0006057
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.73.065020
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.73.065020
http://arxiv.org/abs/1709.07888
http://dx.doi.org/10.1209/epl/i2006-10356-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1209/epl/i2006-10356-5
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0608238
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.96.055010
http://arxiv.org/abs/1705.01107
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.119.241601
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.119.241601
http://arxiv.org/abs/1705.07052
http://www.cambridge.org/us/knowledge/isbn/item6813336/
http://www.cambridge.org/us/knowledge/isbn/item6813336/
http://www.cambridge.org/mw/academic/subjects/physics/theoretical-physics-and-mathematical-physics/instantons-and-large-n-introduction-non-perturbative-methods-quantum-field-theory?format=HB
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/9781316658741
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/9781316658741
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.47.5487
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.47.5487
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/9211076
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.49.1047
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.49.1047
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/9306148
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0370-2693(98)01202-7
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/9806156
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/9806156
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.1703636
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.1703636
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0003-4916(77)90269-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0003-4916(77)90355-4
https://books.google.co.in/books?id=ouOVAwAAQBAJ
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.65.056013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.65.056013
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0108026
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(96)00126-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(96)00126-5
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/9512080
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(96)00125-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(96)00125-3
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/9508131
http://arxiv.org/abs/1512.08694
http://arxiv.org/abs/1512.08694
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.45.R1827
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.45.R1827
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.46.1829
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.46.1829
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(70)90527-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.78.036008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.78.036008
http://arxiv.org/abs/0807.1117

	Finite temperature Schwinger pair production in coexistent electric and magnetic fields 
	Abstract
	I Introduction
	II Thermal Pair production for E B in SQED
	III Thermal Pair production for E B in QED
	IV Summary
	 Acknowledgments
	 References


