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Abstract

We report on the dynamical scaling of momentum spectra for particle-antiparticle pairs at finite times within the

framework of scalar Quantum Electrodynamics (QED). The analysis focuses on the momentum spectra in two different

choices of adiabatic mode functions, which are related by a Wronskian normalization condition. Oscillations in the

momentum spectra are attributed to quantum interference effects in the adiabatic number basis. A novel dynamical

scaling behavior emerges when examining the oscillatory momentum spectra of pairs created by a Sauter pulsed

field at intermediate times. While the oscillatory spectra are observed at distinct times in the two different choices,

they overlap when time is rescaled by the point marking the initiation of the first occurrence of the Residual Particle-

Antiparticle Plasma (RPAP) stage (or end of the transient stage) for the central momentum case. This scaling identifies

the approximate time at which real particle-antiparticle pair formation becomes possible, shifting the focus from

asymptotic times to finite-time dynamics. Additionally, in the multi-photon regime, we find that the momentum spectra

exhibit a multi-modal profile structure at finite times, consistent across both choices and also follow the dynamical

scaling in this case as well.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The spontaneous creation of particle-antiparticle pairs in the presence of strong electromagnetic fields is

known as the Schwinger effect. This phenomenon was initially proposed by F. Sauter [1, 2] and first studied

through the effective action of a charged particle in a strong electromagnetic background by Heisenberg

and Euler [3], as well as Weisskopf [4]. Schwinger later provided a comprehensive explanation within the

framework of Quantum Electrodynamics for slowly varying fields [5]. The phenomenon of particle creation

is generally characteristic of situations where an external agent strongly influences the vacuum state of a

quantum field. In quantum field theory (QFT) in curved spacetimes, the curvature of spacetime serves as

this agent, as seen in the Hawking effect, which describes radiation from black holes [6]. However, direct

experimental verification of particle creation due to gravitational fields remains elusive due to the minute

nature of these effects. Nonetheless, quantum acoustic Hawking radiation from analogue black holes in

atomic Bose-Einstein condensates has been observed [7]. Similarly, empirical verification of the Schwinger

effect requires generating electromagnetic fields exceeding the Schwinger limit, Ec ≈ 1018V/m [8], pos-

ing significant technical challenges. However, experimental proposals, such as those involving ultraintense

lasers [9, 10], hold promise for making the Schwinger effect one of the first non-perturbative phenomena to

be tested. For a recent review, see [11]. Additionally, the Schwinger effect has been observed in an analogue

mesoscopic experiment in graphene [12, 13].

Particle creation occurs when external fields break symmetries in the quantum field theory. In flat space-

time, free fields exhibit Poincaré symmetry, and the canonical quantum theory remains invariant under this

symmetry group. As a result, the solutions to the equations of motion expand uniquely in the plane wave

basis, which defines the annihilation and creation operators. These operators, in turn, determine the Fock

vacuum, known as the Minkowski vacuum. When a time-dependent external field interacts with matter

fields, the classical Hamiltonian loses its invariance under time translations, leading to a loss of symmetry.
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This loss introduces flexibility in defining the annihilation and creation operators, making the vacuum state

for Fock quantization non-unique. Different vacuum choices lead to different interpretations of physical

quantities, such as the time evolution of particle-antiparticle pairs and the energy density. Understanding

these dynamics is essential, as it reveals how quantum systems evolve under external influences and how

physical observables depend on the chosen reference basis. The choice of vacuum depends on the system

and the specific properties one wishes to impose on the quantum theory. Among the most commonly used

vacua are adiabatic vacua, introduced by Parker [14] and formalized by Lüders and Roberts[15]. These

vacua utilize the WKB approximation to extend the plane wave solutions from flat spacetime to scenar-

ios with slowly varying external fields. Other approaches include diagonalizing the Hamiltonian [16, 17],

minimizing the renormalized stress-energy tensor instantaneously [18], minimizing the time evolution of

particle numbers in the Schwinger effect [19], and among many others. This paper focuses on exploring

the dynamics of particle creation to provide a time-dependent picture of pair production. By diagonaliz-

ing the Hamiltonian using time-dependent Bogoliubov transformations. Additionally, kinetic phase-space

methods derive a single-particle distribution function f (p, t), offering a dynamic view of particle creation in

momentum space [20, 21]. Understanding the time evolution of the distribution function f (p, t) is critical

for connecting the behavior of quasiparticles to observable quantities [22, 23]. This includes examining how

momentum spectra evolve over time, as well as the dynamics of real particle-antiparticle pairs that survive

after the external field ceases. This investigation provides insights into post-interaction phenomena such as

the generation of pair annihilation photons [24–26] and birefringence effects [27]. Approximate solutions

to the mode equations are introduced using the WKB approximation, which establishes a particle picture by

decomposing the field operator into positive and negative frequency components [28–31]. This decompo-

sition produces time-dependent creation and annihilation operators, which define the instantaneous vacuum

and particle number evolution. While the final particle distribution at late times is independent of the cho-

sen basis, significant variations occur at intermediate times. This emphasizes the importance of studying
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the dynamics to understand how different reference bases influence physical interpretations. Rather than

focusing on finding an ideal basis for pair creation, this paper emphasizes the broader physics that emerges

from studying multiple bases. By analyzing the dynamics of momentum distribution functions in different

reference frames, we can gain a deeper understanding of the physical observables and phenomena associated

with these distributions. Recently, the study of quasiparticle excitations in graphene under the influence of

an electric field has gained significant attention. These excitations exhibit behaviors similar to the electron-

hole pair creation observed in QED (like -Schwinger effect). Recent works have used distribution functions

to investigate these phenomena in graphene [23, 32–34]. In this paper, we investigate pair creation in a

spatially homogeneous, time-dependent Sauter pulsed electric field, a widely studied configuration due to

its analytic traceability [35–37]. Through the Bogoliubov transformation, we find that the single-particle

distribution function f (p, t) depends on the choice of mode function, particularly in the adiabatic basis. In

this basis, the adiabatic mode function is expressed as a WKB-approximate solution, satisfying a normalized

Wronskian condition, and is governed by two time-dependent functions: Ω(p, t) and V(p, t).To analyze the

particle distribution function across different bases, we consider two adiabatic bases, leveraging the freedom

in defining Ω(p, t) and V(p, t). We develop an analytical theory that is valid for finite times t > τ. In par-

ticular, we find an analytical expression for the one-particle distribution function in the power series of the

small parameter (1 − y). The interesting dynamical features of the momentum distribution function at finite

times are attributed to the function that appears in this expansion. Comparing the temporal evolution for

both choices reveals three distinct stages: the quasi-particle particle-antiparticle plasma (QPAP) stage, the

transient stage, and the residual particle-antiparticle plasma (RPAP) stage. These stages are consistent with

well-known vacuum pair production in intense fields for fermions (Spinor QED) discussed in Ref. [38].The

momentum spectra’s time evolution shows interesting oscillatory behavior at non-asymptotic times. This

oscillation arises due to quantum interference effects. For the second choice of adiabatic basis, the momen-

tum spectra exhibit different behavior at early times but converge to similar oscillatory behavior near t = 2τ,
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particularly around the Gaussian peak at p‖ = 0, albeit at slightly different times. To better understand

the time scales, we study the temporal evolution of the distribution function. The pair production process

follows three distinct stages: the QPAP stage, the transient stage, and the RPAP stage.We then explore the

oscillations in the momentum spectra hold physical significance by relating them to a specific time scale

that provides an equivalent picture across both bases. For this, we define the time tout as the first occurrence

of the RPAP stage (or the end of the transient stage), where f (p = 0, t = tout) = fconst.. Using this dynamical

time scaling, we examine the momentum spectra at t = 3
4
tout,

5
4
tout,

7
4
tout to visualize the behavior within the

transient and RPAP stages. Our findings reveal that just before reaching the RPAP stage, the two choices

show similar qualitative features but with differences in the oscillation amplitudes. In the RPAP stage, the

results overlap, though fine details differ due to the dependence of tout on momentum values. Furthermore,

we propose that t = 2tout can be identified as the time where both approaches converge exactly. This pro-

vides a finite time scale for interpreting real particle production instead of relying solely on asymptotic time

scales. Finally, we confirm that this dynamical scaling works well for multiphoton pair production in the

regime γ > 1.

The structure of this article is outlined as follows: Section II provides a comprehensive theoretical frame-

work, largely derived from [30, 39? ]. In Section III, we introduce expressions for the particle momentum

distribution function, leveraging the exact analytical solution for the mode function within a Sauter-pulsed

electric field scenario. Section IV delves into the discussion of our findings, while Section V presents the

concluding remarks of the article.

Throughout the paper, we use natural units and set ℏ = c = m = |e| = 1, the electric charge e < 0, and

express all variables in terms of the electron mass unit.
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II. THEORY

In this section, we will consider a comprehensive overview of the theoretical formulation of our problem

by examining the canonical quantization of the charged scalar field in a uniform electric field within the

semiclassical limit [40]. Here, we fully quantize the matter field while treating the electromagnetic field

classically, following the original references[30, 39, 40].

Consider an electric field along the z−direction. It is related to the gauge potential through Ez(t) = −∂Az(t)

∂t
.

For a scalar particle of mass m and charge e, the Klein-Gordon equation on the four dimensional Minkowski

spacetime with the metric (+,−,−,−) is given by

[(∂µ − ieAµ)(∂
µ − ieAµ) + m2]Φ̂(x, t) = 0 (1)

where, Aµ = (0, 0, 0, Az(t)) and Φ̂(x, t) is the scalar field. and we Fourier expand the charged scalar field

operator as

Φ̂(x, t) =

∫

d3
p

(2π)3

(

Φ
(+)
p (x)b̂p + Φ

(−)
p (x)d̂

†
−p

)

, (2)

where Φ
(±)
p (x) are the one-particle solutions of the Klein-Gordon equation, and b̂p, b̂

†
p, d̂p, d̂

†
p are the usual

time-independent creation and annihilation operators. These operators define the vacuum in-state through

the conditions b̂p|0in〉 = 0 and d̂p|0in〉 = 0. These time-independent operators obey the commutation rela-

tions:

[b̂p, b̂
†
p′] = [d̂p, d̂

†
p′] = δ

(3)(p − p′), (3)

with the remaining commutators equal to zero.

The start point is the Klein-Gordon equation for a uniform and time-dependent electric field

[(i∂ − eA) − m2]Φ(x) = 0 (4)
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Due to the spatial homogeneity, we can write the Φ(x) in the convenient form

Φ(x) = eip·xΦp(t) (5)

where, Φp(t) satisfies the ordinary differential equation

Φ̈p(t) + ω2
p

(t)Φp(t) = 0, (6)

with the time-dependent frequency ωp(t) :

ω(p, t) =

√

m2 + p2
⊥ + (p‖ − eA(t))2. (7)

Here, p⊥ = |p⊥| is the modulus of vector p⊥ perpendicular to the field vector, and p‖ = pz is the momentum

component parallel to the field.

To understand the solutions of Eq. (6), we observe that in the early time limit, as t → −∞, this equation

simplifies to:

Φ̈p(t) + ω2
p
Φp(t) = 0, (8)

where

ωp =

√

m2 + p2. (9)

Therefore, there exist two linearly independent solutions of Eq. (8) which we will label by the parameter σ,

Φ
(σ)
p (t) ∼

t→−∞
e−iσωpt. (10)

The one corresponding to a positive energy (with σ = +) will be interpreted as a particle whereas the

other one (with σ = −) as an antiparticle. In this manner, we have identified two sets of solutions to the

Klein-Gordon equation, as presented in Eq. (5),

Φ
(σ)
p (x) = eip·xΦ(σ)

p (t) (11)
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where Φ
(σ)
p (t) solves Eq.(6) and asymptotically behaves according to (10). Note that the mode function

Φ
(σ)
p (t) is normalized using the Wronskian condition,

[Φ
(σ)
p (t)]∗Φ̇(σ)

p (t) − [Φ̇
(σ)
p (t)]∗Φ(σ)

p (t) = −i (12)

Up to this point, creation and annihilation operators, as well as mode functions, have been considered

time-independent. This approach assumes a clear separation into positive and negative energy solutions,

facilitating a straightforward interpretation of particles and antiparticles. However, in a time-dependent

background field, solving the equation of motion for the mode functions, reveals that such a separation is

no longer apparent. This ambiguity makes it challenging to interpret the solutions in terms of particles and

antiparticles. Furthermore, the non-diagonal nature of the Hamiltonian in prior calculations complicates

the interpretation further, as it indicates that the particle number is not conserved. To address these issues

and achieve a meaningful interpretation, the system is reformulated to incorporate time-dependent quanti-

ties. This involves transitioning from time-independent particle numbers and operators to time-dependent

creation and annihilation operators, along with time-dependent mode functions. This transformation allows

for a more accurate representation of the system, capturing dynamic processes such as particle creation

and annihilation over time. This transformation can be achieved through the time-dependent Bogoliubov

transformation [41, 42]. To achieve a meaningful definition, we can define a number basis that depends on

the adiabatic mode function. This approach takes advantage of the fact that adiabatic mode functions are

solutions to the equations of motion under slowly varying background fields. The resulting particle number

basis is intrinsically linked to the adiabatic approximation, representing the instantaneous state of the sys-

tem at any given time. This dependence ensures that the particle interpretation remains consistent with the

chosen adiabatic reference frame, effectively capturing the dynamics of particle creation and annihilation

under varying external conditions.
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A. Mode functions and Bogolubov transformation

The Bogoliubov transformation defines a set of time-dependent creation and annihilation operators,

b̂p(t)and d̂p(t), which are related to the original time-independent operators, b̂pand d̂p, through a linear

transformation:



































b̂p(t)

d̂
†
−p(t)



































=



































αp(t) β∗
p

(t)

βp(t) α∗
p

(t)





































































b̂p

d̂
†
−p



































. (13)

with the unitarity condition

|αp(t)|2 − |βp(t)|2 = 1. (14)

be satisfied at all times. Thus the new operators b̂p(t)and d̂p(t) describe quasiparticles at the time t with the

instantaneous vacuum |0t〉. Applying the Bogoliubov transformation to Eq.(2) yields a new representation

for the field operators.

Φ̂(x, t) =

∫

d3
p

(2π)3

(

φ
(+)
p (x)b̂p(t) + φ

(−)
p (x)d̂

†
−p(t)

)

, (15)

The correspondence between the new φ
(±)
p (x) and the former Φ

(±)
p (x) functions is defined by a canonical

transformation

φ
(+)
p (x) = α∗

p
(t)Φ

(+)
p (x) − β∗

p
(t)Φ

(−)
p (x), (16)

φ
(−)
p (x) = αp(t)Φ

(−)
p (x) − βp(t)Φ

(+)
p (x), (17)

Therefore it is justified to assume that

φ
(σ)
p (x) = eip·xφ̃(σ)

p (t) (18)

Where φ̃
(σ)
p (t) are yet unknown functions. These time-dependent mode functions, φ̃

(σ)
p (t), are not exact

solutions to the equation of motion for Φ
(+)
p (t). However, they can still be employed as mode functions for
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constructing the time-dependent (but adiabatic) number basis. The substituation of Eq.(16) (17)into Eq.(15)

leads to the relations

Φ
(+)
p (t) = αp(t)φ̃

(+)
p (t) + β∗

p
(t)φ̃

(−)
p (t), (19)

Φ
(−)
p (t) = α∗

p
(t)φ̃

(−)
p (t) + βp(t)φ̃

(+)
p (t). (20)

We now able to construct the distribution function of particle with momentum p [43],

f (p, t) = 〈0in|b̂†p(t)b̂p(t)|0in〉 (21)

and anti-particle

f̄ (p, t) = 〈0in|d̂†
−p

(t)d̂
−p(t)|0in〉 (22)

Charge conservation implies that f (p, t) = f̄ (p, t), ensuring that the summation over momentum provides

the normalization for the total time-dependent adiabatic particle number.

∑

p

f (p, t) =
∑

p

f̄ (p, t) = N(t). (23)

In other words, it represents the number of quasiparticles in the system at a given time t.

By knowing the exact solution Φ
(±)
p (t) and reference adiabatic mode functions φ̃

(±)
p (t) , which allows for the

calculation βp(t). Therefore, we can obtain an expression for f (p, t) that rely on the choice of reference basis

functions φ̃
(±)
p (t).

1. The Adiabatic mode function and choices

In a slowly changing time-dependent background field, the adiabatic vacuum often provides a more

meaningful notion of particle number[19, 30, 44, 45]. The procedure relies on the WKB approximation to

solve mode equation,

¨̃φp(t) + ω2
p

(t)φ̃p(t) = 0. (24)
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For the ansatz

φ̃p(t) =
1

√

2Ωp(t)
e
−i

∫ t

t0
Ωp(t′)dt′

(25)

whereΩp(t) is an unspecified function. By substituting the WKB-ansatz Eq.(25) into the differential Eq.(24),

one obtains an equation for Ωp(t) as

0 = ω2
p

(t) −Ω2
p

(t) +

















3

4













Ω̇p(t)

Ωp(t)













2

−
Ω̈p(t)

2Ωp(t)

















(26)

Assuming the adiabatic behavior of ωp(t), characterized by the condition
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∣

∣

∣

ω̇p(t)

ω2
p(t)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≪ 1,

the equation can be solved iteratively as:

(Ω
( j+1)
p )2 = ω2

p
−
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2Ωp

− 3
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∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

Ωp=Ω
( j)
p

, (27)

where j = 0, 1, 2, · · · with Ω
(0)
p = ωp as the lowest solution. At the ( j+ 1)-th order, one has to take the terms

containing at most 2( j + 1) time derivatives. For example, the first order is given by

(Ω
(1)
p )2 = ω2

p
−















ω̈p

2ωp
− 3

4

(

ω̇p

ωp

)2














. (28)

It can be seen as a generalization of the WKB approximation, where the WKB approximation corresponds

to the zeroth order of the adiabatic expansion. For any adiabatic order, we can construct the solution of the

mode equation (20) using auxiliary functions αp(t) and βp(t) . Considering the j-th order, we formally write

the mode function as follows:

Φ
(+)
p (t) = αp(t)φ̃

+( j)
p (t) + β∗

p
(t)φ̃

−( j)
p (t) (29)

where

φ̃
±( j)
p (t) ≡ 1

√

2Ω
( j)
p (t)

exp

[

∓i

∫ t

t0

Ω
( j)
p (t′)dt′

]

(30)
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are the j-th order basis functions.

We require the first time-derivative of Φ
(+)
p (t) to be

Φ̇
(+)
p (t) = Qp(t)αp(t)φ̃

+( j)
p (t) + Q∗

p
(t)β∗

p
(t)φ̃

−( j)
p (t), (31)

Here, Qp(t) = −iΩp(t) + Vp(t), and Vp(t) is a real time-dependent function . We can verify that the nor-

malization condition Φ̇
(−)
p (t)Φ

(+)
p (t) − Φ(−)

p (t)Φ̇
(+)
p (t) = −i holds true if αp(t)|2 − |βp(t)|2 = 1 not dependent

on real function Vp(t). The flexibility in selecting Ωp(t) and Vp(t) reflects the arbitrary nature of defining

positive and negative energy states at non-asymptotic times. The suggested “natural choice” for this degree

of freedom is proposed in [29, 45] as

V
( j)
p (t) = −

Ω
( j)
p (t)

2Ω
( j)
p (t)
. (32)

Therefore, the time-dependent Bogoliubov coefficients may be found explicitly:

αp(t) = iφ̃
−( j)
p (t)

[

Φ̇
(+)
p (t) −

(

iΩ
( j)
p (t) + V

( j)
p (t)

)

Φ
(+)
p (t)

]

(33a)

βp(t) = −iφ̃
+( j)
p (t)

[

Φ̇
(+)
p (t) +

(

iΩ
( j)
p (t) − V

( j)
p (t)

)

Φ
(+)
p (t)

]

(33b)

and in particular

|βp(t)|2 = 1

2Ωp(t)

∣

∣

∣

∣

Φ̇
(+)
p (t) +

(

iΩ
( j)
p (t) − V

( j)
p (t)

)

Φ
(+)
p (t)

∣

∣

∣

∣

2
(34)

is determined in terms of the adiabatic frequency functions (Ωp(t),Vp(t)) and the exact mode function

solution Φ
(+)
p of the oscillator Eq.(6), which is specified by initial point (Φ

(+)
p , Φ̇

(+)
p ) at t = t0.

The choice of (Ω
( j)
p (t),V

( j)
p (t)) is not unique, but it is constrained by the need to match the adiabatic behavior

of the asymptotic expansion (27) to a sufficiently high order. While the detailed time dependence of f (p, t) is

influenced by the specific choice of (Ω
( j)
p (t),V

( j)
p (t)), the main characteristics in asymptotic time limit remain

largely unaffected by these choices.

In this paper, we consider the two common choices for adiabatic frequency functions (Ωp(t),Vp(t)) that
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extensively discussed in the literature in concern of the time-dependent particle number [46, 47]. In this

context, we study the single-particle distribution function defined concerning two different adiabatic bases

based on these choices. Two common choices are as follows.

(1) Ωp(t) = ωp(t) and Vp(t) = 0. This approach is taken, for example, in [47–49].

(2) Ωp(t) = ωp(t) and Vp(t) = − ω̇p(t)

2ωp(t)
. This approach is taken, for example, in [30, 46, 50].

III. PARTICLE DISTRIBUTION FUNCTION FOR SAUTER-PULSE ELECTRIC FIELD

Let us consider a simple model of the electric field,

Ez(t) = E0sech2(t/τ) (35)

where, τ is the duration of pulse and E0 is field strength. The corresponding vector potential is

Az(t) = −E0τ tanh
( t

τ

)

(36)

Now, Eq. (6) can be rewritten in the presence of electric field Eq.(35)

Φ̈p(t) + ω2
p

(t)Φp(t) = 0, (37)

where,

ω2
p

(t) =

√

(

p‖ − eE0τ tanh
( t

τ

)

)2

+ p2
⊥ + m2. (38)

This equation can be solved by converting it into a hypergeometric differential equation[51], by changing

the time variable to y = 1
2

(

1 + tanh
(

t
τ

))

.

The new variable y transforms the equation as

(

4

τ2
y (1 − y) ∂yy (1 − y) ∂y + ω

2(p, y)

)

Φp(y) = 0. (39)
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In this case, solutions can be written in terms of hypergeometric functions [51] . The two linearly indepen-

dent solutions of Eq. (39):

Φ
(+)
p (y) = C(+)y−iτω0/2(y − 1)iτω1/2

2F1 (a, b, c; y) (40)

Φ
(−)
p (y) = C(−)yiτω0/2(y − 1)iτω1/2

2F1 (a − c + 1, b − c + 1, 2 − c; y) (41)

where , C(±)(p) are some normalization constants and 2F1 (a, b, c; y) is the hypergeometric function.

a =
1

2
+

i

2
(τω1 − τω0) − iλ,

b =
1

2
+

i

2
(τω1 − τω0) + iλ,

c = 1 − iτω0,

λ =

√

(eE0τ2)2 − 1

4
. (42)

in which ω0 and ω1 are the kinetic energies of the field modes at asymptotic initial and final times.

ω0 =

√

(p‖ + eE0τ)2 + p2
⊥ + m2,

ω1 =

√

(p‖ − eE0τ)2 + p2
⊥ + m2. (43)

To obtain the single-particle distribution function using Eq. (22), we convert all functions in β(p, t), given

by Eq. (34), to the new time variable y. This transformation yields:

|β(p, y)|2 = 1

2Ω(p, y)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

(2

τ
y(1 − y)∂y + iQ(p, y)

)

Φ(+)(p, y)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

(44)

Using Eq. (40), the analytical expression for the single-particle distribution function in terms of the trans-

formed time variable y can be written as

f (p, y) =
|C(+)(p)|2
2Ω(p, y)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

τ
y(1 − y)

ab

c
g1 + i(Q(p, y) − (1 − y)ω0 − yω1)g2

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

(45)

where, g1 = 2F1 (1 + a, 1 + b, 1 + c; y), g2 = 2F1 (a, b, c; y) . and Q(p, y) = iΩ(p, y) − V(p, y).

This expression for the time-dependent single-particle momentum distribution function provides insights
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into pair creation at various dynamical stages [52]. Using this expression, we investigate the dynamical

behavior of f (p, t) using two different choices of adiabatic frequency functions, Ω(p, y) and V(p, y), as

discussed in Section II A 1. This analysis is based on the different adiabatic frequency functions chosen. A

detailed discussion of these findings is presented in Section IV to understand the role of the adiabatic choice

during pair formation at finite times.

A. Approximate analytical expression for f (p, t)

We use approximations based on Gamma and Gauss-hypergeometric functions to analyze the behav-

ior of the function f (p, t) in the late-time limit. These approximations help us derive simplified analytical

expressions for f (p, t). We start by approximating the Gauss-hypergeometric function as y → 1. Achiev-

ing smooth convergence to the limit 2F1 (a, b, c; y → 1) requires a solid understanding of this limit. The

complexity of the variables a, b, and c in this context demands careful handling. Thus, we transform the

argument by substituting y with (1 − y) using the following mathematical identity [51].

2F1 (a, b, c; z) =
Γ (c) Γ (c − a − b)

Γ (c − a) Γ (c − b)
2F1 (a, b, a + b − c + 1; 1 − z)

+ (1 − z)c−a−b Γ (c) Γ (a + b − c)

Γ (a) Γ (b)
2F1 (c − a, c − b, c − a − b + 1; 1 − z) .

∣

∣

∣arg(1 − z)
∣

∣

∣ < π (46)

In general Gauss-Hypergeometric function,

2F1 (a, b, c; z) = 1 +
ab

c
z +

a(a + 1)b(b + 1)

c(c + 1)

z2

2!
+

a(a + 1)(a + 2)b(b + 1)(b + 2)

c(c + 1)(c + 2)

z3

3!
+ ... (47)

The series continues with additional terms involving higher powers of z. Each term in the series involves

the parameters a, b, and c, as well as the variable z raised to a specific power. To approximate the particle

distribution function at finite time Eq.(45), we truncate the power series of the Gauss-hypergeometric func-

tions g1 and g2 to a certain order. The truncation order depends on the required accuracy and the specific

16



finite-time behavior under study. .

Let’s start by approximating the different terms present in the particle distribution relation (45):

2

τ
y(1 − y)

ab

c
g1 =

2

τ
y(a + b − c)Γ2(1 − y)(c−a−b) + (1 − y)

(2

τ
yabΓ1 −

2y

τ
(c − a)(c − b)Γ2(1 − y)(c−a−b)

)

+ (1 − y)2

(

2

τ
yΓ1

a(1 + a)b(1 + b)

(2 + a + b − c)
+

2

τ
yΓ2(1 − y)(c−a−b) (c − a)(c − b)(c − a + 1)(c − b + 1)

(a + b − c − 1)

)

(48)

where, Γ1 =
Γ(c)Γ(c−a−b−1)
Γ(c−a)Γ(c−b)

and Γ2 =
Γ(c)Γ(a+b−c)
Γ(a)Γ(b)

Similarly,

(

Q(p, y) − (1 − y)ω0 − yω1

)

f2 = (Q(p, y) − (1 − y)ω0 − yω1)

(

Γ1(c − a − b − 1)

(

1 + (1 − y)
ab

(1 + a + b − c)

)

+ (1 − y)(c−a−b)Γ2

(

1 + (1 − y)
(c − a)(c − b)

(1 + c − a − b)

)

(49)

Also, it is possible to write down the time-dependent quasi-energy ω(p, y) as the following series expansion

near y→ 1 :

ω(p, y) ≈ ω1 + w1(1 − y) + w2(1 − y)2 (50)

up to second order. Here,

w1 = −
2E0eτ(−p‖ + E0eτ)

√

1 + p2
‖ − 2E0 p‖eτ + E2

0
e2τ2

w2 =
2E2

0
e2τ2

(1 + p2
‖ − 2E0 p‖eτ + E2

0
e2τ2)3/2

(51)

Similarly,

V(p, y) ≈ V1(1 − y) + V2(1 − y)2 (52)

Here,

V1 =
4E0e(p‖ − E0eτ)

1 + (p‖ − E0eτ)2

V2 = −
4E0e

(

p‖ + p3
‖ − E0

(

3 + p2
‖
)

eτ − E2
0

p‖e
2τ2 + E3

0
e3τ3

)

(

1 +
(

p‖ − E0eτ
)2
)2

(53)
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therefore,

(

ω(p, y) − (1 − y)ω0(p) − yω1(p)
)

f2 = (1 − y)

(

(ω1 − ω0) − q1

)(

Γ1(c − a − b − 1) + e−iτω1(p) ln (1−y))Γ2

)

+(1 − y)2

(

Γ1(c − a − b − 1)

(

q2 +
ab((ω1 − ω0) + q1)

(1 + a + b − c)

)

+Γ2e−iτω1(p) ln (1−y)(q2 +
(

(ω1 − ω0) + q1

(c − a)(c − b)

(1 + c − a − b)

)

)

(54)

Using the above relation, we get

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

τ
y(1 − y)

ab

c
g1 + i(ω − (1 − y)ω0 − yω1) f2

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

≃
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

τ
y(a + b − c)Γ2e−iτω1 ln (1−y) + (1 − y)

[

Γ1

(

2

τ
yab + i(c − a − b − 1)(ω1 − ω0 −

2E0τP1

ω1

)

)

+Γ2e−iτω1 ln (1−y)

(

2

τ
y(a + b − c)

(c − a)(c − b)

(c − a − b)
+ i(ω1 − ω0 −

2E0τP1

ω1

)

)]

+(1 − y)2

[

Γ1

(

2

τ
yab

(1 + a)(1 + b)

(2 + a + b − c)
+ i

(2E2
0
τ2ǫ2⊥

ω3
1

+
ab

(1 + a + b − c)
(ω1 − ω0 −

2E0τP1

ω1

)

)

(c − a − b − 1)

)

+Γ2e−iτω1 ln (1−y)

(

2

τ
y(a + b − c)

(c − a)(c − b)(c − a + 1)(c − b + 1)

(c − a − b)(c − a − b + 1)
+

2E2
0
τ2ǫ2⊥

ω3
1

+(ω1 − ω0 −
2E0τP1

ω1

)
(c − a)(c − b)

(1 + c − a − b)

)]
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

(55)

As result, an approximate expression for the particle distribution function (45), which can then be re-

expressed using Eq.(55) as follows:

f (p, y) ≃ |N+(p)|2
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

τ
y(a + b − c)Γ2e−iτω1 ln (1−y) + (1 − y)

[

Γ1

(

2

τ
yab + i(c − a − b − 1)(ω1 − ω0 −

2E0τP1

ω1

)

)

+Γ2e−iτω1 ln (1−y)

(

2

τ
y(a + b − c)

(c − a)(c − b)

(c − a − b)
+ i(ω1 − ω0 −

2E0τP1

ω1

)

)]

+(1 − y)2

[

Γ1

(

2

τ
yab

(1 + a)(1 + b)

(2 + a + b − c)
+ i

(2E2
0
τ2ǫ2⊥

ω3
1

+
ab

(1 + a + b − c)
(ω1 − ω0 −

2E0τP1

ω1

)

)

(c − a − b − 1)

)

+Γ2e−iτω1 ln (1−y)

(

2

τ
y(a + b − c)

(c − a)(c − b)(c − a + 1)(c − b + 1)

(c − a − b)(c − a − b + 1)
+

2E2
0
τ2ǫ2⊥

ω3
1

+(ω1 − ω0 −
2E0τP1

ω1

)
(c − a)(c − b)

(1 + c − a − b)

)]
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2(

1 +
P(p‖, y)

ω(p, y)

)

(56)
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To explore the behavior of the particle distribution function at finite times (t > τ), we aim to express f (p, y)

in a series involving (1 − y). We can then consider truncating higher-order terms to simplify the analysis

while still capturing essential features. We provide detailed calculations for the approximate analytical

expression of the Gamma function, which appears in Eq. (56), in Appendix VII. For simplicity, we present

here the approximate expression for the distribution function in terms of the small parameter (1 − y) up to

the second order :

f (p, y) ≈ |N+(p)|2
(

C0(p, y) + (1 − y)C1(p, y) + (1 − y)2C2(p, y)
)

(57)

C0(p, y) = 4y2ν0ω
2
1|Γ2|2 (58)

C1(p, y) = 4|Γ2|2ω1y(yν1ω1 − ν0(ω1(1 + y))) + 4ν0ω1|Γ1Γ2|
[

−(τω1
V1

2
− w1)) sinΥ

+
y + 4λ2y + τ(V1 + 2ω1τ(ω1 − ω0 + w1) − (ω0 − ω1)2τy)

2τ
cosΥ

]

(59)
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C2(p, y) =
− cosΥ|Γ1Γ2|
2τ2(4 + τ2ω2

1
)

[

2ν0ω
3
0ω1τ

4(4 + τ2ω2
1) − 2ν0ω

5
1τ

6w1(1 + 2y) − ν0ω6
1τ

6y(1 + 2y)

+ ν0ω
4
0τ

4y
(

8y + ω2
1τ

2(1 + 2y)
)

+ 8ν0
(

τ2(V2
1 + 4w2

1) + 2yτV1(1 + 4λ2) + (y + 4λ2y)2)

− 2ω0τ
2(4 + ω2

1τ
2)
(

2yω2
1τ

2ν0w1 + yω3
1τ

2ν0 + ν1ω1(9 + 4λ2 − 12y + τV1y)
)

+ 2ω3
1τ

4(4ν1w1 + 4ν0w2 + ν0w1(5 − 6y + λ2(4 + 8y))
)

+ 8ω1τ
2(4V1w1 + 4ν0w2

+ ν0w1(9 + 2y + λ2(4 + 8y))
) − 2ω4

1τ
4(2ν1τV1 + ν0(−1 + y(9 + 2y) + τ(V1 + 2v2 + 4yV1))

)

+ ω2
1τ

2( − 16ν1τV1 + ν0
(

40 + 2τ2(V2
1 + 4w2

1) − 23y(1 + 2y) + 16λ4y(1 + 2y)

− 4τ(2V1 + 4v2 + 7V1y) + 8λ2(4 + (5 + 2τV1 − 6y)y)
))

− 2ω2
0τ

2ν0
(

4ω1τ
2w1(1 + 2y) + ω3

1τ
4w1(1 + 2y) + 8(−2 + y(4 + τV1 − y + 4λ2y))

+ ω2
1τ

2(8 + y(−13 + 2τV1 + 6y + λ2(4 + 8y))
))

]

+
sinΥ|Γ1Γ2|ω1

2τ(4 + ω2
1
τ2)

[

8ν0τ
2(V2

1 + 4w2
1) + 2ν0ω

4
0τ

4y + 16ω1τ
2(2ν1w1 + 2ν0w2 + ν0w1(5 + 2y)

)

+ 4ω3
1τ

4(2ν1w1 + 2ν0w2 + ν0w1(5 + 2y)
)

+ 2y(1 + 4λ2)
(

8ν1 + ν0(9 + 4λ2 + 16y)
)

− 2ω0τ
2(4 + τ2ω2

1)
(

2ν0w1(5 − 6y) + ω1ν0(τV1y − 4y)
)

+ 4τ
(

4ν1V1 + ν0(V1 + 4v2 + 10V1y

+ λ2V1(4 + 8y))
) − ω4

1τ
4( − 4ν1 + ν0(8y2 − 2(6 + y) + τ(V1 + 2V1y))

)

]

+
ν0|Γ1|2

4τ2

(

τ2(1 + τ2ω2
1)(V2

1 + 4(ω1 − ω0 + w1)2) + 2τy
(

2ω3
0ω1τ

3 − 2τ3ω4
1 + V1 + 4λ2V1

+ τω2
1(−2 + 8λ2 + τV1) + 2(−1 + 4λ2)ω1τw1 − 2ω3

1τ
3w1 − ω2

0τ(4 + τ(V1 + 2ω1τ(3ω1 + w1)))

+ 2ω0τ(2w1 + ω1(3 − 4λ2 + ω1τ
2(3ω1 + 2w1)))

)

+
(

1 + (2λ + (ω0 − ω1)τ)2)(1 + (2λ + (−ω0 + ω1)τ)2)y2

)

+ |Γ2|2
1

4(τ2 + ω2
1
τ4)

(

τ2ν0(1 + ω2
1τ

2)(V2
1 + 4(w1 + ω1 − ω0)2) − τ(2ω3

0ω1τ
3ν0 − 2ν0V1(1 + 4λ2)

+ ω4
1τ

3(16ν1 + 3ν0(−2 + τV1)) + ω2
1τ(16ν1 + ν0(−6 + τV1 + λ

2(8 − 12τV1)))

+ ω2
0τν0(8 + τ(2V1 + τω1(3ω1(2 + τV1) − 2w1))) − 2ω0τ(ω

3
1τ

2(ν0 + 8ν1 − 3ν0τV1) + ω1(ν0 + 4λ2ν0 + 8ν1 − 3τν0V1)

+ 4ν0w1 + 4ω2
1τ

2ν0w1) + 2ω3
1τ

3(−3ν0w1 + 8ν1w1 + 4ν0w2) + 2ω1τ((−3 + 4λ2)ν0w1 + 8ν1w1 + 4ν0w2))y

+ (((1 + 4λ2)2 + 2((2 − 4λ2)ω2
0 − 2ω0ω1(5 + 12λ2) + 2(−3 + 2λ2 + 8λ4)ω2

1)τ2 + (ω1 + ω0)2(ω2
0 + 10ω0ω1

− (11 + 16λ2)ω2)τ4 + 2ω2(ω0 + ω1)4τ6)ν0 + 16ω1τ
2(1 + τ2ω2)(−(ω0 + ω1)ν1 + ω1ν2))y2

)

(60)
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Here, Υ = ̺ + τω1 ln (1 − y). and also note that C0, C1, and C2 remain unchanged regardless of the function

of (1 − y).

IV. RESULT AND DISCUSSION

In this section, we explore how the choice of adiabatic basis functions influences the analysis of pair cre-

ation dynamics in a pulsed electric field. The single-particle momentum distribution function, as described

in Eq. (45), depends on the choices of Ω(p, t) and V(p, t). These choices, guided by certain conditions and

the inherent arbitrariness in defining positive and negative energy states, allow for an infinite number of

consistent configurations.

For our analysis, we focus on two specific adiabatic bases. The first choice corresponds to the standard

leading-order WKB solutions of the mode equation, where Ω(p, t) = ω(p, t) and V(p, t) = 0. The second

choice sets Ω(p, t) = ω(p, t) and V(p, t) = − ω̇(p,t)
2ω(p,t)

.

A. Momentum distributions of created particles

In this section, we present the momentum spectrum of the created particles based on the distribution

function given by Eq.(45) for a time-dependent Sauter pulse (35). We analyze the time evolution of the

momentum spectra and describe the observations in simple words. The pulse parameters chosen are τ =

10[m−1] and E0 = 0.2Ecr. The resulting Keldysh parameter , γ < 1, which signifies that the Schwinger effect

is dominant [53].

The time evolution of the momentum distribution for the first choice, in which the adiabatic frequency

functions are Ω(p, t) = ω(p, t) and V(p, t) = 0, is shown in Figure 1. The momentum distribution is

almost symmetric in the direction of the applied electric field (or z-axis direction). Momentum spectra show

two nearly separate bell-shaped profiles, with particles concentrated at the momentum values p‖ ≈ 1 [m] and
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p‖ ≈ 2 [m]. Due to the changing electric field strength over time, the location of the peaks and the magnitude

of the momentum distribution of the particles also change, as seen in Figs. 1(a) to (b). At t = 7 [m−1], the

first deformations appear on the right flank of the bell-shaped profile peak at p‖ ≈ 0; see Fig. 1(c). This

deformation becomes stronger as time progresses; see Fig. 1(d). At t = 22 [m−1], a dip is observed at

p‖ ≈ −2 [m], while the right-side profile, with a peak at p‖ ≈ 0, becomes dominant; see Fig. 1(e). These

oscillations strengthen over time, eventually revealing a growing white area on the right side near p‖ ≈ 0 (see

Fig. 1(f)). This area remains unaffected by the oscillations. Over time, the left-side peak gradually decreases

in height.At t = 32 [m−1], an outgoing distribution is evident, as shown in Fig. 1(g), with a Gaussian-like

profile and onset oscillations whose peak lies at p‖ = 0. This oscillatory behavior observed in the momentum

spectra of pairs created at finite times was reported for the first time for fermion particles (Spinor QED) in

[54, 55] and other references [56]. The oscillations originate from quantum interference effects, as explained

in [57], which also discusses the mathematical origin in greater detail using an approximate expression for

the distribution function in Subsection IV A 1. A further decrease in the oscillation amplitude follows the

weakening of the interference effect over time. Around t = 40 [m−1], the left-side profile peak diminishes.

Only the dominant central peak at p‖ = 0 persists, with a faint onset of an oscillatory effect superimposed

on a Gaussian-like profile. Eventually, as depicted in Figs. 1(h) to (i), the oscillations are barely visible

at t = 50 [m−1]. This corresponds to five times the pulse duration of the applied electric field. At this

time, the electric field strength has decreased to approximately 10−4, and the spectra show a nearly smooth

Gaussian-like structure. Numerous studies, including Dumlu et al. [58], have shown that the momentum

spectra for a Sauter pulsed field lack an oscillatory structure as time approaches infinity, instead displaying

a single-peaked Gaussian-like profile. This is consistent with the results shown in Fig. 1(i). It is worth

mentioning that in the literature, momentum spectra at asymptotic times (t → ∞) are physically interpreted

as corresponding to real particle formation. Here, we highlight that the occurrence or absence of oscillatory

effects in the momentum spectra can be related to asymptotic times. This allows for a physical interpretation
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Figure 1: Time evolution of momentum distribution function for first choice Ω(p‖, t) = ω(p‖, t) and V(p‖, t) = 0. The

transverse momentum is considered to be zero, and all the units are taken in the electron mass unit.The field parameters

are E0 = 0.2Ec and τ = 10[m−1].

and helps quantify time scales that are crucial for describing the different subprocesses involved in pair

production in time-dependent electric fields.

1. Approximate expression for momentum distribution function

To analyze the momentum distribution function analytically, we start with the approximate expression

of the distribution function f (p, t) (Eq.(57)) and set p⊥ = 0. This allows us to derive an approximate

expression for the longitudinal momentum distribution function f (p‖, t). Utilizing this expression, we unveil

that momentum spectrum structure mainly comprises three distinct functional behaviors. Upon carefully

examining the approximate expression for the distribution function, we find that in the quasi-particle stage,

the behavior of the distribution function is primarily governed by the (1 − y)2C2 term. This term leads

to a two-peak structure, where we observe oscillations on the right flank of the right-side peak. As time
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Figure 2: The second, first, and zeroth order terms are defined in Eq.(57) as functions of the longitudinal momentum for

different times. The curves are as follows: Brown: C0, Green: (1−y)C1, Black: (1−y)C2, and Orange: ((1−y)C1+C0).

The transverse momentum is considered to be zero, and all the units are taken in the electron mass unit.The field

parameters are E0 = 0.2Ec and τ = 10[m−1].

progresses, this peak structure diminishes. The central peak at p‖ = 0 in the spectrum can be mathematically

understood by the zeroth-order term C0 and the first-order term (1− y)C1, which is responsible for the onset

of oscillations in that peak. The oscillation pattern of C1 undergoes a transformation over time, primarily

due to the presence of ln(1 − y) in the sinusoidal and cosine functions. As time progresses towards infinity,

the (1 − y)C1 term leads to suppression. Consequently, we observe only a central peak at p‖ = 0 due to the

dominance of the C0 term. This observation is explicitly confirmed in Figure 2. It’s important to note that

C1 represents an oscillatory finite function whose magnitude depends on t. The magnitude of this function

plays a crucial role in determining the dynamics of f (p‖, t) in p‖-space at finite times.

2. Second choice

In Figure 3, the time evolution of the momentum distribution function for the second choice, where

Ω(p‖, t) = ω(p‖, t) and V(p‖, t) = − ω̇(p‖,t)
2ω(p‖ ,t)

, is depicted. At t = −15 [m−1], the spectra show two unequal

peaks: one at p‖ ≈ 2 [m] with a large value, and another at p‖ ≈ 1 [m] (see fig.3(a)). As time proceeds

and the electric field strength increases, the bi-modal structure of the spectra changes. We now observe a
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Figure 3: Time evolution of momentum distribution function for second choice Ω(p‖, t) = ω(p‖, t) and V(p‖, t) =

− ω̇(p‖ ,t)
2ω(p‖ ,t)

. The transverse momentum is considered to be zero, and all the units are taken in the electron mass unit.The

field parameters are E0 = 0.2Ec and τ = 10[m−1].

smooth, unimodal Gaussian-like profile with a peak located at p‖ = 0 [m], as shown in Figure 3(b) when the

electric field is at its maximum at t = 0. On the right side of the Gaussian profile, there is deformation within

the narrow range −0.5 < p‖ < 1 as depicted in Fig.3(c). After time t = τ, when the electric field’s magnitude

approaches zero, a central peak emerges within the spectra. This peak manifests around a longitudinal

momentum value of zero, accompanied by observable oscillations within a confined range −1 < p‖ < 1,

as demonstrated in Fig.3(d). The central peak structure grows over time as the electric field vanishes. As a

result, the Gaussian-like profile on the left side of the origin that was dominant earlier becomes diminished,

and the central peak now dominates the peak and has oscillatory behavior at t = 15[m−1] as shown in

figure 3(e). At t = 2τ,we see that the left side peak p‖ ≈ −2[m] is now hardly visible. The central peak

shows oscillatory behavior, as shown in figure 3(f), in a small window of longitudinal momentum where the

electric field diminishes. Intriguingly, this oscillation exhibits an asymmetry, with its amplitude being more
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pronounced for negative longitudinal momentum than its positive longitudinal momentum. At t = 25[m−1],

Only the dominant peak at p‖ = 0 persists, with a faint onset of oscillatory behavior superimposed on a

Gaussian-like structure eventually, as depicted in figures 3(g) to (h), the oscillation gradually fades away

by t = 32[m−1]. This type of similar trends discussed spectra for the first choice see figure 1(f) to (i). At

t = 40[m−1], oscillation becomes washed out, and spectra show a Gaussian-like structure withp‖ = 0[m].

Comparing the trends of spectra for two different choices, as illustrated in Figures 1 and 3, we note distinct

characteristics in the momentum spectra when the pairs are in the off-shell mass configuration, stemming

from the choice of adiabatic basis functions. Additionally, as particles reach the final on-shell configuration,

the behavior of spectra becomes consistent in the absence of an electric field.

B. Temporal evolution of distribution function and dynamical scaling

The influence of an external electric field renders the quantum vacuum unstable, leading to the genera-

tion of virtual particle-antiparticle pairs in an off-mass-shell state. These virtual charged particles undergo

acceleration by the electric field, acquiring enough energy to transform into real particles in an on-shell mass

state. Consequently, the distribution function f (p, t) exhibits three temporal stages: (i) the QPAP stage in

the region of maximal external field values, (ii) the transition region marked by fast oscillations, and (iii) the

final RPAP stage where f (t) approaches a constant residual value fconst.., as depicted in Fig. 4. We plot the

evolution of f (t) concerning two different choices. The blue curves correspond to the basis Ω(p, t) = ω(p, t)

and V(p, t) = 0 (first choice), while the magenta curves correspond to the basis Ω(p, t) = ω(p, t) and

V(p, t) = − ω̇(p‖,t)
2ω(p‖,t)

(second choice). The magnitude of the distribution function in the QPAP and transient

regions is suppressed in the second choice compared to the first one ( see left panel of Fig. 4). Different also

influences the behavior of fast oscillation in the transient region. To provide a qualitative context, one can

define the time interval characterized by fast oscillations, bounded by the initial point tin where the oscilla-

tion of f (t) first reaches the level of the residual particle stage. The time tout where the transient stage ends
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are when the average level of the oscillating f (t) reaches the final state; the residual particle stage begins.

We labeled this time tin = t1(first choice), T1(second choice) and tout = t2(first choice), T2(second choice)

as shown in right panel of Fig.4. In the residual particle stage, quasiparticles become independent, and real

particle-antiparticle pairs are observed with a lower value of f (t) than at the maximum electric field at t = 0.

We also noted that upon reaching the RPAP stage, different choices yield the same information about the

pair production process when the electric field vanishes.

1. Momentum spectra and Dynamical Scaling

In the previous section IV A, we discussed how the behavior of the momentum spectrum remains con-

sistent across both choices of adiabatic frequency functions as the electric field diminishes to zero at late

times. However, the choice of adiabatic frequency functions, (Ω(p‖, t),V(p‖, t)), significantly influences the

system’s behavior at earlier times, particularly in the QPAP and transient stages. A novel dynamical scaling

is observed while analyzing the oscillatory momentum spectrum of the pairs created at intermediate times,

calculated using the two adiabatic bases. In these bases, the same oscillatory momentum spectra are ob-

served but at different times. However, when we scale the time by the point marking the end of the transient

stage (or, onset of the residual stage) tout of dynamical evolution for each case of central momentum, the

respective momentum spectra overlap. To illustrate this effect, we present the momentum spectra of created

particles at specific times relative to the onset of the residual stage (or the conclusion of the transient stage).

Specifically, we analyze three time points: t = 3
4
tout, near the beginning of the residual stage; t = 5

4
tout;

and t = 7
4
tout, within the RPAP stage. It is important to emphasize that the time tout varies depending on

the chosen basis, which introduces a shift in the transition timing. In Figure 5, at t = 3
4
tout, the momentum

spectrum exhibits a two-peak structure. The first peak is small with a smooth profile, while the second peak

has a Gaussian envelope accompanied by oscillatory effects. While the overall behavior of the two peaks

is similar for both choices of bases, the amplitude of oscillations is noticeably larger for the first choice
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Figure 4: Evolution of distribution function f (p = 0, t) for two choices. The blue curve represent f (t) for first choice

of adiabatic freqency Ω(p‖, t) = ω(p‖, t) and V(p‖, t) = 0 and magenta curve for second choice Ω(p‖, t) = ω(p‖, t) and

V(p‖, t) = −
ω̇(p‖,t)

ω(p‖ ,t)
.The momentum is considered to be zero, and all the units are taken in the electron mass unit.The

field parameters are E0 = 0.2Ec and τ = 10[m−1].

compared to the second, as shown in Figure 5(a). At t = 5
4
tout, well into the residual stage and beyond the

transient stage, only the central peak at p‖ = 0[m] remains visible, now accompanied by onset oscillations.

The second peak, however, becomes almost indistinguishable, as illustrated in Figure 5(b). It is important

to note that the precise location of the oscillations depends on the chosen residual time and also varies with

the momentum value. In this analysis, tout is defined as the time corresponding to zero longitudinal momen-

tum, marking the end of the transient region and the beginning of the residual stage. As time progresses,

the oscillation amplitude diminishes and vanishes entirely by t ≈ 2tout. Beyond this point, the spectra for

both choices of adiabatic bases consistent, resulting in an identical final particle state, as shown in Figure

5(c). The qualitative features of the spectra remain consistent across both approaches, but differences in

oscillation amplitude persist during earlier times. To investigate the origin of these variations in oscillations

observed in the spectra, we analyze the approximate relation of the distribution function f (p‖, t) for the two

different adiabatic bases.

As discussed previously, the term (1 − y)C1 is mainly responsible for the quantum interference effect

observed as an oscillation in the momentum spectra. In Figure 6, we plot this term at finite time t, where
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Figure 5: Momentum spectra of created pairs at different times (a)t = 3
4
t2, (b)t = 5

4
t2 and (c)t = 7

4
t2 for first choice (

blue curve) and spectra at time (a)t = 3
4
T2, (b)t = 5

4
T2 and (c)t = 7

4
T2 for second choice (magenta curve ).The field

parameters are E0 = 0.2Ec and τ = 10[m−1].

E(t) → 0 for both approaches. From Fig. 6, we can observe that the first-order term of the approximate

distribution function for both choices qualitatively shows the same feature of a Gaussian envelope with

sine or cosine oscillations, at different time tout as explicitly confirmed by Eq. (61). But, the nature is

quantitatively different; the oscillation amplitude is more significant for the first choice of basis than the

second choice for the same time in figure not shown here. In the late-time limit (y → 1), the coefficients of

(1−y) in Eq. (59) can be further approximated by retaining only the dominant contribution and disregarding

the others.

C1(p‖) ≈ 2|Γ1Γ2|ν0ω1

[

(

1 + 4λ2 + τ(V1 + 2ω1τ(ω1 − ω0 + w1) − (ω0 − ω1)2τ)
)

cosΥ + (2w1 − τω1V1) sinΥ

]

(61)

The difference in oscillation amplitude observed at different times can be understood using the approximate

expression, which incorporates the real function V(p‖, t). This function influences the momentum spectra for

different choices of bases, although the overall oscillatory pattern remains consistent as the system reaches

the residual particle stage, where real particle formation occurs. As time progresses, the magnitude of

V(p‖, t) becomes significantly suppressed. Consequently, the zeroth-order term begins to dominate, causing

the oscillatory behavior to diminish and eventually become less noticeable or vanish. However, this behavior
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Figure 6: Time evolution of the components defined in Eq.(57) of the approximate analytical expression of f (p, t).

C1(1 − y) : first choice (orange) & second choice (green) and C0 + C1(1 − y) : first choice(cyan) & second

choice(pink).The transverse momentum is considered to be zero, and all the units are taken in the electron mass

unit.The field parameters are E0 = 0.2Ec and τ = 10[m−1].
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Figure 7: Time evolution of normalized momentum distribution function at different times. (a) t = 1
4
tout. (b) t = 1

2
tout

(c) t = 3
4
tout (d) t = tout (e) t = 5

4
tout (f)t = 2tout. The blue curve represent f (p‖, t) for first choice Ω(p‖, t) = ω(p‖, t)

and V(p‖, t) = 0 and magenta curve for second choice Ω(p‖, t) = ω(p‖, t) and V(p‖, t) = −
ω̇(p‖,t)

2ω(p‖ ,t)
. The transverse

momentum is considered to be zero, and all the units are taken in the electron mass unit.The field parameters are

E0 = 0.1Ec and τ = 5[m−1].

remains finite and does not entirely disappear.
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2. Multi-photon regime

In this section, we exmaine the momentum spectra of created pairs in the multiphoton regime. We

choose laser pulse parameters to ensure that the Keldysh parameter, γ ≫ 1. Figure 7 displays the spectra for

a short pulse duration τ = 5 [m−1] and a pulse strength E0 = 0.1Ec. In this case, the Keldysh parameter is

γ = 2, indicating that the system operates in the multiphoton regime, as expected from nth-order perturbation

theory, where n represents the minimum number of photons required to surpass the pair creation threshold

energy, i.e., nω > 2m [59]. To compare the momentum distribution functions for both cases, we aim

to plot the spectra on a common time scale. To achieve this, we scale time by multiples of tout, which

corresponds to the RPAP stage for each basis choice, as discussed in the previous section. Figure 7 presents

the time evolution of the momentum distribution function, f (p‖, t), in momentum space for the two different

cases. For the first case, the spectra display two nearly equal peaks: one at p‖ = −1.1 [m] and another

at p‖ = 0.32 [m], with the distribution being symmetric about p‖ ≈ −0.4. In contrast, for the second

case, the spectra also exhibit a bimodal profile, with unequal peaks: one at p‖ = −0.77 [m] and another at

p‖ = 0.25 [m], but the magnitude of the function is less pronounced compared to the first case and is hardly

visible, as shown in Fig. 7(a). As time progresses, the spectra, which initially show a smooth bimodal

structure, begin to change rapidly. At t ≈ tout/2, both choices exhibit nearly identical spectral trends. The

right-side peak splits, forming three smaller peaks, and the left-side peak at p‖ ≈ −1.1 [m] is suppressed

in the first case. For the second case, there is still one peak on the left side of the origin at p‖ = −1 [m],

though it is less dominant, while the right side of the spectrum shows a multi-modal structure, as seen in

Fig. 7(b). In Fig. 7(c), the momentum spectrum has developed a multi-modal profile, with the peak at p‖ ≈ 0

being much more prominent than the smaller, unequal peaks observed in both cases. While there is a slight

difference in magnitude, the overall behavior is qualitatively similar. This occurs at t = 0.75tout, a time

when the quasiparticles have reached the stage where they transition to real particles. Finally, at t = tout, the
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momentum spectra show a dip at p‖ ≈ 0 and the merging of the multi-modal peaks. This merging occurs as

the distinct peaks from both approaches fade, marking the transition to the residual particle stage. At this

point, the dependence on the different choices of mode functions becomes irrelevant, and we observe an

ambiguity in the distribution function’s definition due to the real time-dependent function V(p‖, t) no longer

playing a significant role. As a result, the spectra for both approaches exhibit a smooth unimodal profile

with a peak occurring at p‖ = 0, as depicted in Fig. 7(f).

An intriguing qualitative contrast emerges when comparing the scenario with γ = 0.5 to the current

situation. The figure highlights this distinct behavior, showing a multi-modal pattern at a specific moment.

This pattern, marked by more than two peaks, occurs at t ≈ τ.

V. CONCLUSION

We investigate pair creation from the vacuum under a spatially homogeneous, time-dependent Sauter

pulsed field within the framework of scalar quantum electrodynamics (QED). Employing the standard Bo-

goliubov transformation approach, we derive the single-particle distribution function, which is inherently

linked to the adiabatic mode functions defining the choice of basis. Since the exact mode functions Φ
(±)
p (t)

for the Sauter pulsed electric field are well-known in the literature, we use these to find the expression

for the particle distribution function. This expression depends on the choice of basis, a well-established

aspect that we further explore. Specifically, the distribution function’s evolution depends on the selected

time-dependent functions Ω(p, t) and V(p, t) in the adiabatic mode functions. Our analysis reveals that the

temporal behavior of the particle distribution function and the momentum spectrum of created pairs in the

sub-critical field limit exhibit distinct features, depending on the choice of adiabatic basis. Despite these

differences, the transition from virtual particles to real particles occurs in three distinct temporal stages,

common across all bases. However, the timing of the transient stage varies: for one basis, the transient stage

appears later, leading to a slower approach to the constant value of the Real Particle-Antiparticle Pair (RPAP)
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state. This suggests that the choice of functions Ω(p, t) and V(p, t) influences the timing of transitions, even

though the overall qualitative physics remains unaffected.

We define the initiation time of the transient stage as tin and the end of the transient stage as tout, which

marks the beginning of the RPAP stage. For different basis choices, the timescales (tin, tout) generally differ.

However, we find that after t = tout, the distribution function behaves similarly across all bases. This is

because, in the RPAP state, the distribution function becomes constant, and the particles satisfy the on-

mass-shell condition, with real particle-antiparticle pairs emerging from the vacuum.

We also study the time evolution of the momentum spectra of created pairs, using the standard choice

of Ω(p, t) = ω(p, t) and V(p, t) = 0. The momentum spectrum displays a multi-structured evolution,

consistent with previous observations for fermions in spatially homogeneous, time-dependent electric fields

(e.g., [54, 56, 60]). Near the RPAP stage, the spectra exhibit oscillatory features due to quantum interference

when the electric field is nearly zero. These oscillations form a central Gaussian peak with superimposed

oscillations, creating a quantum interference pattern that diminishes over time. We derive approximate

analytical expressions for f (p, t) at finite times, showing that the momentum spectra consist of three distinct

functional behaviors. The oscillatory behavior results from the interplay between first- and zeroth-order

terms in the distribution function, with the former being suppressed over time, causing the oscillations to

fade.

When comparing the momentum spectra for different adiabatic bases, we observe varying behaviors

during the QPAP and transient regions. However, after the transient stage ends, the spectra converge to a

similar form. Notably, quantum interference in the RPAP stage appears earlier for the second basis choice,

as the transition to real particles occurs more rapidly. To illustrate this, we observe a novel dynamical scaling

when analyzing the oscillatory momentum spectrum of pairs created at finite times. For each adiabatic basis,

we observe the same oscillatory momentum spectra, but at different times. When we scale time by the point

marking the end of the transient stage (or the initiation of the RPAP stage), tout, for each case of central
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momentum, the respective momentum spectra overlap.

Determining tout precisely is challenging because it depends on momentum, so we approximate it for

both bases. At t = 2tout, the momentum spectra exhibit a smooth, Gaussian-like profile for both bases,

highlighting the consistency of the adiabatic basis approach at sufficiently large times.

We further show that the first-order term C1 and the zeroth-order term C0 in the approximate distribution

function contribute to the observed oscillatory behavior at t = tout for both bases. However, the timing of

these oscillations differs between bases, reflecting variations in the temporal progression of pair production

stages.

We find that the choice of Ω(p, t) and V(p‖, t) induces a temporal shift in the creation of real particle-

antiparticle pairs. This shift is analogous to the changes in momentum scales observed under different

gauges, where the canonical momentum reflects the physical field description, and the kinetic momentum

incorporates the effects of the external field.

In the multiphoton regime (γ > 1), the momentum spectra at finite times exhibit multimodal structures

in the RPAP state for both adiabatic basis choices. This contrasts with the unimodal profiles typical of the

tunneling regime (γ < 1). By comparing time relative to the residual stage, we observe that both bases

produce a multiphoton signature in the momentum spectra.

As discussed in the literature, the dynamics of pair production are complicated by the choice of basis,

and no existing theoretical framework fully describes the evolution of particles and antiparticles over all

times. For instance, the quantum kinetic equation formalism for time-dependent, strong-field QED still

faces these challenges, despite being widely accepted. However, it is crucial to understand the information

embedded within the chosen basis, particularly with respect to the pair creation process in a vacuum under

strong fields at finite times. The theoretical understanding of pair production in a time-dependent electric

field is generally limited to asymptotic time (t → ∞). However, infinite time is not physically meaningful,

and researchers typically use the late-time limit (t ≫ τ), where the electric field vanishes. In this context, our

34



study identifies the critical time scale at which real particle-antiparticle pairs can be created from the vacuum

under a time-dependent pulsed field. This work emphasizes the importance of studying the dynamics of pair

production in different basis. It opens the door for further studies on realistic laser pulse configurations,

simulations, and experiments. Understanding the dynamical scaling and extracting key insights from such

analyses will guide future simulations and experimental efforts on vacuum pair production in strong-field

QED.
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VII. APPENDIX

We introduce it here in anticipation of encountering the Gamma function Γ(z) in the subsequent content.

The Gamma function typically obeys the following relationship:

Γ(1 + z) = zΓ(z), Γ(1 − z)Γ(z) =
π

sin(πz)
, (62)

from which we can derive the following useful relations,

|Γ(iz)|2 = π

z sinh (πz)
, |Γ(1 + iz)|2 = πz

sinh (πz)
, |Γ(1

2
+ iz)|2 = π

cosh (πz)
(63)

Using the mathematical identities (63), we can compute |Γ1|2 and |Γ2|2 as

|Γ1|2 =
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

Γ(c)Γ(c − a − b − 1)

Γ(c − a)Γ(c − b)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

=
ω0

ω1(1 + τ2ω2
1
)

(

cosh (π
2
(2λ − τ(ω0 + ω1)) cosh (π

2
(2λ + τ(ω0 + ω1)))

sinh (πτω0) sinh (πτω1)

)

|Γ2|2 =
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

Γ(c)Γ(a + b − c)

Γ(a)Γ(b)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

=
ω0

ω1

(

cosh (π
2
(τ(ω1 − ω0) − 2λ) cosh (πτ

2
(τ(ω1 − ω0) + 2λ))

sinh (πτω0) sinh (πτω1)

)

(64)
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When computing expressions like Γ1Γ̄2, approximate methods prove advantageous. A frequently utilized

technique entails utilizing Stirling’s formula for the Gamma function [61], offering a simpler yet effective

approach to assess the desired expression.

Γ(z) ≈ zz−1/2e−z
√

2π (65)

Then, we derive the set of equations employing Stirling’s formula for the Gamma function, which are used

to determine the Gamma function in the computation of the particle distribution function.

Γ(1 + ix) ∼
√

2πe( 1
2

ln(x)− π
2

x)+i(x(ln(x)−1)+ π
4

)

Γ(−ix) ∼
√

2πe( π2 x− 1
2 ln(x))+i(x(1−ln(x))− π4 )

Γ(ix) ∼
√

2πe(− π
2

x− 1
2

ln(x))+i(x(ln(x)−1)− π
4

) (66)

So,

Γ1Γ̄2 =

(

Γ(c)Γ(c − a − b − 1)

Γ(c − a)Γ(c − b)

)

(Γ(c)Γ(a + b − c)

Γ(a)Γ(b)

)

(67)

Subsequently, following certain algebraic manipulations, we obtain :

Γ1Γ2 = |Γ1Γ2|ei̺ (68)

where,

|Γ1Γ2| =
ω0

ω1

1

sinh (πτω0) sinh (πτω1)

√

1 + ω2
1
τ2

√

cosh (π
2
(2λ − τ(ω0 + ω1)) cosh (π

2
(2λ + τ(ω0 + ω1)))

cosh (π
2
(τ(ω1 − ω0) − 2λ) cosh (πτ

2
(τ(ω1 − ω0) + 2λ))

(69)

ρ =
1

4

[

2π + 4τω1 − 4 tan−1(τω1) − 4τω1(−1 + ln τω1) − 4τω1 ln(τω1)

− (2λ + (ω0 − ω1)τ)(−2 + ln (
1

4
+ (λ +

τ

2
(ω0 − ω1))2)) + (2λ + (−ω0 + ω1)τ)(−2

+ ln (
1

4
+ (λ +

τ

2
(−ω0 + ω1))2)) − (2λ − (ω0 + ω1)τ)(−2 + ln (

1

4
(1 + (λ +

τ

2
(ω0 − ω1))2)))

+ (2λ + (ω0 + ω1)τ)(−2 + ln (
1

4
(1 + (λ +

τ

2
(ω0 + ω1))2)))

]

(70)
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