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Stimulated photon-photon scattering is a predicted consequence of quantum electrodynamics that has yet to be
measured directly. Measuring the cross-section for stimulated photon-photon scattering is the aim of a flagship
experiment for NSF OPAL, a proposed laser user facility with two, 25-PW beamlines. We present optimized
experimental designs for achieving this challenging and canonical measurement. A family of experimental
geometries is identified that satisfies the momentum- and energy-matching conditions for two selected laser
frequency options. Numerical models predict a maximum signal exceeding 1000 scattered photons per shot
at the experimental conditions envisaged at NSF OPAL. Experimental requirements on collision geometry,
polarization, cotiming and copointing, background suppression, and diagnostic technologies are investigated
numerically. These results confirm that a beam cotiming shorter than the pulse duration and control of the
copointing on a scale smaller than the shortest laser wavelength are needed to robustly scatter photons on a
per-shot basis. Finally, we assess the bounds that a successful execution of this experiment may place on the
mass scale of Born-Infeld nonlinear electrodynamics beyond the Standard Model of physics.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum electrodynamics (QED) predicts that elec-
tromagnetic (EM) fields interact in vacuum, with the
interaction mediated by virtual pairs of charged parti-
cles and antiparticles. This so-called ‘vacuum nonlinear-
ity’ is a purely quantum effect: the classical Maxwell’s
equations in vacuum are strictly linear. The idea that
the existence of particle/antiparticle fields gives rise to
nonlinear effects in the propagation of EM fields in vac-
uum was developed in Refs.1,2, where the Lagrangian
density of a slowly-varying EM field was determined
including the quantum effects of the electron-positron
“vacuum fluctuations.” This is the well-studied Euler-
Heisenberg Lagrangian density, which was re-computed
later by Schwinger using quantum electrodynamics in
Ref.3.

The space (time) scale characterizing the rapidity of
variation of the electromagnetic field is determined by
the reduced Compton wavelength (Compton time) λC =
h̄/mc ≈ 3.9 × 10−11 cm (λC/c = h̄/mc2 ≈ 1.3 ×
10−21 s)1–3, with m indicating the electron mass. The
Euler-Heisenberg Lagrangian density was computed as-
suming uniform and constant fields, i.e., it does not con-

tain spacetime derivatives of the EM fields and depends
only on the two Lorentz invariants4: F = −2(E2 − B2)
and G = −4E ·B. The fact that the Euler-Heisenberg La-
grangian density depends nonlinearly on F and G implies
that the resulting equations of motion of the electromag-
netic field (E,B) are also nonlinear1–3.5

The importance of these nonlinear terms is determined
by the strength of the electromagnetic field as compared
to the so-called critical electric and magnetic fields of
QED1–3: Ecr = m2c3/h̄|e| ≈ 1.3 × 1016 V/cm and
Bcr = m2c3/h̄|e| ≈ 4.4 × 1013 G in our units where
the vacuum permittivity ϵ0 is set equal to unity and
where e < 0 denotes the electron charge. The criti-
cal fields of QED exceed by several orders of magnitude
the most intense electromagnetic fields produced in the
laboratory by high-power lasers, with the current record
being6 around 1.1 × 1023 W/cm2 corresponding to an
electric field amplitude of approximately 6.4×1012 V/cm.
Several multipetawatt facilities are under construction or
planned7–11, which are expected to overcome the present
record intensity by a factor five or more (see also the
report of the recent Multi-Petawatt Physics Prioritiza-
tion (MP3) Workshop12), but remain orders of magni-
tude below the critical field strength. This explains why
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vacuum-polarization effects are typically very small and
challenging to measure.

A wide variety of experiments have been proposed
to observe various consequences of vacuum nonlinear-
ity. These include: vacuum polarization effects and
the related process of photon-photon scattering, the
cross-section of which was computed in Refs.13–16 (see
also Refs.17,18); birefringence and dichroic effects in the
propagation of an EM wave through a strong laser
field19–44; harmonic generation and photon splitting in
intense laser fields45–51; vacuum Bragg scattering and
Cherenkov radiation52–55; and vacuum-polarization ef-
fects in plasmas56–59. Photon-photon scattering and re-
lated experimental proposals were analyzed, among oth-
ers, in Refs.60–67. The above list of works is not exhaus-
tive; we refer the reader to the reviews68–73 for a more
complete list of proposals. Recently, it has been claimed
that vacuum birefringence was observed in the presence
of the strong magnetic field surrounding a neutron star;74

however, those conclusions have been criticized.75 Scat-
tering of GeV photons by a virtual photon field (Delbrück
scattering) has been measured,76,77 and evidence for scat-
tering of two GeV-scale virtual photons has also been re-
ported in relativistic heavy-ion collisions.78–80. However,
the direct measurement of the predicted vacuum nonlin-
earity effects in experiments with sufficient statistics to
constrain the theory remains to be done.

The lowest-order interaction between two photons
requires a closed fermion loop with four vertices,
making it highly suppressed with respect to, e.g.,
electron-photon scattering processes. The cross-section
for scattering of two photons with energy h̄ω in
their center-of-momentum frame is calculated to be
σγγ =

[
7.265× 10−66 cm2

]
(h̄ω/eV)

6
.81 The highest

power laser system as of this writing82 produces on
the order of 1021 photons: if concentrating two such
beams into a diffraction-limited f/# 1 focus, the proba-
bility of photon-photon scattering remains negligibly low
(N2σ/πR2 ≈ 2 × 10−8).83 While upper-bound results
exist in the literature,84 no attempts to measure direct
photon-photon scattering to date have recorded a signif-
icant signal.

In this manuscript, we study the experimental require-
ments to measure real photon-photon scattering for the
first time, using the stimulated photon-photon scatter-
ing (SPPS) concept at a proposed 2× 25-PW laser fa-
cility, NSF OPAL. In this design, which was first pro-
posed in Ref.60, three laser beams collide, one of which
acts as a “stimulating” beam along which one of the
two scattered photons is emitted. The SPPS process is
analogous to non-linear 4-wave mixing in the quantum
vacuum, and has two advantages for measuring photon-
photon scattering: first, that the scattered photon sig-
nal propagates in a known direction that is distinct from
the incident lasers; and second, that the presense of the
stimulating beam significantly increases the cross-section
for scattering, which in this design scales85 as σ ∝ ω4.
Prior theoretical work has investigated 3-beam stimu-

lated photon-photon scattering, showing that potentially
viable solutions exist at the level of a three, 10 PW beam
capability.86–89

The National Science Foundation is currently funding
the design of NSF OPAL, a laser user facility that will
deliver two, 25 PW beams. If built, NSF OPAL will
be the first facility that can potentially measure stim-
ulated photon-photon scattering at optical frequencies
with more than one scattered photon per shot. Stim-
ulated photon-photon scattering has been identified as
a potential flagship experiment for the facility, motivat-
ing a rigorous examination of the expected signal and
experimental requirements. To achieve the SPPS experi-
ment described above, we propose splitting and (option-
ally) frequency-doubling one of the two, 25 PW beams
(Alpha-1) to provide the two scattering beams, and col-
lide them with the second 25 PW beam (Alpha-2) as the
stimulating beam. We predict that over 1000 scattered
photons can be generated per shot: high enough to avoid
reliance on statistical methods to interpret the result and
to permit a detailed study of the SPPS interaction over
a range of parameters. If successful, this experiment will
provide a direct measurement of nonlinear effects in the
quantum vacuum.
We examine the stimulated photon-photon scattering

experiment based on the expected performance of the
NSF OPAL facility, and present a novel, optimized scat-
tering geometry to maximize the scattering signal. The
theory underlying stimulated photon scattering is dis-
cussed in Section II. Section III describes the numeri-
cal models used to assess a more realistic photon scat-
tering signal, taking into account beam focusing and
pulse shaping, and presents results of these models. Sec-
tion IV describes an optimized experimental design for
the stimulated photon-photon scattering experiments on
NSF OPAL, discusses requirements to achieve success,
and how those requirements might be met. Finally, Sec-
tion V assesses the bounds that the proposed experi-
ment can put on Born-Infeld nonlinear electrodynamics
i.e. contributing to beyond-the-Standard-Model (BSM)
physics.

II. THEORY

Scattering of two real photons must simultaneously
conserve momentum and energy:

k1 + k2 = k3 + k4 (1)

ω1 + ω2 = ω3 + ω4 (2)

where k, ω are the wave-vector and frequency of the ini-
tial (1,2) and scattered photons (3, 4), respectively. For
stimulated scattering, the frequencies and wave vectors
of the three input beams (1, 2, 3) enforce a particular
solution for the scattered photon (4). (Throughout this
work we will use normalized units in which c = h̄ = 1,
unless otherwise stated.)
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In the particular case in which the three input beams
share the same frequency (ω1 = ω2 = ω3 = ω), the scat-
tered photon also has the same frequency. Equation 2
then admits a family of solutions:

k1 = ω [ cosϕ, sinϕ, 0 ] ,
k2 = ω [ cosϕ, − sinϕ, 0 ] ,
k3 = ω [ cosϕ, 0, sinϕ ] ,
k4 = ω [ cosϕ, 0, − sinϕ ] ,

(3)

where ϕ is the half-angle between beams 1 and 2, and
without loss of generality we have made beams (1,2) sym-
metric with respect to the (y, z) plane.
Prior works have focused on cases in which the scat-

tered photon has a distinct frequency from the incident
beams, because this can increase detectability of the sig-
nal. A common strategy86–89 is to use ω1 = ω2 = 2ω,
ω3 = ω, for which Eq. 2 requires ω4 = 3ω. Such a scheme
can be produced in the lab from a single laser source by
frequency doubling beams 1 and 2. With these frequency
choices, Eq. 2 admits the following family of solutions:

k1 = 2ω [ cosϕ, sinϕ, 0 ] ,
k2 = 2ω [ cosϕ, − sinϕ, 0 ] ,
k3 = ω [ sin θ, 0, cos θ ] ,

k4 = 3ω [ 4 cosϕ−sin θ
3 , 0, − cos θ

3 ] ,

(4)

where additionally θ is the angle between beam 3 and the
z-axis, and is a unique function of ϕ satisfying:

θ = arcsin

(
2 cosϕ− 1

cosϕ

)
. (5)

The particular solution studied in prior works is equiva-
lent to e.g. k1 = 2ω ex, k2 = 2ω ey and k3 = ω ez where
ej indicates a unit vector parallel to the j-axis. Figure 1
shows the geometry for these two families of equations.

The center-of-momentum frequency ωcm is calculated
using the 4-vector dot product as:

ω2
cm =

ω1ω2

2

(
1− k̂1 · k̂2

)
= ω1ω2 (sinϕ)

2
(6)

where k̂ indicates the direction of the vector k only. In
general, the scattering cross-section will be maximized
with maximally-opposing beams. For the one-color fam-
ily of solutions (Eq. 3), fully counter-propagating colli-
sions are admissible (ϕ = 90◦), whereas for the three-
color family of solutions (Eq. 4), impact angle is max-
imized at ϕ = 60◦, θ = −90◦. In these maximal solu-
tions, all three beams lie in a plane, and the scattered
photon travels directly opposite beam 3, which compli-
cates detection. However, most of the benefit of increased
scattering probability is attained with near-planar solu-
tions. For the three-color solution, assuming the final
laser focusing subtends an opening angle of less than 28◦

FIG. 1. Cartoon of scattering geometry for (a) one-color
scattering (Eq. 3); (b) three-color scattering (Eq. 4). Inci-
dent lasers (beams 1–3) are shown focusing to the interaction
point, whereas scattered photons (beam 4, dashed) are shown
exiting the interaction.

(f/# ≥ 2), the cones of beams 3 and 4 will not over-
lap for values of ϕ < 57.1◦ (θ > −49◦). At this limit,
the cross-section scaling with ωcm predicts an increase in
scattering by 2.8× compared to the previously-considered
ϕ = 45◦ solution.

To more fully assess the performance of photon-photon
scattering experiments from this family of solutions, a
numerical model is required to account for realistic fo-
cusing, temporal pulse shaping, and polarization effects.
This model is described in the following section.
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III. NUMERICAL MODELING

A full calculation of the stimulated photon-photon
scattering signal from intense focused laser fields is
achieved by starting from the lowest-order Euler-
Heisenberg Lagrangian density1–3,90

L =
1

2
(E2 −B2) +

2α2

45m4
[(E2 −B2)2 + 7(E ·B)2], (7)

where α = e2/4π is the fine-structure constant. Follow-
ing the method presented in Ref.21 (see also Ref.91), one
can derive the following inhomogeneous wave equation
for the electric field E(x), with x = (t, r):

∇2E − ∂2
tE = ∇× (∂tM) + ∂2

tP −∇(∇ · P ), (8)

where

P (x) =
4α2

45m4
[2(E2 −B2)E + 7(E ·B)B], (9)

M(x) = − 4α2

45m4
[2(E2 −B2)B − 7(E ·B)E] (10)

are the vacuum-induced polarization and magnetization
vectors.

By writing the total electromagnetic field as the sum
(E0(x),B0(x)) of the electromagnetic fields of the collid-
ing beams and the vacuum-induced electromagnetic field
(E1(x),B1(x)), one can easily demonstrate that the en-
ergy dE/dωdΩ radiated per unit frequency ω and unit
solid angle Ω can be written as

dE
dωdΩ

=
ω4

16π3
|n× [M(k) + n× P (k)]|2 , (11)

P (k) =

∫
d3xdt eiω(t−n·x)P (x), (12)

M(k) =

∫
d3xdt eiω(t−n·x)M(x), (13)

where k = (ω,k) = ω(1,n) and where from now on it is
understood that the polarization and magnetization vec-
tors P (x) and M(x) are computed with the total elec-
tromagnetic field (E0(x),B0(x)) of the colliding beams.
To fully calculate the radiated signal requires integrat-

ing the interacting laser fields over all relevant positions
and times (4 dimensions), as well as over all relevant
radiation angles (2 dimensions). A range of frequencies
must also be assessed, as the spectral content of the short
laser pulses allows a range of scattered photon frequen-
cies. The laser fields are defined using the paraxial ap-
proximation for Gaussian beams, and are fully defined by
the set of parameters: wavelength, incident angle, polar-
ization angle, phase offset, focal radius, pulse duration,
and peak intensity. The convention used for polariza-
tion angle φk of a beam propagating along k is that the
polarization direction is Ê = cos(φk)ê1+sin(φk)ê2, with

ê1 =
(ẑ × k)× k

|(ẑ × k)× k| , (14)

ê2 =
ẑ × k

|ẑ × k| . (15)

For each timestep and location, the total field produced
by the three lasers is determined and the scattering am-
plitude calculated. The norm of the total scattering am-
plitude for each scattering vector and frequency is then
calculated to determine the differential scattered spec-
trum. By integrating over the spectrum and solid angle
of emission, a total number of scattered photons is deter-
mined.

A. Total number of scattered photons

Alternatively, the total number of scattered photons
can be assessed in a simplified integration. By dividing
the emitted energy by the scattered photon energy ω, one
can write the total number N of scattered photons as

N =

∫ ∞

0

dω

∫
dΩ

ω3

16π3
|n× [M(k) + n× P (k)]|2

=

∫
d3k

(2π)3
1

2ω
|k × [M(k) + n× P (k)]|2.

(16)

By introducing a four-dimensional notation with the met-
ric ηµν = diag(+1,−1,−1,−1) and the four-dimensional
scalar product a · b = a0b0 − a · b between two arbitrary
four-vectors aµ = (a0,a) and bµ = (b0, b), the above ex-
pression of N can written in a manifestly covariant form.
Indeed, analogously to the electric and magnetic field,
the magnetization and the polarization three-dimensional
vectors are the elements of a second-rank, antisymmetric
tensor92,

Σµν(x) =

 0 −Px(x) −Py(x) −Pz(x)
Px(x) 0 Mz(x) −My(x)
Py(x) −Mz(x) 0 Mx(x)
Pz(x) My(x) −Mx(x) 0


= − α

45πF 2
cr

[
F(x)Fµν(x) +

7

4
G(x)F̃µν(x)

]
,

(17)

where Fcr = m2/|e| indicates either the electric or the
magnetic critical field of QED, F(x) = Fµν(x)F

µν(x) =

−2[E2(x)−B2(x)] and G(x) = Fµν(x)F̃
µν(x) = −4E(x)·

B(x) are the two electromagnetic invariants, and Fµν(x)

and F̃µν(x) = (1/2)εµνλρFλρ(x) are the field tensor and
its dual, with εµνλρ being the fully antisymmetric tensor
(ε0123 = +1).
In fact, one can easily show that Eq. (16) can be writ-

ten as

N =

∫
d3k

(2π)3
1

2ω

∫
d4x d4y eik·(x−y)kµΣ

µν(x)Σνλ(y)k
λ

=

∫
d3k

(2π)3
1

2ω

∫
d4x d4y eik·(x−y)

× ∂x,µΣ
µν(x)∂y

λΣνλ(y), (18)

where the indices x and y in the partial derivatives indi-
cate the corresponding four-dimensional variables (notice
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that, since at the considered order of perturbation theory
the fields are assumed to fulfill the free Maxwell’s equa-
tions in the expression of Σµν(x), then ∂x,µF

µν(x) =

∂x,µF̃
µν(x) = 0). This expression is manifestly covariant

under proper, orthochronous Lorentz transformations be-
cause the identity∫

d3k

(2π)3
1

2ω
=

∫
d4k

(2π)3
θ(k0)δ(k2), (19)

with θ(·) being the Heaviside step function, holds.
Now, we notice that the integral in d3k in Eq. (18) can

be taken analytically. By passing to spherical coordinates
and by applying the usual i0 prescription, we obtain∫

d3k

(2π)3
1

2ω
eik·(x−y) = − 1

(2π)2
1

(tx − ty + i0)2 − |x− y|2 .
(20)

By introducing the four-vector Sν(x) = ∂x,µΣ
µν(x), we

can rewrite N as

N =
1

8π2

∫
d4x d4y

|x− y| Sµ(x)S
µ(y)

×
(

1

tx − ty − |x− y|+ i0
− 1

tx − ty + |x− y|+ i0

)
.

(21)

We can now apply the identity

1

x+ i0
= P 1

x
− iπδ(x), (22)

to be understood inside an integral in x, where P in-
dicates the principal value of the integral and observe
that due to the symmetry of the integrand in the change
of variable x− → −x−, the terms proportional to the
delta functions cancel out. By passing to the variables
xµ
+ = (xµ + yµ)/2 and xµ

− = xµ − yµ, the result can be
written as

N =
1

8π2

∫
d4x+

∫
d3x−

|x−|
P
∫

dt−

×
(

1

t− − |x−|
− 1

t− + |x−|

)
× Sµ

(
x+ +

x−

2

)
Sµ
(
x+ − x−

2

)
. (23)

By exploiting again the symmetry of the integrand, one
can show that the two contributions to N are equal to
each other:

N =
1

4π2

∫
d4x+

∫
d3x−

|x−|
P
∫

dt−
1

t− − |x−|
× Sµ

(
x+ +

x−

2

)
Sµ
(
x+ − x−

2

)
. (24)

Finally, by shifting the variable t− according to t− →
t− + |x−| and, again, by exploiting the symmetry prop-

FIG. 2. Simulation results for (a,b) one-color geometry (ϕ =
71.5◦), (c,d) three-color planar geometry (ϕ = 57◦). (a,c)
Scattered photon spectra; (b,d) scattered light profiles; white
points indicate calculated scattering vectors.

erties of the integrand, one obtains

N =
1

8π2

∫
d4x+

∫
d3x−

|x−|

∫
dt−
t−

×
[
Sµ

(
t+ +

t− + |x−|
2

,x+ +
x−

2

)
×Sµ

(
t+ − t− + |x−|

2
,x+ − x−

2

)
− (t− ↔ −t−)

]
.

(25)

where the symbol −(t− ↔ −t−) indicates that the previ-
ous expression in the square brackets has to be subtracted
with t− replaced by −t− and where the principal value
symbol has been removed as the integrand is now regular
at t− = 0.

B. Numerical integration results

Simulation results for near-optimal, experimentally-
realizable solutions of the three-color families are shown
in Figure 2. We calculated scattering using a paraxial
Gaussian beam model with f/2 focusing, 20 fs FWHM
pulses, and optimal polarization choices as described in
more detail in Sec. III C. For the one-color solution,
ϕ = 75◦ and peak powers of [10, 10, 25] PWwere assumed
for beams [1, 2, 3], respectively, accounting for the loss
of power due to splitting the first beam. A total signal
of 1656 photons with energy 1.383±0.064 eV was calcu-
lated, with 90% of the photons scattering within 19.4◦ of
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Lasers L1 L2 L3

λ (µm) 0.90 0.90 0.9

(θ, ϕ) (90◦, 71.5◦) (90◦, -71.5◦) (18.5◦, 0◦)

Polarization 315◦ 135◦ 45◦

Peak Power (PW) 11.25 11.25 25

Pulse (fs, FWHM) 20 20 20

Peak intensity (W/cm2) 4.85e23 4.85e23 1.21e24

beam FWHM (µm) 1.349 1.349 1.349

Energy in beam (J) 119.7 119.7 266.0

Domain Range Step # points

[x, y, z] (µm) ±2.292 0.09 513

time (fs) ± 24.02 0.30 161

ω4 ± 20% 0.4% 101

k4 0◦–30◦ 2.73◦ 397

TOTAL 8.56e11

Results

Total scattered photons 2097

Energy & Bandwidth (eV) 1.383 ± 0.064

Angle containing 50% (90%) 9.8◦ (19.4◦)

TABLE I. Simulation parameters and results for the one-color
point design. Pulse duration, beam waist and energy in beam
are numerically evaluated from the beam model.

the beam-4 vector. For the three-color solution, ϕ = 57◦

(θ = 48.3◦), and peak powers of [7.5, 7.5, 25] PW were
assumed, accounting for the additional loss of power due
to frequency doubling of the first beam. A total signal of
3905 photons with energy 4.133±0.067 eV was calculated,
with 90% of the photons scattering within 11.6◦ of the
nominal direction. These signal levels are high enough
to robustly measure stimulated photon-photon scatter-
ing in a single shot, and allow detailed characterization
of scattering probability under various input conditions.

The bandwidth in the scattered light signal is produced
by the 20 fs pulse duration of the interaction, which in-
troduces an uncertainty in the scattered frequency due
to bandwidth of h/(20 fs) ≈ 0.207 eV. This results in
a larger fractional wavelength variation in the one-color
scattering (λ = 896.0 ± 41.5 nm) as compared to the
three-color scattering (299.9 ± 4.8 nm). In both cases,
the signal is scattered into roughly Gaussian ellipsoidal
beams, which are elongated along the vertical axis, al-
though the beam is more collimated in the three-color
case.

The produced spectrum and beam angle will impact
detector design. Here we note that, to robustly collect
the scattered photons, the incident beam 3 cone angle
must not overlap with the detector collection angle. The
f/2 focusing optics subtend a half-angle of 14◦. To col-
lect 95% of the scattered signal the projected photons
must be centered at least 36.6◦ (27.6◦) from the center
of the beam 3 axis, for the one-color (three-color) cases,
respectively. This in turn sets the maximal value for ϕ
in both cases as 71.7◦ (57.2◦). The simulations described

Lasers L1 L2 L3

λ (µm) 0.45 0.45 0.9

(θ, ϕ) (90◦, 57◦) (90◦, -57◦) (48.31◦, 180◦)

Polarization 68.36◦ 21.64◦ 45◦

Peak Power (PW) 6.75 6.75 25

Pulse (fs, FWHM) 20 20 20

Peak intensity (W/cm2) 1.45e24 1.45e24 1.21e24

beam FWHM (µm) 0.675 0.675 1.349

Energy in beam (J) 71.7 71.7 266.0

Domain Range Step # points

[x, y, z] (µm) ±2.292 0.045 1013

time (fs) ± 24.02 0.15 321

ω4 ± 8% 0.16% 101

k4 0◦–20◦ 1.82◦ 397

TOTAL 1.33e13

Results

Total scattered photons 3163

Energy & Bandwidth (eV) 4.134 ± 0.067

Angle containing 50% (90%) 5.7◦ (11.6◦)

TABLE II. Simulation parameters and results for the three-
color point design. Pulse duration, beam waist and energy in
beam are numerically evaluated from the beam model.

here are thus close to the optimum achievable for this
experimental concept.

Using the numerical model, we assess the effects of var-
ious input parameters on the scattering performance. In
these tests, the photon brightness is calculated only along
the central vector k4, and the variation in brightness is
taken as a proxy for total scattering.

C. Polarization

Numerical studies demonstrated that the scattered
photon brightness (in units of photons/sr) depends on the
relative polarization of all three incident beams. For the
planar three-color case, a series of 150 random sets of po-
larizations for the three beams (ξ1, ξ2, ξ3) was generated.
The peak photon brightness from this study was found
to occur near two polarization nodes: (45◦, 45◦, 45◦) and
(135◦, 135◦, 135◦), as shown in Figure 3a (including ad-
ditional sampling near the first node).

For a selected laser geometry, it was found that the op-
timal polarization can be quickly identified by evaluating
just the vector-dependent terms of Equation 11. Since
we are considering linearly-polarized colliding beams,
the sum of the three polarization directions (E) and
cross-polarization directions (B) define a polarization-
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FIG. 3. Effect of polarization in the planar three-color geom-
etry. (a) Brightness of scattered photons calculated along k4

for 318 simulations (points); interpolation over points (sur-
faces). (b) Evaluation of polarization metric for this case,
Eq. 26.

dependent metric L for scattering effectiveness:

L ≡ |n× [M + n× P ]|2 , (26)

M = −2
(
E2 −B2

)
B + 7 (E ·B)E,

P = 2
(
E2 −B2

)
E + 7 (E ·B)B.

Since the metric L depends only on the direction and
polarization of the three interacting lasers, it can be
quickly evaluated for all polarization combinations and
maximized. Calculations verify that the metric L varies
with polarization (modulo 180◦) in the same way as the
scattered photon brightness, as shown in Figure 3b.

FIG. 4. Effect of varying collision angle ϕ in three-color family
of solutions. (a) Optimum beam polarization angles used in
calculating peak photon brightness. (b) Photon brightness

along k̂4 with optimum polarization (points); amplitude of
polarization metric, scaled to fit (red); best fit model (blue).

The polarization metric predicts that the optimal po-
larization in the one-color family is always (45◦, 45◦, 45◦);
this result is confirmed by numerical simulations. How-
ever, the optimal polarization in the three-color family
depends on the scattering geometry, as shown in Fig-
ure 4a. The optimal polarization of beams 1 and 2 vary
smoothly with the collision angle ϕ, while beam 3 remains
consistent at 45◦. Using these optima, the peak photon
brightness was calculated for each value of ϕ. The results,
shown in Figure 4b, demonstrate reasonable agreement
between the trend in photon brightness and the scaled
amplitude of the polarization metric. Notably, this falls
off much faster than the center-of-momentum frequency
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scaling of the scattering cross section alone (∝ ω4
cm, see

Eq. 6). A reasonable fit to the simulation outputs is

given by a scaling ∝ (sinϕ)
6.9

(blue dashed line). The
maximum amplitude of the polarization metric (red) is
found to fall off even faster than the simulation outputs,
as (sinϕ)

8
. While the polarization metric captures the

effects of beam geometry and polarization on scattering
efficiency, the numerical scaling additionally takes into
account the details of the finite beam focus, which re-
sult in an elongated scattering volume as angle decreases
(roughly ∝ sinϕ−1). A table describing the vectors of
laser propagation and optimal polarization for the one-
color and three-color experiment families is included in
Appendix B.

In particular, we note that, for the same laser power
and optimal polarizations, the three-axis (ϕ = 45◦) ex-
periment previously studied in the literature (see Ref.86,
e.g.) is calculated to produce 6.1× less signal than the
planar case. The maximum collision angle consistent
with non-overlapping beams 3 and 4 (ϕ ≈ 57◦ for f/2 fo-
cusing) provides a ≈ 4× boost in signal compared to the
3-axis case. Although arbitrary polarization angles may
be challenging to achieve experimentally, the increased
signal for higher collision angles is significant enough to
merit serious consideration.

D. Sensitivity studies

Given that the amount of scattering scales sensitively
with the overlapped peak field amplitude of the three
beams, the inaccurate cotiming and copointing of the
beams constitutes the main risk of shot-to-shot signal
variability and loss. To assess the sensitivity of the scat-
tering signal to these metrics, a series of simulations was
run with timing and pointing variations introduced into
the beams.

The result of a timing sensitivity study is shown in Fig-
ure 5a. This study was based on the point design for the
one-color experimental layout (the results of the three-
color layout for this timing study are almost identical).
The time of peak intensity for beams 1 and 2 were var-
ied over a range of 20 fs (the pulse duration full width
at half maximum); beam 3 was held constant without
loss of generality. The degradation in the signal is cor-
related with respect to the direction of timing delay in
the two beams: 50% degradation is observed when the
beams are delayed by 17.7 fs in the same direction, or
10.9 fs in opposite directions. This result was used to
simulate a campaign of 10,000 system shots, with each
beam’s timing randomly sampled from a normal distribu-
tion with various full-widths at half maximum (FWHM).
The results of this sampling study are shown in Figure 5b.
When beams have random timing uncertainties of 10 fs
FWHM (green curve) or less, the distribution of results
is weighted towards observation of the scattering signal
on most shots. However, when the timing uncertainty
exceeds 20 fs FWHM (cyan curve), the scattering signal

FIG. 5. (a) Normalized scattered photon emission vs mistim-
ing of beams 1 and 2 for the one-color point design. (black
dashed line) Contour of 50% emission. (b) Statistical estimate
of scattered photon probability for various values of random
(Gaussian FWHM) beam timing uncertainty from 2.5 fs (red)
to 120 fs (blue).

is dominated by mistiming. As expected, this threshold
is comparable to the pulse duration of the laser pulses
themselves. To limit the dependence of the experimental
results on mistiming, the relative beam cotiming should
be equal to or better than the pulse duration.

The sensitivity of the photon-photon scattering sig-
nal to beam mispointing is more challenging to rigor-
ously evaluate due to the increased dimensionality of the
problem, as each beam can be mispointed in two direc-
tions. To assess this sensitivity, various 2-dimensional
planes of mispointing were evaluated in isolation. For
this study, we evaluate only the scattered photon bright-

ness along the k̂4 vector, rather than performing the full
angular integral, to reduce computational time. (This
‘peak brightness’ was found to scale linearly with the
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FIG. 6. Normalized scattered photon brightness along k̂4
versus single-beam mispointings for each beam in three-color
point design. (black dashed) Contours of 50% emission; best-
fit ellipse parameters are given in Table III.

FIG. 7. Normalized scattered photon brightness along k̂4 ver-
sus selected mispointings of beams 1 and 2 in the three-color
point design. (black dashed) Contours of 50% emission.

total photon number to better than 10%.) The sensi-
tivity of the three-color point design to single-beam mis-
pointing is shown in Figure 6. The single-beam pointing
sensitivity is well modeled as elliptical Gaussians with
half-widths and angles given in Table III. The minor
axes are smaller for the frequency-doubled beams (1,
2) than for beam 3, which is due to the 0.5× smaller
wavelength and focal spot of these beams with fixed fo-
cal geometry (f/2): the beam waist in the laser model

has a FWHM of σFWHM = 2λf
√
2 ln 2/π ≈ 1.5λ for

f/2 focusing. On a relative scale, the mispointing tol-
erance FWHM is roughly equal to the wavelength of the
frequency-doubled beams (0.45 µm).

Correlations between the mispointing of the three
beams exist in the cases where they are mispointed in
the same direction. Results of selected multi-beam mis-
pointing studies are shown in Figures 7 and 8. Each

FIG. 8. Normalized scattered photon brightness along k̂4 ver-
sus selected mispointings of beams 1 and 3 in the three-color
point design. (black dashed) Contours of 50% emission.

figure shows correlations in the scattered photon yield
with mispointing of beam 1 in the (polarization, cross-
polarization) directions versus mispointing of beam 2 or
3 in the (polarization, cross-polarization) directions, re-
sulting in four studies for each pair of beams. Each re-
sult is again well-fit with an elliptical Gaussian, with ma-
jor/minor axes (FWHM) given in Table III. Due to the
three-dimensional nature of the interaction volume, large
variance is observed in the sensitivity with mispointing
direction: the FWHM is seen to varies from 0.355 µm
to 2.12 µm; or, 0.78× to 4.7× the shortest wavelength.
However, due to the random nature of the pointing vari-
ance in real experiments, the smaller value will limit the
statistical performance of the experimental campaign.

To assess the combined effect of mispointing, a com-
bined elliptical Gaussian model in six dimensions was
fit to the mispointing results shown in Figures 6–8 and
a sampling of 410 randomly-selected off-plane calcula-
tions. This model was then sampled 10,000 times with
random beam mispointings selected from a normal distri-
bution with various FWHM widths. The results of this
statistical mispointing study are shown in Figure 9. As
with the statistical mistiming study (Figure 5b), a tran-
sition point is observed between 0.3 and 0.45 µm FWHM
mispointing: below the transition point, the number of
scatters is weighted towards the maximum value achieved
at optimal pointing, but above the transition point the
most likely number of scatters reaches zero, and the tail
of scattering events drops with increased mispointing.
The result of the 410 full simulations is also included,
and matches the trend of the sampled fits. This study
confirms that to reliably detect scattering events on a
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TABLE III. Elliptical best-fit parameters for 50% degradation
in single-beam mispointing sensitivity study (black contours)
in Figure 6.

Beam axes major axis minor axis angle

1 0.732 µm 0.463 µm 62.7 deg

2 0.732 µm 0.463 µm 27.3 deg

3 0.795 µm 0.724 µm 45 deg

1||, 2|| 0.688 µm 0.475 µm 67.3 deg

1||, 2⊥ 0.981 µm 0.508 µm 135 deg

1⊥, 2|| 2.123 µm 0.355 µm 135 deg

1⊥, 2⊥ 0.688 µm 0.475 µm 22.7 deg

1||, 3|| 0.768 µm 0.633 µm 166.9 deg

1||, 3⊥ 1.382 µm 0.522 µm 141.5 deg

1⊥, 3|| 0.792 µm 0.486 µm 166.1 deg

1⊥, 3⊥ 0.757 µm 0.495 µm 178.2 deg

FIG. 9. (color) Estimates of total photon scattering distri-
bution from 104 shots with beam mispointing selected from
a normal distribution (FWHM in legend), based on a fit to
Figures 6–8. (black dashed) Calculated total photon scatter-
ing for 410 shots with mispointing randomly selected from a
normal distribution with FWHM 0.975 µm.

shot-by-shot basis, a pointing stability of better than
the shortest laser wavelength (here, 0.45 µm) is required.
The statistical reduction in the signal from mispointing
and mistiming are expected to be uncorrelated and com-
pound multiplicatively.

Other numerical scalings were tested to verify the ex-
pected theoretical behavior. Simulations confirm that
the peak brightness of scattering signal scales proportion-
ally to the product of the three beam powers, (P1P2P3),
as expected. Doubling the laser frequencies while keep-
ing the energy, focusing (f/#) and pulse duration of the
lasers constant was observed to increase the scattering
by a factor of 8.6×. Taking into account the effect on
beam photon density and overlap volume, this is inferred
to denote a change in cross-section of σ ∝ Nω = 17.6,

approximately consistent with the expected ω4 scaling
of stimulated photon-photon scattering. Lastly, simula-
tions varying the relative phase of the three laser pulses
do not predict a change in scattering signal above numer-
ical noise.

IV. IMPLICATIONS FOR EXPERIMENTS

A. Laser properties

The NSF OPAL laser is designed to deliver two, 25 PW
beams with central wavelength of 920 nm and bandwidth
in the range 830 nm to 1010 nm. To achieve the three-
color scattering experiment, the current plan is to split
and frequency double one beam for use as the scattering
beams, and use the unmodified second 25 PW beam as
the stimulating beam. Both the splitting and frequency-
doubling processes introduce power losses. The current
optimistic estimate for performance is that the beam
splitting will reduce peak power by 0.9× (the beam must
be masked to protect the splitting optic from damage).
The frequency conversion will reduce peak power by an
estimated 0.6×; achieving this high value adds some tech-
nology risk.93 At these values, the currently expected
best delivered laser power will be 6.75 PW for beams
1 and 2, and 25 PW for beam 3.
The one-color family of solutions does not require the

frequency-doubling step. From the above estimates we
expect a one-color solution could make use of up to
11.25 PW for beams 1 and 2, and 25 PW for beam 3.

B. Geometry

While the planar solution is expected to produce
the greatest scattering signal, measurement of the sig-
nal in that geometry is complicated by the fact that
it counter-propagates relative to beam 3. This sit-
uation would require the signal to share optics with
beam 3 at some point: either the final focusing op-
tic or an optic further upstream must be able to sep-
arate the (backwards-propagating) scattered light from
the (forward-propagating) beam. Given the relative in-
tensity of these two signals, a discrimination of the order
of 1019 would be required. For comparison, the reflec-
tivity of optics used to guide the compressed beams is
estimated to be 98%. The distribution of the remaining
2% of the beam energy in the bandwidth range of the
signal is not known, however even very low probabilities
(∼ 10−17) of scattering and, in the case of the three-color
solution, third-harmonic conversion, would be sufficient
to dominate the signal of interest. Given the challenge of
the proposed measurement, it is prudent to avoid shared
beam paths as much as possible.
If we assume f/2 final focusing, a separation of the

signal path from the path of beam 3 may be achieved
by selecting ϕ < 57◦ for the three-color solution. Using
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the scaling with ϕ discussed in Sec. III C, the non-coaxial
solution would reduce the signal by approximately 0.77×
as compared to Table II.

C. Background

Despite the loss of power associated with frequency
doubling, we anticipate that measurement of the scat-
tered light will be significantly more challenging in the
one-color family of solutions, for which the measured sig-
nal has the same frequency as the lasers. The presence of
a single free electron intersecting with a laser pulse in the
field of view of the scattered light detector would result in
significant scattered light onto the detector.94 As a first
estimate, the cross-section for Thomson scattering is σt ≈
0.665 b, resulting in an estimate of the number of scat-
tered photons per electron: Ns ≈ σtIτ/h̄ω ≈ 3.8 × 104

for a 25 PW NSF OPAL beam. In reality, the relativis-
tic motion of electrons will radiate photons over a range
of energies. Because of this, free electrons must not be
allowed within the intersection of the incident lasers and
the field-of-view of the detector. With f/2 focusing, the
10 PW-scale beams are above ionizing intensity within
several centimeters of best focus, a volume over which it
is likely impossible to achieve perfect vacuum.

We propose to collimate the detection angle using op-
tics matched to the scattering angle of the light. Assum-
ing an f/2 optic with spatial filter can be used to collect
the scattered light, and light produced outside this col-
lection angle can be rejected by light-absorbing baffles,
then the region from which light can access the detector
is limited to the intersection of the four f/2 focal regions.
Additionally, an opposing f/2 ‘black box’ will block light
scattering up the detector line of sight from beyond the
interaction region. If less than one molecule in the in-
teraction region is required and a vacuum of 10−9 torr
is achievable, then the observed interaction region must
have a volume smaller than 3× 104 µm3. This will likely
require tight spatial filtering on the detection axis. A nu-
merical estimate using lasers as defined in Table II and
ϕ = 45◦ predicts that the volume containing above 1014

W/cm2 reaches this size when observed by a collection
optic with f/2 focusing and spatial filtering with an ac-
ceptance FWHM of about 36 µm. Notably, as the angle
increases and beam 3 more closely approaches the collec-
tion line of sight, the overlapping volume grows rapidly
(as 1/sin of the relative angle). At ϕ = 57◦, the detection
of scattering from beam 3 is depth-of-focus limited, and
a volume of 3×104 µm3 is observed with spatial filtering
FWHM of 21 µm. However, this value is very sensi-
tive to small changes in the geometry. If 10 µm FWHM
spatial filtering could be achieved, the observed volume
in this limiting case drops by an order of magnitude to
3.4×103 µm3. This could relax the pressure requirements
to roughly 10−8 torr.
The details of the expected radiation field will con-

tinue to be studied in future work, but we can infer the

general principles that the detector must be isolated spa-
tially, temporally, and spectrally as much as possible.
These principles significantly benefit from the proposed
three-color, off-planar solution. Additionally, after the
interaction point, the lasers should be transported away
from the experimental chamber and dumped, to reduce
the scattering of free laser light into the detector.

D. Detector Technologies

The primary requirements of the diagnostic system is
to accurately count the number N of photons radiated
into the scattering solid angle and frequency band on a
per-shot basis. The fundamental statistical uncertainty
of the number of scattered photons is Poisson distributed.
This establishes that the necessary counting accuracy for
the detector system should be comparable to the Pois-
son uncertainty (N1/2). For signals of the order of 1000
photons, the desired counting accuracy is then approxi-
mately ±30 photons.
Photomultiplier tubes (PMTs) are a well-developed

technology for amplifying and detecting low light signals.
Many commercial products exist, covering the full range
of required wavelengths and with quantum efficiency ex-
ceeding 25%. Statistically, the width of a PMT signal dis-
tribution scales as the square root of the signal charge,95

indicating that the uncertainty in inferred photon num-
ber scales as N1/2. As this is the same scaling as the
expected statistical uncertainty in the photon signal, a
PMT detector would likely suffice for this experiment,
but detectors with better statistical uncertainty will ben-
efit the measurement.
Single-photon counting technologies, such as super-

conducting nanowire single-photon detectors (SNSPD)96

and single-photon avalanche diodes (SPAD)97, offer the
highest detection efficiency for low-light photon signals
and picosecond-scale time resolution. However, each de-
tection element in these systems must recover from a
“dead time” after the detection event during which sub-
sequent photons are not detected, which typically takes
of the order of nanoseconds. To detect the very short
(20 fs) expected pulses of scattered photons, the signal
would need to be collimated onto an array of detection
elements with average incidence well below one photon
per element. To achieve this, arrays with more than 104

elements would be required. Commercial SNSPD prod-
ucts are currently optimized for efficiency at optical and
near-infrared frequencies,98 which is appropriate for the
one-color scattering signal. Avalanche photodiodes us-
ing 4H-SiC have been demonstrated to achieve quantum
efficiency above 50% in the ultraviolet (300 nm) range
required for three-color scattering, with high visible light
rejection ratio (> 103).99 For either of these technologies,
a sufficiently-large detection array will likely require cus-
tom development.
A secondary goal of the detector includes measur-

ing the polarization distribution. The polarization dis-
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tribution of the scattered photons potentially contains
information about the coupling processes, in particu-
lar the fundamental low-energy constants of the Euler-
Heisenberg Lagrangian.100–102 Measuring the polariza-
tion content can be done by splitting the polarizations
of the collimated scattered photon beam using a Wol-
laston prism and separately detecting the two channels.
Measuring polarization would increase the uncertainty by
at least

√
2 compared to the full signal counting.

The angular distribution of the scattered photons is
primarily determined by the spatial overlap of the beams,
and contains information about the on-shot beam co-
pointing that may be useful in statistical assessment of
the dataset. Measuring the angular distribution may
then be useful to evaluate otherwise hard-to-assess cor-
relations between on-shot beam pointing and scattered
signal level. This could be done by collimating the sig-
nal onto a low-noise imaging array, such as a qCMOS.
Commercial technologies offer readout noise as low as
0.3 electrons per pixel,103 and a few examples with even
lower readout noise have been demonstrated in the liter-
ature. The low noise level allows photon counting imag-
ing, although the noise is increased compared to true
single-photon-counting detectors. To effectively use such
a detector, the angularly distributed signal would be col-
limated onto a small region of the detector array. As-
suming Poisson statistics in the read noise, to keep the
statistical variation in the noise below N1/2, the num-
ber of pixels in the region-of-interest Np must be less
than the number of detected photons divided by the read
noise. Taking the quantum efficiency of detection into
account, resolution of the signal with of the order of 100
pixels is viable. Skipper-CCDs read the charge levels
of the CCD array non-destructively, and can thus re-
duce effective read noise to levels as low as desired with
multiple reads.104,105 While read noises below 0.1 e/pixel
may require minutes of acquisition time, this delay is well
matched to the planned 5-minute shot rate for the NSF
OPAL facility.

V. PROJECTED BOUNDS ON BORN-INFELD

Stimulated photon-photon scattering can be sensi-
tive to contributions from beyond-the-Standard-Model
(BSM) physics. As an example, we include here an as-
sessment of the expected bounds that the proposed ex-
periment could place on Born-Infeld nonlinear electrody-
namics, which arises in some string theory scenarios106

and would contribute a signal to photon-photon scatter-
ing. The Born-Infeld Lagrangian:

LBI = b2

[
1−

√
1 +

F
2b2

− G2

16b4

]
, (27)

with F and G as defined in Sec. I, depends on a phe-
nomenological parameter, b, with units of mass-squared,
i.e. MBI =

√
b, which controls the strength of the in-

teraction. In Born and Infeld’s work107, b was chosen

by equating the energy of the field to the electron rest
mass, giving MBI ≈ 5MeV; but in principle it could have
any value not currently ruled out. Written in terms of
a field strength, Born and Infeld’s value corresponds to
b ≈ 1.19 × 1018 Vcm−1 (approximately 100 times the
QED critical field strength). One of the strongest bounds
on MBI

108 was calculated using the ATLAS photon scat-
tering results in ultra-peripheral heavy ion collisions78,
which bounded MBI > 100GeV (see also109). However,
this bound was derived assuming that the Born-Infeld
mass scale was much larger than the center-of-momentum
(CM) energy of the experiment ∼ O(GeV) (such a high
mass scale is required if the physical mechanism arises
from string theory). If the Born-Infeld mass scale is of
the order of or lower than the energy scale probed by AT-
LAS, further analysis would be required to verify if Born-
Infeld is excluded by the experimental results. Further-
more, the ATLAS and CMS79 experiments probed the
high-energy limit of the QED photon-photon scattering
cross-section; the CM energy of the NSF OPAL experi-
ment is ∼ O(eV) and so probes the low-energy behavior.
Since this energy scale is certainly much less than the
Born-Infeld mass scale, we can approximate the Born-
Infeld Lagrangian by its low-energy expansion, and add
it to the low-energy QED Lagrangian to give:

L = c1F2 + c2G2, (28)

with the combined constants:

c1 =
8α2

720m4
+

1

32M4
BI

; c2 =
14α2

720m4
+

1

32M4
BI

, (29)

in which the first terms are the QED low-energy con-
stants and the seconds terms arise from Born-Infeld.
The coupling to the Born-Infeld mass scale can there-

fore be viewed as a BSM correction to the QED predicted
low-energy constants. As such, it is useful to express the
Born-Infeld mass analogously to the electron mass in Eq.
(29), writing:

MBI =
( 720

4α2cBI

)1/4
m. (30)

This results in a simplified version of Eq. 29 as:

c1 =
2α2

720m4

(
4 + cBI

)
c2 =

2α2

720m4

(
7 + cBI

)
, (31)

where cBI is a dimensionless parameter controlling the
strength of the coupling to Born-Infeld BSM physics. As
an estimate, the range 20 MeV <∼ MBI

<∼ 200 MeV corre-
sponds to 10−4 < cBI < 10−1. Given that the dimension-
less numerical constants of QED [first terms in brackets
in Eq. (31)] are of order unity, the values of the mass
scale determined by cBI that NSF OPAL will be sensi-
tive to will largely be dictated by the statistics of the
experiment.
It is well-known110 that the forward-scattered vacuum

birefringence signal is proportional to c1 − c2, so ex-
periments that measure vacuum birefringence are not
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FIG. 10. Number of signal photons per optimal shot in
the three-colour set-up as a function of the Born-Infeld mass
scale MBI. (Purple solid) Total number of signal photons,
NT

3ω, including both QED contribution and Born-Infeld; (blue
dashed) signal due to QED, NQED

3ω ≈ 3.2 × 103, determined
from Eq. (28) with Eq. (31) and cBI = 0.

sensitive to the Born-Infeld interaction (unless the non-
birefringent part is also measured, but this requires a
more developed set-up100). However, if the momentum
change of the scattered photon is measured, then the
constants c1 and c2 can be inferred independently111 and
Born-Infeld can make a contribution. For example, in the
three-color SPPS experimental design, if all the beam po-
larizations are parallel, the cross-section scales with112:

σ3ω ∝ (6c1)
2 + (c1 − 5c2)

2. (32)

Inserting the dependence from Eq. (29) or Eq. (31) then
gives:

σ3ω =
[
σQED
3ω + σQED+BI

3ω + σBI
3ω

]
(33)

∝
[
1 + 0.349cBI + 0.034c2BI

]
(34)

Therefore the cross-section picks up an interference
term113 between QED and Born-Infeld, which will pro-
duce the strongest signal of Born-Infeld.

If the Born-Infeld interaction exists in nature, then for
every shot of the NSF OPAL campaign there will be a to-
tal number of signal photons per shot, NT = NQED+NBI,
where we denote the contribution from the pure QED in-
teraction [i.e. from Eq. (28) with Eq. (31) and cBI = 0]
as NQED and the Born-Infeld signal as NBI. The Born-
Infeld signal includes both the pure Born-Infeld interac-
tion, where the QED low-energy constants are set to zero,
and the interference term. The signal of BSM physics
due to the Born-Infeld interaction will require an excess
of photons above the QED prediction to be measured.

Fig. 10 shows the estimated number of photons scat-
tered per optimal collision in the NSF OPAL three-color
experiment as a function of the Born-Infeld mass scale
MBI. The solid purple line shows the total number of
signal photons including Born-Infeld effects (NT

3ω) while
the blue dashed line corresponds to the pure QED result
(NQED

3ω ≈ 3.2 × 103). In this light, we can see that the
QED contribution NQED acts as a minimum background
for the measurement of Born-Infeld effects.
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FIG. 11. Total number of measured QED photons required
to place bound on Born-Infeld mass scale, MBI, to 5σ signifi-
cance for a particular number of background photons per shot
Nbg in the three-colour set-up, see Eq. (35).

To determine whether the Born-Infeld mass scale MBI

could be measured, or otherwise bounded, at NSF OPAL
will require both estimates on the number of Born-Infeld
induced signal photons, NBI = NT − NQED, and back-
ground photons, Nbg, per shot. We consider the signal
as a Poisson process, where the minimum number of opti-
mal shots required to measure the Born-Infeld mass scale
to a statistical significance of nσ is given by114,

Nnσ
shots

>∼
n2

2

[
(NBI +Nbg) ln

(
1 +

NBI

Nbg

)
−NBI

]−1

. (35)

For a given number of shots there will be a total of
Nnσ

shotsN
QED photons measured due to the pure QED in-

teraction. Thus, if the Born-Infeld interaction does not
occur in nature, the detection of Nnσ

shotsN
QED total signal

photons at a number of background photons per shot,
Nbg, will place an nσ significance bound on the mass
scale MBI to a particular value. This is shown in Fig. 11,
which plots the total number of QED signal photons that
would be required to place a 5σ significance bound on a
value of the mass scale MBI for a given number of back-
ground photons per shot. Given the projected repetition
rate of the NSF OPAL laser system (∼ 5 min/shot) and
assuming optimal shots for which the number of QED
photons per shot is NQED ≈ 3.2× 103, it is likely that a
maximum number of signal photons of the order of 107

(corresponding to ≈ 3000 shots) could be observed in
one experimental campaign. Using these values, we pre-
dict that NSF OPAL could be used to place bounds on
the Born-Infeld mass up to MBI

>∼ 70 MeV, depending
on the control of the other sources of background in the
measurement.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

We present a design study for experiments to measure
Stimulated Photon-Photon Scattering (SPPS) using the
forthcoming multi-petawatt laser, NSF OPAL. Two fam-
ilies of experimental geometries were derived that sat-
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isfy the necessary conservation of energy and momen-
tum relations. Designs with a half-angle of 71.5◦ for the
one-color case and 57◦ for the three-color case optimize
for maximum scattered photon yield while maintaining
separation between the third laser beam and the detec-
tion solid angle. A numerical integration of the scattered
photon signal from the Euler-Heisenberg Lagrangian was
performed using Gaussian beams with bandwidth tem-
poral pulse-shaping to match NSF OPAL parameters
(25 PW peak power, 20 fs duration, focusing with f/2
optics), and predict a maximum value of 2097 (3163)
scattered photons per shot in the one-color (three-color)
cases. Optimal polarization angles of the beams were de-
termined. Sensitivity studies demonstrate that co-timing
of better than the pulse duration (20 fs FWHM) and co-
pointing of better than the shortest wavelength (0.45 µm
FWHM) is required to reliably scatter photons. Detector
designs and viable detector technologies were discussed.
Given the high background suppression required to suc-
cessfully measure the scattered signal, we identify the
three-color point design as the most likely experimental
setup for this experiment to succeed on NSF OPAL. Us-
ing this design, we estimate that a campaign of the order
of 3000 shots may bound the Born-Infeld mass scale to
MBI

>∼ 70 MeV.

Several areas of research will be pursued to support
the development of the SPPS experiment and the NSF
OPAL facility. We will continue to develop our numer-
ical simulations to include more realistic focused laser
fields, and validate the results in comparison with other
numerical approaches.115 Second-harmonic conversion of
compressed short pulses remains a developmental tech-
nology, and is additionally complicated by the very large
beam areas (80 cm)2 anticipated at NSF OPAL. To mit-
igate this risk, we will develop a large-aperture, high-
aspect-ratio second harmonic conversion crystal technol-
ogy. This technology will be demonstrated using MTW-
OPAL, a prototype laser for NSF OPAL.116 If second-
harmonic conversion proves unworkable, the point design
for the SPPS experiment will be changed to the one-color
version. We will also design and field a prototype detec-
tor on MTW-OPAL to measure in-situ the anticipated
background from residual chamber gas and to test de-
tector options and background mitigation strategies. It
is possible that a relativistic-scale prepulse on one of the
beams (above 1018 W/cm2) will sweep electrons from the
interaction volume, mitigating the need for ultra-high
vacuum at the interaction point: MTW-OPAL experi-
ments using the prototype detector will test this hypoth-
esis. These ongoing research efforts will inform the NSF
OPAL design in preparation for a successful measurement
of stimulated photon-photon scattering when the facility
is complete.
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Appendix A: Beam model

In this work, we use a beam model equivalent to a
paraxial Gaussian travelling-beam model117 to calculate
the instantaneous electric and magnetic field vectors for
the three colliding lasers. Here we present formula for
the beam model and the derived relationships between
integrated quantities of peak intensity, peak power, and
total energy.
The amplitude of the field as a function of space and

time is given by:

E =E0 exp

[
−
(
t− r∥

)2
2τ2

]
exp

− r2⊥

σ2

(
1 +
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z2
R
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r2∥ + z2R

)
+ tan−1

(
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zR
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×
[
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]−1/2

, (A1)
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where t is the normalized time and (r∥, r⊥) the normal-
ized distance along and perpendicular to the axis, re-
spectively, with units of (1/eV). The Rayleigh length
zR = πσ2/λ is a function of the beam waist σ and the
wavelength λ. Additionally, we define the beam waist
σ = 2λf/π in terms of the focusing optic f-stop f , so the
spatial geometry of the fields is in practice determined
entirely by f . The scalar field amplitude is entirely deter-
mined by the peak field constant E0, including all units,
and the instantaneous intensity I ∝ E2.
By integrating the instantaneous intensity over (t, r⊥)

at r∥ = 0, we derive an approximate algebraic relation-
ship between peak intensity I0 and peak power P0; and
by subsequently integrating over time, we obtain a rela-
tionship between these quantities and total beam energy
U , as follows:

P0 =
πσ2

2
I0 (A2)

U =
π3/4

4
σ2τI0 =

√
π

2
P0τ. (A3)

Experimental quantities typically will refer to the tem-
poral duration and spot radius as full-width at half max-
imum intensity (FWHM). The relation between these
quantities and τ, σ is as follows:

tFWHM = 2τ
√
ln 2 (A4)

rFWHM = σ
√
2 ln 2 (A5)

In practice, instead of algebraically introducing a
Gaussian temporal envelope (the first exponential in
Eq. A1), we obtained temporal pulse shaping by
adding together multiple sub-beams (typically 21) with
evenly-spaced frequencies around the fundamental fre-
quency. This was done to more realistically represent
a bandwidth-limited compressed laser pulse, and enable
future studies of pulse imperfections such as chromatic
chirp. When using bandwidth pulse shaping, a Gaussian
spectral amplitude was used, and the bandwidth was se-
lected to produce the desired value of tFWHM. In testing,
the bandwidth-shaped model produced nearly identical
results to the Gaussian algebraic temporal pulse shap-
ing described in Eq. A1, and the intensity/power/energy
relations (Eq. A3) were numerically validated.

Appendix B: Optimal polarization vectors

Here we include the optimal polarization vectors (ki,∥)
for the three beams as a function of the collision angle ϕ.
The optimal polarization for the one-color family of solu-
tions is given in Table IV, and for the three-color family
of solutions in Table V. The propagation directions ki

of the three beams can be calculated directly from the
vector components of Eqs. 3,4.
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TABLE V. Optimal polarization directions for three-color family of solutions. Propagation directions are as described in Eq. 4.
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