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ABSTRACT

As powerful gamma-ray engines, blazars – relativistic plasma jets launched toward Earth from active

galactic nuclei – are manifestly high-energy particle accelerators. Yet, exactly how these jets accelerate

particles as well as what they are made of both remain largely mysterious. In this work, we argue

that these issues may be linked through the gamma-ray emission for which blazars are renowned.

Namely, high-energy photons produced at sites of intense particle acceleration could be absorbed by

soft radiation within the jet, enriching it with electron-positron pairs. We explore this possibility

in the specific context of particle acceleration by magnetized radiative relativistic turbulence. Using

a combination of theory, particle-in-cell simulations, and Fokker-Planck modeling, we identify and

characterize a novel pair-production-mediated equilibration mechanism in such turbulence. Initially,

turbulent energy injection outpaces radiative cooling, leading to runaway particle acceleration and

gamma-ray radiation. Then, gamma-ray absorption begets copious newborn pairs, slowing subsequent

particle acceleration. This eventually brings particle acceleration into balance with radiative cooling

and shuts down pair production: a pair-enriched final equilibrium. We estimate that this process

could significantly load jets of flat-spectrum radio quasars with fresh pairs. These results represent an

important connection between particle acceleration and plasma composition in blazar jets.

Keywords: Blazars (164) — Plasma astrophysics (1261) – Relativistic mechanics (1391) — Magnetic

fields (994) — Flat-spectrum radio quasars (2163)

1. INTRODUCTION

Active galactic nuclei can launch powerful relativistic

jets, that, when pointed towards Earth, are observed as
blazars. Blazars shine across the electromagnetic spec-

trum, with spectra generally showing two broad non-

thermal humps (Fossati et al. 1998; Madejski & Sikora

2016; Blandford et al. 2019; Prandini & Ghisellini 2022).

The lower-energy hump – which extends from the ra-

dio up through the UV and, sometimes, X-ray bands –

is generally accepted to arise from synchrotron radia-

tion by relativistic particles in the jet (Burbidge 1956;

Marscher 1980). Meanwhile, the higher-energy com-

ponent, peaked in the gamma rays, is often thought

to be produced by inverse Compton (IC) scattering of

soft radiation by jet electrons and (if present) positrons

(Jones et al. 1974; Konigl 1981; Ghisellini et al. 1985;

Begelman & Sikora 1987; Dermer et al. 1992; though

hadronic models for the gamma-ray component also ex-

ist: Mannheim & Biermann 1992; Aharonian 2000).

Despite this rich phenomenology concerning the main

radiative processes at play, what the jet plasma is made

of and how the energetic particles responsible for the ob-

served radiation are accelerated remain prominent out-

standing questions (Madejski & Sikora 2016; Blandford

et al. 2019). In this work, we posit that these two issues

may be intimately connected, as indeed the broadband

aspect of blazar spectra suggests. For example, 10-GeV

gamma rays, near the highest energies observed from

blazars by the Fermi satellite, may be absorbed by UV

photons (of energy m2
ec

4/10GeV ∼ 30 eV), which lie in

the lower-energy spectral hump and, hence, are proba-

bly present in the jet. Gamma-ray emission sites could

thus alter the plasma composition in situ by producing

electron-positron pairs (Blandford & Levinson 1995).

These considerations are particularly poignant when

applied to the most powerful blazar subclass: the flat-

spectrum radio quasars (FSRQs). FSRQs show strong

optical and UV emission lines. These suggest the pres-

ence both of a luminous accretion disk and of circum-
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nuclear material. The latter intercepts and reprocesses

the disk emission, redirecting onto the jet some of the ra-

diated energy from the disk that would have otherwise

missed the jet (Ghisellini & Tavecchio 2008; Madejski

& Sikora 2016). FSRQ jets thus initially plow through

an intense inner radiative environment, one rich with

target photons not only for IC scattering, but also for

absorbing IC-scattered gamma-rays.

Let us make these ideas more concrete. At the par-

sec scale, the ambient radiation in FSRQ jets is prob-

ably dominated by that impinging from the circumnu-

clear broad-line and hot-dust regions (BLR and HDR),

which, unlike the direct emission from the disk at these

distances, is strongly blueshifted into the jet-comoving

frame (Sikora et al. 1994, 2009; Blandford & Levinson

1995; Ghisellini & Tavecchio 2009; Nalewajko et al. 2014;

Costamante et al. 2018; Dmytriiev et al. 2025). Given

that the BLR and HDR shine, respectively, UV and

IR radiation onto the jet, they become pair-production

opaque at respective energies (mec
2)2/10 eV ∼ 30GeV

and (mec
2)2/0.1 eV ∼ 3TeV. Thus, the same parti-

cle acceleration processes that power observed GeV and

TeV emission in FSRQs may also, at just slightly higher

(and at least partially absorbed) photon energies, enrich

the jet with electron-positron pairs.

The main objective of this work is to explore this pos-

sibility in the context of relativistic turbulence, a po-

tential particle acceleration mechanism in blazar jets.

Such jets are expected to be launched highly magnetized

(Blandford & Znajek 1977; Blandford & Payne 1982).

In this situation, relativistically magnetized turbulence

– potentially triggered by kink (Begelman 1998; Tomi-

matsu et al. 2001; Mizuno et al. 2009; O’Neill et al. 2012;

Alves et al. 2018; Bodo et al. 2019; Davelaar et al. 2020;

Ortuño-Maćıas et al. 2022; Musso et al. 2024) or shear-

driven (Turland & Scheuer 1976; Fiedler & Jones 1984;

Hardee et al. 2007; Hamlin & Newman 2013; Sironi et al.

2021; Chow et al. 2023; Cerutti & Giacinti 2023; Dave-

laar et al. 2023; Figueiredo et al. 2024; Tsung et al. 2025)

instabilities in the jet – provides an efficient mechanism

for depleting the magnetic free energy to power particle

acceleration, gamma-ray emission and, potentially, pair

production (Zhdankin et al. 2017, 2018, 2020, 2021; Uz-

densky 2018; Comisso & Sironi 2018, 2019, 2021; Sobac-

chi et al. 2021a,b; Nättilä & Beloborodov 2021; Hankla

et al. 2022; Vega et al. 2022a,b; Bresci et al. 2022; Davis

et al. 2022, 2024; Grošelj et al. 2024; Imbrogno et al.

2024; Singh et al. 2025; Nättilä 2024). As a candidate

particle acceleration process, turbulence does not pre-

clude magnetic reconnection (also commonly invoked in

blazar studies; Giannios et al. 2009; Nalewajko et al.

2011; Giannios 2013; Sironi et al. 2015; Werner et al.

2018; Christie et al. 2019; Mehlhaff et al. 2021, 2024),

since reconnecting current sheets may form at the dissi-

pation scales of the turbulent cascade (Zhdankin et al.

2013), while turbulence itself may be triggered by recon-

nection (Kowal et al. 2017; Guo et al. 2021).

Turbulence is already a complex multiscale problem,

involving nontrivial interaction between the plasma mi-

croscales and the global dynamics. This cross-scale cou-

pling is only further enriched by strong radiative cool-

ing and pair production, which may load the turbu-

lent zone with fresh plasma, feeding back on subsequent

particle acceleration (as recently highlighted by Grošelj

et al. 2024 and Nättilä 2024). This feedback is there-

fore a central theme of the present study. To isolate

its intrinsic aspects, we first construct a local, but nev-

ertheless FSRQ-inspired, model of relativistic radiative

turbulence. Afterwards, we employ the main quantities

output by our local model to set it back in a global con-

text via analytic estimates. We find that, for generous

but potentially attainable jet magnetizations, radiative

turbulence could significantly load FSRQ jets with new-

born pairs.

In particular, in Section 2, we theoretically predict the

salient features of pair-regulated turbulence in FSRQ

jets. Then, in Section 3, we employ first-principles

particle-in-cell (PIC) simulations to validate our theo-

retical model. Subsequently, in Section 4, we use our

PIC results to construct and benchmark a simplified nu-

merical model in which we assume that turbulent par-

ticle acceleration is diffusive, obeying a Fokker-Planck

(FP) equation. Simulating the evolution of this PIC-

inspired FP equation is much cheaper than the PIC

simulations of Section 3, and therefore enables a more

thorough and quantitative exploration of the parame-

ter space of pair-regulated FSRQ turbulence. The FP

models of Section 4 furnish the main quantitative results

that, in Section 5, we feed into analytic estimates to

gauge the extent to which turbulence may enrich FSRQ

jets with fresh pairs. We conclude in Section 6.

2. THEORETICAL MODEL

We consider magnetized relativistic pair-plasma tur-

bulence. Homogeneous turbulence is continuously

driven by injection of energy into fluctuations at an

outer length scale L. The mean magnetic field and

initial electron+positron number densities are, respec-

tively, B0ẑ and n0. We specialize to the plasma pro-

ducing high-energy radiation, assuming ultrarelativistic

particle Lorentz factors, γ ≡ (1−v2/c2)−1/2 ≫ 1, where

v is the particle velocity. The characteristic plasma mag-

netization is σ = B2
0/(4πw) where w = 4⟨γ⟩mec

2n0/3 is

the plasma enthalpy density and ⟨γ⟩ ≫ 1 is the system-
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averaged Lorentz factor. The magnetization controls the

Alfvén speed, vA = c[σ/(1 + σ)]1/2.

To mimic the photons impinging on the jet from the

BLR or the HDR, we immerse the plasma in a soft am-

bient radiation bath of total energy density Urad. We

take this radiation to be homogeneous, isotropic, and

monochromatically distributed at energy ϵrad ≪ mec
2.

The photons comprising the bath are targets for IC scat-

tering by energized plasma particles. When a photon is

IC-scattered to energy above (mec
2)2/ϵrad, it can sub-

sequently be absorbed by the background to produce an

electron-positron pair.

2.1. Radiative preliminaries

The photon energy ϵrad can be recast in terms of the

critical Lorentz factor γKN = mec
2/(4ϵrad) (Blumen-

thal & Gould 1970; Mehlhaff et al. 2021). A particle

with γ < γKN IC-scatters background photons continu-

ously in the Thomson regime. For γ > γKN, on the other

hand, IC scattering enters the quantum-electrodynamic

(QED) Klein-Nishina limit: each scattered photon car-

ries away an order-unity fraction of the scattering par-

ticle’s energy.

The mean IC power radiated by a single particle is

PIC(γ) = PT(γ)fKN(γ/γKN) , (1)

where fKN(x) is the dimensionless function (Jones 1968)

fKN(x) =
9

x3

[(
x

2
+ 6 +

6

x

)
ln (1 + x)− 2 + 2Li2(−x)

− 1

(1 + x)
2

(
11

12
x3 + 6x2 + 9x+ 4

)]
(2)

and Li2 is the dilogarithm. Moderski et al. (2005) found

the approximate expression

fKN(x) ≃
1

(1 + x)3/2
, (3)

valid to within a factor of 3 until x exceeds roughly 104.

In the limit γ ≪ γKN, fKN tends toward unity, and,

hence, PIC(γ) simplifies to the Thomson radiated power,

PT(γ) =
4

3
cσTγ

2Urad , (4)

where σT = 6.6×1025 cm2 is the Thomson cross section.

The IC radiative cooling time of a particle is

tcool(γ) ≡
γmec

2

PIC(γ)
=

L

c

γcool
γ

1

fKN(γ/γKN)
, (5)

where we have defined the Lorentz factor γcool =

3mec
2/(4σTUradL) as that of a particle which, in the

Thomson (γ ≪ γKN) limit, cools down in one lightcross-

ing time of the driving scale, L/c. Due to the pres-

ence of fKN(γ/γKN) in (5), tcool(γ) is non-monotonic.

For, γ ≪ γKN, it decreases with γ, but, for γ ≫
γKN, it increases. In this way, Klein-Nishina effects

cause tcool to acquire a global minimum of ctcool,min/L ≃
2.3γcool/γKN at γ ≃ 3.2γKN (Mehlhaff et al. 2021).

Besides transitioning to a quantum radiative cooling

regime, particles with γ > γKN also tend to scatter pho-

tons to above pair-production threshold, (mec
2)2/ϵrad,

with the background radiation.1 The pair-production

cross section, σγγ , quickly rises from 0 to about σT/5

for scattered photon energies between (mec
2)2/ϵrad

and 3.6(mec
2)2/ϵrad, after which point it declines slowly

with increasing energy. We therefore use the peak

value, σγγ ≃ σT/5, to define a characteristic optical

depth τγγ = UradσTL/(5ϵrad) to pair production pre-

sented by the background radiation across the driving

scale L.

Using our definitions for γKN and γcool, one can

write τγγ = 3γKN/(5γcool). Thus, the typical life-

time of an above-threshold photon, L/(cτγγ), is also

roughly the minimum-possible cooling time, tcool,min ≃
2.3Lγcool/(cγKN) ≃ 1.4L/(cτγγ), of a radiating particle.

It is a critical timescale introduced by QED physics.

While τγγ likely exceeds unity (Section 5), the opti-

cal depth of the turbulent plasma to Thomson scatter-

ing, τT = n0σTL, remains small (i.e., n0 ≪ 1/(σTL) ≪
Urad/ϵrad). Most IC seed photons that traverse the tur-

bulent region thus pass through unaffected. That is, IC

scattering and pair production do not feed back on the

ambient radiation. However, the few lucky seed photons

that do get scattered are likely absorbed soon thereafter:

while still inside the turbulent plasma.

2.2. Previous Thomson-regime results

A regime of radiative turbulence close to that de-

scribed above has already been studied by Zhdankin

et al. (2020). Those authors specialized to Thom-

son (γ ≪ γKN) IC cooling without pair production.

They found that turbulence in this case relaxes to a

quasisteady state characterized by a thermal (modulo

intermittent fluctuations) particle energy distribution.

The steady-state (normalized) plasma temperature, θ =

kT/(mec
2), adjusts so that the rate of turbulent energy

injection per particle,

Ėinj = η
B2

0

8πn0

vA
L

, (6)

1 Technically, a particle needs Lorentz factor 4γKN (instead
of γKN) to be able to IC scatter photons to above pair-production
threshold. However, we will mostly ignore this factor of 4.
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balances the per-particle radiated power,

Ėrad = ⟨PT⟩ =
4

3
cσT⟨γ2⟩Urad = 16cσTθ

2Urad . (7)

In the above, η ∼ 1 is an efficiency factor; angle brack-

ets denote averaging over the turbulent region; Ėinj is

defined by assuming that the turbulent energy density

⟨δB2⟩/(8π) (with fluctuating magnetic field |δB| ∼ B0)

dissipates over a cascade time ∼ L/vA; and, for an

ultrarelativistic Maxwell-Jüttner (i.e., thermal) distri-

bution, ⟨γ2⟩ = 12θ2. Equating (6) to (7) results in a

steady-state temperature,

θss =
η

6

vA
c
σγcool =

η

6

√
σ3

1 + σ
γcool . (8)

This is an implicit equation for θss, since the magneti-

zation σ also depends on θss through the enthalpy den-

sity, w = 4⟨γ⟩n0mec
2/3 = 4θssn0mec

2.

Zhdankin et al. (2020) pointed out that a quasither-

mal steady state is consistent with the hypothesis that

particle acceleration is diffusive (as, indeed, had already

been shown in PIC simulations by Wong et al. 2020). To

retrace their argument, we introduce the particle energy

distribution function, f(γ), defined such that f(γ)dγ is

the number of particles with Lorentz factor between γ

and γ + dγ. A thermal distribution can be retrieved

if f(γ) obeys the FP equation,

∂tf = ∂γ (D∂γf)− ∂γ [(2D/γ +A) f ] , (9)

with diffusion coefficient D(γ) = γ2/tacc at high ener-

gies (as found by Wong et al. 2020) and advection co-

efficient A(γ) = AT(γ) = −γ2c/(Lγcool) corresponding

to Thomson radiative cooling (see also earlier work by

Schlickeiser 1985). In that case, solving (9) in the steady

state yields

f(γ) ∝ γ2 exp

(
− ctacc
Lγcool

γ

)
, (10)

an ultrarelativistic Maxwell-Jüttner distribution with

temperature θ = Lγcool/(ctacc). This temperature is

equal to that, θss, predicted by (8) provided that

L

ctacc
=

η

6

√
σ3

1 + σ
. (11)

We note that, due to the cancellation of γcool, no radia-

tive parameter (Urad or ϵrad) appears in equation (11),

suggesting that it is a condition on the consistency

of the diffusive particle acceleration ansatz indepen-

dently of radiative cooling. Indeed, the scaling of D(γ)

with σ predicted by (11) agrees with that recently mea-

sured from non-radiative PIC simulations by Wong et al.

(2025).

2.3. Expectations for the Klein-Nishina IC regime

We here make some basic predictions for the regime

where γ may exceed γKN. First, we assume that par-

ticle acceleration remains diffusive even if cooling tran-

sitions to a different regime. Let us see what this im-

plies for the steady-state solution of equation (9), ig-

noring pair production for the moment. Plugging in

the same diffusion coefficient as before, D(γ) = γ2/tacc,

but modifying the advection coefficient to AIC(γ) =

AT(γ)fKN(γ/γKN) = −γ2cfKN(γ/γKN)/(Lγcool) to

crudely2 incorporate Klein-Nishina effects yields the so-

lution

f(γ) ∝ γ2 exp

(
2
ctaccγKN

Lγcool

1√
1 + γ/γKN

)
. (12)

Here, we have used approximation (3) to obtain a closed

form, but using the exact fKN does not change the fol-

lowing main conclusion. Namely, the distribution (12) is

not normalizable. Instead, because radiative cooling is

less efficient (fKN(x) < 1) in the Klein-Nishina regime,

it is no longer able to keep up with particle accelera-

tion. We therefore expect particle acceleration to run

away once it breaks past γ = γKN.

The existence of pair production does not change this

conclusion. If a pair is produced inside the turbulent

zone, then the absorbed high-energy photon did not

leave the system. Thus, pair creation only further damp-

ens the collective plasma radiative efficiency, retaining

energy that would have otherwise been radiated away.

In addition, as long as pair production persists, a

steady state cannot be reached; the overall number of

pairs just keeps increasing. Therefore, the only way for

a steady state to be achieved is if the turbulence can

self-regulate so as to quench pair production. A main

point of this paper is that, given enough time, such self-

regulation is the inevitable fate of relativistic turbulence

coupled to a seed-photon background.

Equation (11) provides a hint as to how such regu-

lation might occur. According to that equation, the

efficiency of particle acceleration is tied to the plasma

magnetization, σ. The magnetization, in turn, decreases

with increasing pair density. This suggests that a steady

state may be achieved if enough pairs are generated

to drive down σ and cut particle acceleration off be-

fore pair production threshold: at Lorentz factors less

than γKN. In such a situation, radiative cooling relaxes

to the Thomson IC regime (since γ < γKN). We know

2 A proper treatment requires accounting for discrete (non-
infinitesimal) radiative energy loss, which cannot be captured
by an advection coefficient. This is done in Sections 3 and 4.
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the form of the steady-state particle energy distribution

in this case: it is thermal, as given by (10).

We thus envision the following sequence of events:

1. Turbulence-induced nonthermal particle accelera-

tion is initially very efficient, yielding many parti-

cles with Lorentz factors γ > γKN that emit pair-

producing gamma rays.

2. Over time, newborn pairs begin to the load the

plasma magnetization, σ, inducing a correspond-

ing drop in particle acceleration efficiency.

3. No more pairs are produced once particle accelera-

tion cuts off below γKN. The plasma then thermal-

izes with temperature θss < γKN set, as in equa-

tion (8), by the final pair-loaded magnetization.

In the following section, we present PIC simulations to

show that this sequence of events indeed transpires.

3. PIC-SIMULATION PROOF OF CONCEPT

We present 3D PIC simulations of driven turbulence

using the zeltron code (Cerutti et al. 2013; Cerutti &

Werner 2019) modified, as detailed by Mehlhaff et al.

(2024), to incorporate the QED effects of interest here.

Our simulation setup follows closely that detailed by

Zhdankin et al. (2018). We employ a cubic periodic box

of volume L3. The box is initially threaded by a uniform

magnetic field B0 = B0ẑ and filled with a homogeneous

electron+positron number density n0 sampled from a

Maxwell-Jüttner distribution of temperature θ0 = 100.

We choose B0 and n0 such that the initial magnetization

is σ0 = B2
0/(16πn0θ0mec

2) = 2.5. The box size and

magnetic field strength together define the system-size-

limited Lorentz factor, γmax = eB0L/(mec
2): that of a

particle whose gyroradius equals L.

Unlike in the setup of Zhdankin et al. (2018), we re-

solve the starting number density n0 with just one elec-

tron and one positron per cell. This allows room for

the plasma number density to grow several fold over the

course of the simulation without exhausting computer

memory. On the other hand, it also increases the ini-

tial particle noise, which we mitigate by employing 10

digital current filter passes per timestep.

We resolve the box size, L, with N = 512 grid cells in

each dimension. As a convergence check, we have also

performed a simulation with N = 768 and otherwise

identical parameters. Smaller simulations did not re-

solve all the important plasma scales (discussed below).

Although resource constraints prevent us from integrat-

ing the N = 768 simulation for as long as the N = 512

run, which is our primary focus, the two are identical in

their early-time overlap.

We substantially overresolve the initial Debye

length, λ0 = [θ0mec
2/(4πn0e

2)]1/2, with 8 grid cells (12

cells for the N = 768 run). This allows the De-

bye length to shrink as the particle count grows and

the plasma cools without triggering spurious numerical

heating. Our system-size-limited Lorentz factor is set

to γmax = 2× 104.

For the radiative parameters, we choose Urad such that

the initial temperature, θ0, corresponds to the steady-

state temperature that the plasma would keep, accord-

ing to equation (8) with η = 1, if Klein-Nishina effects

were absent. This corresponds to γcool ≃ 300. We

then choose γKN = 500 such that the fiducial optical

depth τγγ = 3γKN/(5γcool) ≃ 1. This value of γKN

also means that all particles start below pair-production

threshold. Hence, all pairs born in situ are the result

of self-consistent turbulent particle acceleration rather

than spuriously energetic initial particles.

Starting at time t = 0, we drive turbulence by in-

jecting an external randomly fluctuating current density

into the Maxwell-Ampère Law (TenBarge et al. 2014).

This excites magnetic field fluctuations δB compara-

ble in strength to the initial field: ⟨δB2⟩ ≃ B2
0 . To

achieve convincing convergence of macroscopic quanti-

ties toward a radiative steady state, we integrate our

simulation for more than 200 lightcrossing times of the

box (we pushed the N = 768 run through just over 100

lightcrossing times).

We present a still of our simulation spatial domain in

Fig. 1 and several snapshots of the particle energy dis-

tribution function in Fig. 2. Fig. 1 shows the plasma

number and energy densities at an intermediate time,

close to the ct/L = 50 curve of Fig. 2. At this point, the

produced particles (those born on-the-fly as the result of

pair production) completely dominate the original parti-

cles (those placed by hand at time t = 0), both in terms

of overall particle count and plasma energy. Moreover,

from the ct/L = 50 curve in Fig. 2, we see that the

produced particles contain about an equal amount of

plasma energy at low Lorentz factors as at high ones

(where gyroradii approach the system size).

The distributions in Fig. 2 illustrate the main phases

of our simulation as anticipated in Section 2.3. At

early times (the ct/L = 11 curve), turbulence drives

strong nonthermal particle acceleration that initially

outcompetes IC cooling. This results in a long tail in

the particle distribution that extends almost up to the

system-size limit, γmax. Next, at intermediate times

(the ct/L = 50 curve), a low-energy thermal bump

emerges in addition to the high-energy tail. This bump

has a temperature θlo < γKN: its particles do not emit

pair-producing photons. Finally (the ct/L = 150 curve),
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Figure 1. Snapshot of the total plasma number density, nt,
energy density of original particles, Uo, and energy density of
produced particles, Up, each normalized by its instantaneous
spatial average. The time chosen, ct/L = 45, is during the
intermediate evolution.

the nonthermal tail declines, leaving predominantly the

low-energy quasithermal bump. This quasithermal dis-

tribution is the one predicted in Section 2.3. Extrapolat-

ing to even later times, we would expect the nonthermal

tail to eventually decay entirely, leaving solely the pre-

dicted quasithermal distribution at low energies.

We measure the cutoff Lorentz factor, γcut, in the par-

ticle energy distribution, f(γ), as (cf. Sironi et al. 2016)

γcut =
d

ds

⟨γs+1⟩
⟨γs⟩

(13)

where we set s = 4 and where

⟨γs⟩ =
∫
dγ γsf(γ)∫
dγ f(γ)

. (14)

Equation (13) corresponds to the exponential cutoff

Lorentz factor γcut assuming f(γ) ∝ γ−l exp(−γ/γcut)

for some power l < s. Our γcut measurements are dis-

played in Fig. 2. They are comparable to, but slightly

lower than, the system limit, with γcut ≲ γmax.

We also measure the temperature, θlo, of the low-

energy thermal hump in the particle energy distribu-

tion, f(γ). We define

θlo =

[
2⟨γp⟩

Γ(p+ 3)

]1/p
, (15)

101 102 103 104 105
γ

10−4

10−3

10−2

10−1

100

101

γ2
f(
γ)

γmaxγKN

ct/L 0 11 50 150

t o

Figure 2. Snapshots of the total (t) particle energy distribu-
tion and that (o) of original particles only. Except for t = 0,
the total distribution is dominated by the produced particles
at all times shown. The γcut and θlo values are measured us-
ing (13) and (15), respectively.

where Γ(x) is the gamma function and p is empirically

chosen (it must be larger than −2). Formally, (15)

corresponds to the temperature one would measure

if f(γ) were proportional to the Maxwell-Jüttner distri-

bution, γ2 exp(−γ/θlo). We choose a low exponent p =

−1.8, which permits a reasonable estimate for the tem-

perature of the low-energy thermal hump by beating

down the contribution from the ever-present (yet, at late

times, subdominant) nonthermal tail.

We present timeseries of γcut, θlo, and several other

box-averaged plasma quantities in Fig. 3. In the fig-

ure, the instantaneous plasma magnetization is defined

as σ = 3⟨B2⟩/(16π⟨γ⟩⟨n⟩mec
2). The rest of the plotted

quantities are described in the caption.

Due to the onset of turbulent driving and magnetic

field fluctuations ⟨δB2⟩ ≃ B2
0 , the magnetization, σ,

initially jumps by roughly a factor of two from 2.5 to

approximately 5. This does not last long, though, and

is followed virtually immediately by a rapid drop, within

the first several L/c, in σ to its long-term steady-state

value of roughly 0.7. This drop is mediated by an initial

burst of particle acceleration and, hence, growth in ⟨γ⟩.
The rapid equilibration of σ to its final steady-state

value sets the theoretical temperature θss, through (8),

to which the plasma eventually settles. Indeed, from

Fig. 3, we see that the measured late-time tempera-

ture, θlo ≃ 27, of the thermal component of the particle

energy distribution matches the theoretical steady-state

temperature, θss. Although θss is set nearly immedi-

ately via σ, the approach to the final thermal equilib-

rium unfolds more slowly, with, θlo and ⟨γ⟩ taking much
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102

103

104

γcut
⟨γ⟩

3θlo
3θss

0

2

4 σ ⟨ ⃗B2⟩/B2
0

0 50 100 150 200
ct/L

100

101

⟨n⟩/n0

Figure 3. Timeseries of PIC box-averaged plasma quanti-
ties. Top: Cutoff Lorentz factor, γcut, as measured via (13);
overall average Lorentz factor, ⟨γ⟩, as defined in (14); tem-
perature, θlo, of the low-energy thermal hump as calcu-
lated from (15); and theoretical equilibrium temperature, θss,
defined by (8) with η set to 1. Middle: Instantaneous
magnetization, σ, and box-averaged magnetic energy den-
sity, ⟨UB⟩/UB0 = ⟨B2⟩/B2

0 . Bottom: Box-averaged parti-
cle density ⟨n⟩. Vertical lines indicate the times pictured
in Fig. 2. Black horizontal lines denote time-averages taken
over the second half (ct/L > 120) of the evolution. Time av-
erages are used to evaluate the asymptotic pair yield ⟨n⟩∞ =
⟨B2⟩/(16πθloσmec

2), that would be reached if the simulation
could be integrated indefinitely.

longer to relax to their respective late-time values of θss
and 3θss.

After the initial few lightcrossing times, σ and ⟨B2⟩
remain roughly constant. This implies that ⟨γ⟩ ∝ ⟨n⟩−1,

a dependence which we verify in Fig. 4. Thus, following

the initial and very rapid equilibration of σ, the compar-

atively slow relaxation to the final state is characterized

by an exchange of roles between ⟨γ⟩ and ⟨n⟩. Initially

nonthermal particle acceleration dictates σ through a

rapid increase in ⟨γ⟩, but eventually pairs build up and

the plasma cools such that, in the end, the number den-

sity ⟨n⟩ maintains σ at its final equilibrium value.

100 101
⟨n⟩/n0

100

101

⟨γ
⟩/3

θ 0

σ=0.7±0.1

0

50

100

150

200

ct
/L

Figure 4. The mean Lorentz factor ⟨γ⟩ and plasma number
density ⟨n⟩ evolve inversely proportionally, maintaining σ ≃
0.7 in the PIC simulation. The σ ≃ 0.7 envelope corresponds
to ⟨γ⟩/(3θ0) = σ̃0n0/(σ⟨n⟩), which is valid for constant ⟨B2⟩.
We take σ̃0 = 2σ0 = 5 to account for the fact that, once the
magnetic fluctuations kick in, ⟨B2⟩ = ⟨δB2⟩ + B2

0 ≃ 2B2
0 .

4. PARAMETER EXPLORATION USING 1D

FOKKER-PLANCK MODELING

The PIC simulations of Section 3 validate the expected

sequence of events argued for on theoretical grounds in

Section 2.3. However, because PIC simulations are ex-

pensive, they do not allow us to thoroughly explore the

parameter space of IC- and pair-production-coupled ra-

diative turbulence. Therefore, in this section, we present

simplified (and, hence, cheaper) numerical models that

we exploit to probe a broader parameter range. This al-

lows us to constrain how the initial plasma state governs

the final plasma temperature and magnetization.

In these simplified models, we discard self-consistent

particle acceleration by the electromagnetic fields (and,

with it, the need to run expensive PIC simulations).
We assume instead that particle acceleration obeys a

Fokker-Planck (FP) equation of the form (cf. equation 9)

∂tf = ∂γ (D∂γf)− ∂γ [(2D/γ +A) f ]

+ IC cooling + pair production , (16)

where D(γ) = (γ2/tacc) exp(−γ/γmax), A(γ) = 0, and

the exponential cutoff at γmax in D(γ) mimics a system-

size cutoff Lorentz factor. We note that, here, unlike in

Section 2.3, we have not chosen to model IC cooling as

an advective term in (16): that is, A(γ) = 0 ̸= AIC(γ).

Such a treatment would imply that cooling is always

continuous, whereas, for γ ≫ γKN, it is discrete. We

employ instead a completely rigorous treatment of pair

production and IC cooling, identical to that used in our

PIC simulations (Mehlhaff et al. 2024).
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To model feedback from the plasma state on particle

acceleration, we update tacc in time according to equa-

tion (11) based on the instantaneous plasma magnetiza-

tion σ. Since σ involves the magnetic field, which is not

tracked by our FP models, we need a suitable prescrip-

tion for setting it. We take inspiration here from our

PIC simulations (Fig. 4), in which the magnetic field

remains roughly constant and, hence, σ virtually only

changes in response to the average particle energy, ⟨γ⟩,
and number growth, ⟨n⟩/n0. We therefore adopt, in our

FP models, σ = 3θ0n0σ0/(⟨γ⟩⟨n⟩).
We start our FP runs from a Maxwell-Jüttner particle

energy distribution with ultrarelativistic initial temper-

ature θ0 ≫ 1. The exact value of θ0 is arbitrary, since,

in the ultrarelativistic limit, it merely supplies a fidu-

cial energy scale. We choose a value that is high enough

to ensure that all particles remain ultrarelativistic, even

when cooled substantially (e.g., lower panel of Fig. 5).

To set up the FP models, we must further specify

the three constants,3 γcool, γKN, and τγγ , plus initial

values, θss,0, L/(ctacc,0), and σ0, of the three time-

dependent quantities, θss, L/(ctacc), and σ. Here, θss
and L/(ctacc) inherit their time-dependence through σ,

per (8) and (11). These six parameters can be related

by noting, from (8) and (11), that θss/γcool = L/(ctacc),

which implies that

τγγ =
3

5

γKN

γcool
=

3

5

γKN

θss

L

ctacc
. (17)

Though this identity is valid at all times, we use it

mainly to set the initial FP parameters. Equation (17)

implies that choosing any three of τγγ , γKN, θss,0,

and L/(ctacc,0) constrains the fourth, and, by exten-

sion, γcool and σ0.

In order for QED effects to be relevant, θss,0 must

exceed (or at least not be much smaller than) γKN; oth-

erwise, the system stays trapped in the Thomson ra-

diative regime. This implies, through (17), ignoring

factors of order unity, that L/(cτγγ) > tacc,0. The

left-hand side of this inequality, L/(cτγγ), is the main

QED-related timescale: it is both the typical lifetime

of above-threshold photons and the fastest-possible IC

cooling time, achieved at particle energies γ ∼ γKN (Sec-

tion 2.1). Equation (17) therefore tells us that the initial

acceleration timescale must always be faster than that

associated with radiative cooling in order to push the

system into the pair-producing regime.

In our FP runs, we choose L/(ctacc,0) = 10. The above

remarks then constrain us to choose τγγ < L/(ctacc,0) =

3 We omit Urad and ϵrad here, since they are set, respectively,
by γcool and γKN.

10. We have simulated τγγ = 1, 3, and 10, but we

present here only the runs for which τγγ = 3. For

simplicity, we also demand that θss,0 be equal to θ0.

This then sets γKN and γcool through (17) as well

as σ0 through (11) with η = 1. Specifically, γKN =

0.5θss,0, γcool = 0.1θss,0, and σ0 = 60.

By choosing θ0 = θss,0 > γKN, many particles start

out above pair-production threshold, which ignites pair

production directly from our initial conditions. We

are willing to accept this because avoiding it by choos-

ing θ0 < θss,0 would obfuscate the meaning of θss,0. As

particle acceleration proceeded, σ would drop in time,

rendering the effective θss, by the time pair production

kicked in, different from θss,0.

The last parameter we need to specify is γmax. This

is the main parameter that we scan throughout our FP

campaign, pushing it much higher (with respect to θ0)

than is possible in PIC simulation. We conduct runs

with γmax ∈ {3, 10, 30, 100, 300, 1000, 3000} θ0.
The QED part of the time evolution of our FP simu-

lations is identical to that described by Mehlhaff et al.

(2024). The diffusive part of the update is, however,

new to this work. We provide a technical description of

this novelty in Appendix A.

We illustrate the evolution of our FP models in Fig. 5.

They go through the same sequence of states (Sec-

tion 2.3) as our PIC simulation. First, particles are

rapidly accelerated to Lorentz factors γ > γKN where

they emit pair-producing gamma rays. Next, pairs grad-

ually accumulate, loading the plasma magnetization σ

and, with it, dampening the efficiency of further particle

acceleration. Finally, the plasma settles into a thermal

distribution at temperature θss,f .

Two important outputs of our FP models are the

final temperature, θss,f , and the time, tconv, it takes

the system to converge to the long-term equilibrium.

We measure these two quantities as follows. First,

we define tconv as the time when the overall average

Lorentz factor, ⟨γ⟩, comes within a factor of two of

the instantaneous steady-state temperature, θss: that

is, ⟨γ⟩(tconv) ≡ 2×3θss(tconv). This roughly corresponds

(Fig. 5) to the moment when half the plasma energy is

carried by the low-energy thermalized particles. We de-

fine θss,f as the value of θlo time-averaged over the second

(converged) half of each FP run. The main goal of the

following subsections is to show how the FP parameters

dictate θss,f and tconv.

4.1. Analysis of the final steady-state temperature

At the beginning of each FP simulation, particle ac-

celeration occurs on timescales, tacc,0, much faster than

the most rapid radiative cooling timescale, L/(cτγγ). We
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Figure 5. Particle energy distribution snapshots from our
FP runs with γmax/θ0 = 10, 300, and 3000. The convergence
time, tconv, is measured as described in Section 4. Instanta-
neous θlo and γcut values are measured using (13) and (15).
The run with γmax = 3000θ0 had an extremely long tconv
(Fig. 7), making it too expensive to evolve through t/tconv =
10 and 100.

therefore expect the tail of the particle energy distribu-

tion to initially run away, as predicted by (12). The cut-

off in the particle energy distribution must then be regu-

lated, at least at first, by a mechanism other than radia-

tive cooling. The only mechanism available in our FP

models is the imposed cutoff in the diffusion coefficient

at Lorentz factor γmax. We therefore anticipate that the

final plasma temperature, θss,f , be sensitive to γmax.

This is indeed the case. In Fig. 6, we show how θss,f
varies as a function of γcut/γKN. To compare with PIC

results, we plot θss,f in terms of the measured cutoff

Lorentz factor γcut, defined by (13), instead of in terms

of the formal parameter γmax. These two are, however,

closely related, differing only by order-unity factors from

each other. The data points in Fig. 6 follow the trend:

θss,f
γKN

=

 1
20 , γcut ≲ 100γKN(
3γcut

γKN

)
fKN

(
3γcut

γKN

)
, otherwise

. (18)

These scalings can be phenomenologically explained as

follows.

100 101 102 103 104

γcut/γKN

10−3

10−2

10−1

θ s
s,

f/γ
K

N

1D FP
3D PIC (5123)
1/20
(3γcut/γKN)fKN(3γcut/γKN)

Figure 6. Dependence of the final plasma temperature, θss,f ,
on γcut, the main parameter explored in our FP campaign.
The formulae from (18) and the measurement from our PIC
simulation are shown for reference.

The regime γcut ≫ 100γKN emerges from the bal-

ance between the radiative cooling timescale, tcool(γ)

(independent of σ; equation 5), and the diffusive accel-

eration timescale, tacc(σ), dictated by σ per (11). Be-

fore substantial pair production can occur, σ is regu-

lated in our FP runs, just like in our PIC simulation,

through particle acceleration. Initially, ⟨γ⟩ increases,

lowering σ = 3θ0n0σ0/(⟨n⟩⟨γ⟩). We empirically observe

that, in the γcut ≫ 100γKN regime, the FP models all

regulate σ in this pre-pair-production stage so as to en-

force the equality tacc(σ) = tcool(ξγcut). Here, ξ is the

constant order-unity factor by which the precise value

of γ where this equality is satisfied differs from the em-

pirically measured γcut. We find ξ ≃ 3.

As noted in Section 2.1, the cooling time is non-

monotonic in γ: dtcool/dγ > 0 when γ ≫ γKN

and dtcool/dγ < 0 when γ ≪ γKN. Thus, by

self-regulating such that tacc(σ) = tcool(3γcut), the

system also defines a second critical Lorentz factor,

paired with γcut – but, unlike γcut, less than γKN

– for which the equality tacc = tcool is also satis-

fied. This second Lorentz factor is precisely θss,f . We

can thus phenomenologically predict θss,f by equat-

ing tcool(θss,f) = tacc(σ) = tcool(3γcut). Noting

that θss,f ≪ γKN transforms the left-hand-side of this

equality into ctcool(θss,f)/L ≃ γcool/θss,f . Meanwhile,

the right-hand-side, by (5), is just ctcool(3γcut)/L =

γcool/[3γcutfKN(3γcut/γKN)]. Rearranging, we see

that, θss,f/γKN = (3γcut/γKN)fKN(3γcut/γKN).

We can then understand the regime γcut ≲ 100γKN

by noting that the form for θss,f obtained above can-

not continue indefinitely to smaller γcut/γKN. Doing so

would eventually predict θss,f/γKN ∼ 1. However, this
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is forbidden because having θss,f ∼ γKN would lead to

continued pair production, invalidating the final steady

state. The final temperature must be sufficiently be-

low γKN to render pair production virtually nonexistent.

Evidently, the system requires θss,f to be no larger than

roughly γKN/20. We note that an exponentially small

amount of pair production still persists after t = tconv in

our FP runs, slowly pushing the thermal particles to still

colder temperatures. However, this occurs on timescales

that are already much longer than tconv and that become

even slower as the cooling continues.

4.2. Analysis of the convergence time

In our FP runs, as in our PIC simulation, the final

magnetization, σf , is decided very early. Initially, vig-

orous particle acceleration leads to a rapid rise in ⟨γ⟩,
setting σf within the first several L/c. In the subse-

quent, much slower approach to the final state, σ re-

mains roughly constant. As pairs build up, ⟨γ⟩ and ⟨n⟩
merely exchange roles, obeying ⟨γ⟩ ∝ 1/⟨n⟩, and, hence,
preserving σ.

In this sequence of events, the slow accumulation of

pairs – which dominates the time to reach the final state

– is governed by the radiative cooling time, tcool, as well

as the lifetime of above-threshold photons, ∼ L/(cτγγ).

Both of these timescales are proportional to L/(cτγγ)

times a dimensionless function of (particle or photon)

energy. Hence, we should expect the time, tconv, to

converge to the final steady state to be proportional

to L/(cτγγ).

These remarks are why, in Fig. 7, we normalize the

measured tconv from each of our simulations to λmfp/c ≡
L/(cτγγ). For each value of γcut/γKN, changing λmfp =

L/τγγ leads to a different absolute convergence time

(e.g., different ctconv/L) but leaves ctconv/λmfp un-

changed. We have verified this explicitly using our runs
(not presented) with different τγγ .

The measured tconv values of Fig. 7, like those

of θss,f in Fig. 6, follow two separate trends depending

on γcut/γKN. We find that

ctconv
λmfp

=

70, γcut ≲ 100γKN[(
3γcut

γKN

)
fKN

(
3γcut

γKN

)]−2

, otherwise
.

(19)

We next supply phenomenological arguments to explain

each of these scalings.

First, the case γcut ≫ 100γKN is very extreme. There,

the early phases of the FP runs show that a good

fraction of the initial particles are rapidly (within a

few L/c) accelerated up to γ ≃ ξγcut ≃ 3γcut. Sub-

sequently, radiative cooling removes energy from these
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γcut/γKN
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ct
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70
[(3γcut/γKN)fKN(3γcut/γKN)]−2

Figure 7. Dependence of the convergence time, tconv,
on γcut, the main parameter explored in our FP campaign.
The formulae from (19) and the convergence time of our PIC
simulation are shown for reference.

particles at the rate ε̇depart ≃ 3γcutn0mec
2/tcool(3γcut).

At such high Lorentz factors, virtually all Comptonized

photons lie above pair-production threshold, are ab-

sorbed, and, thus, do not remove energy from the sys-

tem. Energy is therefore losslessly reprocessed from

particles with γ ∼ 3γcut down to (a larger number

of) particles with γ ∼ γKN. Then, from γ ∼ γKN

down to γ ∼ θss,f ≪ γKN, the IC-scattered photons

fall below pair-production threshold, and – no longer

subject to gamma-ray absorption – carry energy out

of the plasma. Thus, while energy is removed from

the high-energy particles at the rate ε̇depart, it arrives

at θss,f at a lower rate, penalized by the losses in-

curred from γKN to θss,f , of ε̇arrive ∼ (θss,f/γKN)ε̇depart ∼
(θss,f/γKN)[3γcutn0mec

2/tcool(3γcut)]. The convergence

time is reached when energy of roughly 3γcutn0mec
2 ac-

crues at γ ∼ θss,f . Thus, tconv ∼ 3γcutn0mec
2/ε̇arrive ∼

(γKN/θss,f)tcool(3γcut). Plugging in (18) and (5)

and ignoring order-unity factors yields, ctconv/λmfp ∼
[(3γcut/γKN)fKN(3γcut/γKN)]

−2.

Conversely, in the limit that γcut ≪ 100γKN, the

initial burst of particle acceleration in the FP mod-

els is much less efficient (e.g., upper panel of Fig. 5).

Most of the energy remains in the initial thermal hump,

which just cools down from its initial temperature, θ0,

to the final one, θss,f ∼ γKN. The time for this cool-

ing to occur is just tcool(γKN/20) ≃ 30λmfp/c. This ex-

plains why tconv should asymptote to a γcut-independent

value in the γcut ≪ 100γKN limit, but ignores factors

of order unity. For quantitative estimates, we use the

value ctconv/λmfp ≃ 70, which is in better agreement

with the data of Fig. 7.
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4.3. Discussion of the limit γcut ≲ 100γKN

In Section 5, we consider the implications of Klein-

Nishina turbulence on the pair content of FSRQ jets.

There, we identify γcut ≲ 100γKN as the relevant regime

in such jets. It is therefore worth exploring the conse-

quences of this regime on the final plasma parameters

in more depth.

In this limit, θss,f ∼ γKN/20 (equation 18). Plugging

this temperature into (8), we estimate the final plasma

magnetization, σf , as

3γKN

10γcool
=

τγγ
2

=

√
σ3
f

1 + σf
. (20)

This is an implicit expression for the final plasma mag-

netization, σf , in terms of the optical depth, τγγ . In

the optically thick regime, τγγ ≫ 1, it reduces to the

very simple result, σf ≃ τγγ/2. Equation (20) makes

no reference to the initial plasma parameters (e.g., σ0

and θ0), implying that the final plasma state is entirely

independent of the initial one. Remarkably, σf in (20)

does not even depend on plasma parameters at all; it is

determined exclusively by properties of the seed radia-

tion field through τγγ .

Furthermore, when γcut ≲ 100γKN, equation (19)

implies that the convergence time is roughly tconv ≃
70λmfp/c = 70L/(cτγγ). Thus, higher τγγ corre-

sponds to a faster approach to equilibrium (with respect

to L/c), but to a less pair-loaded plasma, giving, accord-

ing to (20), higher σf .

5. TURBULENCE-POWERED PAIR

ENRICHMENT OF FSRQ JETS

The main goal of this section is to determine whether

turbulence, coupled to IC radiation and pair production

as studied in this work, might be a significant source

of electron-positron pairs in jets of flat-spectrum ra-

dio quasars (FSRQs). To do so, we introduce a global

model, illustrated in Fig. 8, wherein a patch of turbulent

plasma travels outward in the jet at the local relativistic

jet velocity, vj = (1− 1/Γ2
j )

1/2c ≃ c. The jet is assumed

conical with full opening angle θj = 1/bΓj, where b ≃ 5

is an observationally determined constant (Pushkarev

et al. 2009). Throughout this section, unprimed quan-

tities refer to the rest frame of the central engine and

primed quantities to the comoving frame of turbulent

jet plasma. Though needed to transform between these

frames, the bulk jet Lorentz factor, Γj, cancels in our

final results.

We suppose that turbulence is triggered (by, e.g., a

macroscopic instability) in the jet-comoving frame at

a distance d = d0 from the central engine, with outer

scale, L, of order the jet width: L ∼ θjd0 ∼ d0/bΓj. To

compare with our preceding results on pair-plasma tur-

bulence, we assume the jet is comprised only of electrons

and positrons. We discuss rough expectations for the

case of an electron-ion jet in Section 5.3. We also assume

that turbulence does not coincide with strong bulk ac-

celeration, so that Γj is constant. In reality, though, the

Compton rocket effect (O’Dell 1981; Sikora et al. 1996;

Vuillaume et al. 2015) could impart a strong net momen-

tum to the plasma; turbulent dissipation could also cre-

ate a large-scale (magnetic) pressure gradient along the

jet axis, leading to bulk acceleration (Drenkhahn 2002;

Giannios & Uzdensky 2019). We relegate a proper anal-

ysis of the link between turbulent dissipation and bulk

acceleration to a future work, focusing here just on that

between the dissipation and pair content of the jet.

Once triggered, turbulence couples to the BLR or

HDR background radiation via IC scattering and pair

production. Mehlhaff et al. (2021) summarize the quan-

titative aspects of the BLR and HDR soft-photon baths

that are relevant here. The BLR and HDR shine radia-

tion at respective characteristic photon energies ϵBLR =

10 eV and ϵHDR = 0.3 eV. The energy densities, UBLR

and UHDR, of the resulting radiation bathing the jet are

both roughly constant in d as long as d is smaller than

the characteristic size, RBLR and RHDR, of the respec-

tive region. Beyond RBLR or RHDR, the correspond-

ing seed-photon energy density falls off rapidly in d.

The BLR is smaller and more intense than the HDR,

with 0.1 pc ∼ RBLR < RHDR ∼ 4 pc and UBLR > UHDR

for d < RBLR.

Given these orderings, we consider two separate possi-

bilities: either turbulence is triggered at d0 < RBLR and,

hence, couples exclusively to the more intense BLR radi-

ation, or turbulence is triggered at RBLR < d0 < RHDR

and couples exclusively to the HDR photons (which be-

come dominant at d ≳ 1 pc). Mixed cases where, for

example, turbulence is triggered at d0 < RBLR but does

not converge before being swept out of the BLR, may

very well occur in nature, but we ignore them here to

streamline our analysis. To summarize, we assume

Urad =


UBLR , d0 < RBLR

UHDR , RBLR < d0 < RHDR

0 , otherwise

(21)

and

ϵrad =


ϵBLR , d0 < RBLR

ϵHDR , RBLR < d0 < RHDR

0 , otherwise

. (22)
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Figure 8. Cartoon of our global model of turbulence embedded in an FSRQ jet (cf. Sikora et al. 1994; Urry & Padovani 1995;
Ghisellini & Tavecchio 2009). Turbulence couples exclusively to the photons from the HDR (BLR) for RBLR < d0 < RHDR (d0 <
RBLR). The case of HDR coupling is shown. Symbol definitions are given in the text.

Figure 8 illustrates the case RBLR < z0 < RHDR.

Within our model, necessary conditions for

turbulence-powered pair enrichment of the jet are:

1. That the convergence time, tconv, be shorter than

the time, tturb, for turbulence to subside;

2. That tconv be shorter than the time, tej, for the

turbulent region to be ejected from the seed radi-

ation field; and

3. That the resulting pair yield, characterized as the

ratio of the final-to-initial electron+positron num-

ber densities, nf/n0, exceed unity.

To facilitate transparent comparisons to our strictly lo-

cal turbulence analysis (Sections 3 and 4), we impose an

additional locality condition. We demand that tconv be

shorter than the time for turbulence to travel far enough

in d for the background plasma properties (e.g., density

and magnetic field strength) to substantially change due

to jet expansion. Namely, we require tconv < t×2 =

2d0/c, where t×2 is the time for turbulence to reach the

location, d = 2d0, where the jet is twice as wide as at d0.

We stress that the locality condition is only enforced

to permit direct application of the quantitative findings

of our local turbulence study. It may not actually be

required for turbulence to substantially boost the jet

pair content. Nevertheless, taking quantitative account

of jet expansion would require additional study beyond

our present scope. One could, for example, conduct PIC

simulations similar to those of Section 3 in an expanding-

box framework (Sironi & Narayan 2015; Tenerani & Velli

2017; Bott et al. 2021).

The rest of this section is organized as follows. We

address the ejection (tconv < tej) and locality (tconv <

t×2) conditions in 5.1. Then, in 5.2, we estimate the

pair yield. Finally, we circle back to discuss whether

turbulence converges before it subsides (tconv < tturb)

as part of our discussion of this section in 5.3.

5.1. Ejection and locality conditions

To evaluate the ejection and locality conditions, we

need to estimate the timescales tej and tconv. We begin

with tej. For illumination by the BLR and HDR, respec-
tively, we have tej,BLR = (RBLR − d0)/c and tej,HDR =

(RHDR − d0)/c.

The ejection time, tej,i (where i = BLR or HDR), be-

comes formally equal to t×2 when d0 = Ri/3. For d0
closer in than this, tej,i > t×2, while for d0 farther

away, tej,i < t×2. To allow turbulence a maximum

of time to bathe in the ambient radiation, we restrict

our assumption on d0, requiring it to be less than or

comparable to Ri/3. That way, as long as the locality

condition, tconv < t×2, is satisfied, the ejection condi-

tion, tconv < tej,i, is automatically respected.

We next move on to estimate tconv, which, accord-

ing to the results of Section 4.2, follows from the par-

ticle acceleration cutoff Lorentz factor, γcut, normalized

by γKN. In FSRQs, the IC gamma-ray brightness does

not generally exceed the lower-energy synchrotron lumi-

nosity by more than a factor of 100 or so. If both spectra
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are produced by the same particle population – and bar-

ring strong beaming or Klein-Nishina effects, the latter

of which occurs at energies beyond the spectral peak –

the energy density, U ′
i , of background radiation in the

emission zone cannot exceed the magnetic field energy

density, U ′
B, by more than the same factor of 100 (Sikora

et al. 2009).

This fact can be translated into a constraint on γcut
as follows. Synchrotron radiation is quantitatively sim-

ilar to Thomson IC cooling. For an isotropic particle

pitch-angle distribution, the per-particle radiated syn-

chrotron power obeys (7) but with the seed-photon en-

ergy density replaced by the magnetic energy density.

Hence, there is a synchrotron-induced exponential cut-

off Lorentz factor, θsyn, analogous to that, θss, that fol-

lows from Thomson IC cooling. To arrive at the formula

for θsyn, one simply replaces Urad in (8) with UB (i.e.,

changing the definition of γcool in that equation), which

yields θ′syn/θ
′
ss = U ′

rad/U
′
B ≤ 100. Synchrotron radi-

ation thus introduces an effective particle acceleration

cutoff, γ′
cut = θ′syn, that is just a factor of 100 or so

beyond θ′ss.

In the final steady state, θ′ss = θ′ss,f < γ′
KN, imply-

ing that γ′
cut = θ′syn ≤ 100θ′ss,f < 100γ′

KN. This places

us in the special regime discussed in Section 4.3, in

which the comoving final pair-loaded magnetization, σ′
f ,

is given by (20) and the comoving convergence time is

just t′conv ≃ 70λ′
mfp/c = 70L′/(cτ ′γγ). Now, because L

is transverse to the jet velocity, it does not transform

between primed and unprimed frames. This, in turn,

implies that τ ′γγ = n′
radσTL

′ = nradσTL/Γj = τγγ/Γj,

since nrad = Urad/ϵrad transforms as n′
rad = nrad/Γj.

These transformation rules allow us to write t′conv,i =

70L/(τ ′ic) = 70d0/(bτ
′
iΓj). Thus, the locality con-

dition, t′conv < t′×2 = 2d0/cΓj, is satisfied provided

that τ ′i > τ ′crit ≡ 35/b ≃ 7.

Mehlhaff et al. (2021) estimate the comoving pair-

production optical depth, τ ′i , presented by BLR or HDR

photons evaluated across the jet width, L′ = L = d0θj,

as τ ′BLR ≃ 3 and τ ′HDR ≃ 20, both independent of Γj in

the primed frame. Thus, the BLR photons are nearly

optically thick enough (τ ′BLR ∼ τ ′crit) for turbulence to

converge before the macroscopic jet properties change

much. For the case of HDR illumination, the optical

depth is higher, so thorough convergence is more likely.

In both cases, however, the optical depths are within

order-unity factors of the critical one, τ ′crit ≃ 7, nec-

essary to uphold the locality condition, and so, given

the crudeness of the present order-of-magnitude anal-

ysis, should perhaps just be regarded as close to this

value. In this spirit, we conclude simply that tconv ∼ t×2

for both BLR and HDR illumination. A good fraction (if

not quite 100 percent) of the asymptotic pair count, nf ,

is hence pumped into the plasma within t×2.

5.2. Expected FSRQ pair yield

The main goal here is to estimate the pair yield, nf/n0,

that would be realized for fully equilibrated turbu-

lence (once pair production is complete). Our ap-

proach is to estimate the final comoving plasma tem-

perature, θ′ss,f , and magnetization, σ′
f , using results from

Section 4. We then combine these estimates with sim-

ple assumptions about the background jet magnetic field

strength, B′
0, and plasma number density, n′

0, in order

to extract the final pair yield from the formula, σ′
f =

B′2
f /(16πn′

fθ
′
ss,fmec

2).

As discussed in Section 5.1, particle acceleration is

cut off by synchrotron radiative cooling, placing us in

the regime, γ′
cut < 100γ′

KN. This means (Section 4.3)

that θ′ss,f ∼ γ′
KN/20 and that σ′

f follows from (20). Plug-

ging τ ′BLR ≃ 3 and τ ′HDR ≃ 20 into (20) yields σ′
f,BLR ≃ 2

and σ′
f,HDR ≃ 20. Meanwhile, the comoving Klein-

Nishina Lorentz factors, γ′
KN,i (needed to estimate θ′ss,f),

follow from the characteristic seed-photon energies, ϵi,

as γ′
KN,i = mec

2/(4Γjϵi) = γKN,i/Γj. Using ϵHDR ≃
0.3 eV and ϵBLR ≃ 10 eV (Mehlhaff et al. 2021), we es-

timate γKN,BLR ∼ 1× 104 and γKN,HDR ≃ 4× 105.

We write the initial plasma density, n′
0, in terms of

the initial cold magnetization (ignoring plasma pres-

sure): σ′
c,0 ≡ B′2

0 /4πn′
0mec

2. The pair yield can then

be written as

nf

n0
=

n′
f

n′
0

=

(
B′

f

B′
0

)2(
σ′
c,0

σ′
f

)(
1

4θ′ss,f

)

≃
(
σ′
c,0

σ′
f

)(
5

γ′
KN

)
. (23)

In the last step, we dropped the ratio of final-to-initial

magnetic energy densities, B′2
f /B′2

0 , since, provided the

locality condition, tconv < t×2, is satisfied, the magnetic

energy density remains approximately constant through-

out the turbulent plasma evolution (Sections 3 and 4).

At this point, the missing ingredient in (23) is the

initial cold magnetization, σ′
c,0. We phrase this mag-

netization in terms of that imprinted in the jet at its

base, σb = B2
b/4πnbmec

2, where Bb and nb are, re-

spectively, the jet-base magnetic field and plasma num-

ber densities. We consider the ideal case that the jet

propagates without substantial dissipation or contami-

nation (e.g., through shear-flow instabilities on the jet

walls) from the ambient medium. Then, the magnetic

field is mostly toroidal (i.e., wraps around the jet) and

frozen into the bulk flow, with B(d)θjd = const. so

that B(d) ∝ 1/d (Begelman et al. 1984). Meanwhile,

the plasma density decays as n(d) ∝ 1/d2. Together,
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these two profiles imply that σc is constant in d. Iden-

tifying n′
0 = n′(d0) = n(d0)/Γj and B′

0 = B′(d0) =

B(d0)/Γj, we can write σ′
c,0 = B′2

0 /4πn′
0mec

2 = σb/Γj.

Equation (23) can now be written as nf/n0 ≃
5σb/(γKNσ

′
f), which evaluates to(

nf

n0

)
BLR

∼ σb

104
and

(
nf

n0

)
HDR

∼ σb

106
(24)

independently of Γj. Hence, if the jet-base magneti-

zation exceeds 104, a significant pair enrichment can

be expected from BLR-illuminated turbulence; if it ex-

ceeds 106, pair enrichment is also possible in the case

of HDR-illumination. This magnetization, in turn, de-

pends on the detailed plasma physics of jet launch. For

M87*, theoretical models based on magnetic reconnec-

tion (Kimura et al. 2022; Chen et al. 2023; Hakobyan

et al. 2023) in the context of magnetically arrested ac-

cretion (Ripperda et al. 2022) predict σb from 104 up

to 108. All of these models predict σb high enough

for BLR-illuminated turbulence to pump significant new

pairs into the jet; some give sufficient σb for significant

pair enrichment by HDR-illuminated turbulence.

5.3. Discussion of FSRQ model

We have constructed an analytic model, benchmarked

by our PIC (Section 3) and FP (Section 4) simulations,

to determine whether turbulence in FSRQ jets can lead

to strong in situ pair enrichment. In this model, tur-

bulence is triggered in an initially pristine plasma at a

distance d0 in the jet from the central engine, as shown

in Fig. 8. Background radiation from the BLR or the

HDR allows for IC scattering and pair production.

Our estimates consider important conditions that

must be met if significant pair enrichment is to occur.

The turbulent plasma must (Section 5.1) converge to

its final, thermal, pair-saturated state in a time, tconv,

shorter than both: (1) the time, tej, for the turbulent

plasma to escape the BLR or HDR background radia-

tion, and (2) the time t×2 for the turbulence to probe jet

regions with significantly different plasma properties. In

addition (Section 5.2), the asymptotic pair yield, nf/n0,

from turbulent pair production for the given plasma pa-

rameters must be large.

In Section 5.1, we restrict our attention to trigger

points, d0, inside the outer edge, RHDR or RBLR, of the

radiation field, which ensures the ordering t×2 < tesc.

The locality condition, tconv < t×2, then becomes suf-

ficient for the ejection condition, tconv < tej. We

showed that the locality condition holds provided that

the comoving optical depth of the seed-photon back-

ground, τ ′γγ , exceed τ ′crit ≃ 7. The optical depths fur-

nished by the HDR and BLR radiation fields are on par

with this value. Thus, turbulence converges, at least

nearly, while remaining in a uniform jet region, pump-

ing out a good fraction of its asymptotic pair yield.

We estimate the asymptotic pair yields in Section 5.2.

In the ideal case that the jet does not substantially

dissipate or entrain much plasma before turbulence is

triggered, the input (cold) magnetization to turbulence

is that, σb, embedded in the jet at its base. The ex-

pected pair yields are then (nf/n0)BLR = σb/10
4 and

(nf/n0)HDR = σb/10
6. A significant pair enrichment

thus requires a generous jet-base magnetization, but not

an impossible one in light of theoretical jet-launch mod-

els (Kimura et al. 2022; Chen et al. 2023; Hakobyan

et al. 2023, though these are all specialized to the case

of M87*, which is perhaps not a good FSRQ analog).

We now return to consider one last criterion in decid-

ing whether turbulence can load FSRQ jets with pairs.

Namely, we ask whether the convergence time, tconv, is

faster than the expected duration, tturb, of turbulence.

Turbulence ceases once its free-energy source has been

exhausted. In our simulations (Sections 3 and 4), we

consider driven turbulence, in which free energy can

be pumped in indefinitely through the driving mech-

anism. However, in reality, the magnetic field itself

may furnish the main source of free energy in FSRQ

jets. In this case, a decaying picture of turbulence

is more appropriate, wherein the magnetic energy dis-

sipates in several eddy turnover (Alfvén/lightcrossing)

times of the outer scale, L: e.g., tturb ∼ 10L/c. The

condition, t′conv < t′turb, then reduces to τ ′γγ > 7, inci-

dentally the same criterion as that for t′conv < t′×2 (see

Section 5.1 for the expression of t′conv). Thus, no sub-

stantial new caveats to our results are introduced by the

requirement tconv < tturb.

The gamma-ray signatures of pair-thermalized turbu-

lence in FSRQ jets follow straightforwardly from the

equilibrium temperature, θ′ss,f = γ′
KN/20, corresponding

to mean-squared Lorentz factor ⟨γ′2⟩ = 12θ′2ss,f . This

translates to a mean observed photon energy (ignor-

ing cosmological redshift) of ⟨ϵobs⟩ = 4Γ2
j ⟨γ′2⟩ϵrad/3 ∼

γ2
KNϵrad/25, which, upon plugging in (22), evaluates

to ⟨ϵobs,BLR⟩ ∼ 70MeV and ⟨ϵobs,HDR⟩ ∼ 2GeV. These

characteristic energies are independent of Γj. They

should be taken with a grain of salt, though, since, once

turbulence shuts down or escapes the background ra-

diation field, the thermal regulation mechanism fails.

The characteristic radiative signatures of such turbu-

lence may then be erased from the observable spectrum.

The pairs loaded into the jet, on the other hand, would

persist even beyond this point.

In all this discussion, we have considered the pair yield

of turbulence when the starting plasma is already com-
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posed exclusively of pairs. However, the initial com-

position in the jet may also have a strong ion compo-

nent. If the ions are relativistically magnetized, then

they behave essentially as non-radiative positrons, and

our main pair-plasma results apply up until the elec-

tron convergence time, tconv. Beyond tconv, the accumu-

lated electrons and positrons become much cooler than

the non-radiative ions. Under such circumstances, Zh-

dankin et al. (2021) found that the heating ratio from

ions to electrons/positrons grows without bound: as the

electrons and positrons keep cooling, the ions soak up

an ever-increasing fraction of the injected energy, lead-

ing to further lepton cooling. Thus, while the final

pair yield – established in large part prior to tconv –

might still be similar as to what we predict in this work,

the final temperature might be much cooler than the

one, θss,f ∼ γKN/20, that we find.

It is more difficult to speculate about the case of

trans- or non-relativistic ions. In this situation, the ions

would initially control the plasma inertia and, hence,

the Alfvén speed. They would also likely have a larger

initial gyroradius compared to electrons, thus consum-

ing a larger fraction of the injected energy (Zhdankin

et al. 2019). Whether and under what conditions ade-

quate lepton acceleration could occur to ignite enough

pair production for the leptons to claim control of the

overall Alfvén speed and, hence, self-regulate, is unclear.

6. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we study turbulence illuminated by an

intense background radiation field, relevant to gamma-

ray emitting regions in FSRQ jets. In this regime, high-

energy particles cool down by IC scattering soft photons

from the radiative background. Sufficiently energetic

particles, with Lorentz factors γ > γKN, scatter pho-

tons in the discrete Klein-Nishina regime. The resulting

gamma-ray quanta lie above pair-production threshold

with the background and may hence be absorbed to pro-

duce new electron-positron pairs.

We argue (Section 2) that such pair production should

feed back on turbulence. Turbulent particle accelera-

tion initially outpaces radiative cooling. As a result, a

prominent power-law tail develops in the particle energy

distribution, with numerous particles at high-enough en-

ergies to emit photons above pair-production thresh-

old. Absorption of these photons then begins to pump

fresh pairs into the turbulent plasma, weighing it down

(i.e., lowering σ) and, hence, suppressing the efficiency

of particle acceleration. This feedback terminates once

enough pairs have accrued to limit particle acceleration

to Lorentz factors below γKN. At this stage, particles ra-

diate only in the low-energy Thomson IC regime, emit-

ting solely photons beneath pair-production threshold

and, hence, cutting off the supply of new pairs. In this

late-time limit, radiative cooling is balanced against par-

ticle acceleration, leading to a thermal particle distribu-

tion at temperature θf (as previously studied by Zh-

dankin et al. 2020). This sequence of events represents

a novel collisionless pair-production-mediated thermal-

ization mechanism.

We then (Section 3) use PIC simulations to verify that

such pair thermalization indeed transpires. The PIC

simulations are of radiative driven pair-plasma turbu-

lence coupled to IC radiation and pair production as

described above. They demonstrate clear convergence

of the macroscopic plasma quantities to stable final val-

ues. This includes the predicted thermalization of the

particle energy distribution to final temperature, θf . A

final pair-loaded magnetization, σf , is also reached; it

is much lower than the value at the simulation onset

(before turbulence ignites pair production).

In order to understand the main parameters governing

the final plasma state, we supplement our PIC simula-

tion with simpler and computationally cheaper Fokker-

Planck (FP) models (Section 4). Because of their lower

cost, these FP simulations open up a broader region of

parameter space than is accessible to PIC alone. They

enable us to identify a strong dependence of the final

temperature, θf , final magnetization, σf , and time, tconv,

to converge to the final state, on γcut/γKN, where γcut
is the particle acceleration cutoff Lorentz factor. In the

limit, γcut ≤ 100γKN, relevant to FSRQs, these three

quantities obey the formulae, θf ≃ γKN/20, σ
3
f /(1+σf) ≃

(τγγ/2)
2, and tconv ≃ 70L/τγγc, where τγγ is the char-

acteristic optical depth furnished by the background ra-

diation over the turbulence driving scale, L. Thus, pair-

thermalization in FSRQ jets yields a final plasma state

entirely independent of the initial plasma parameters;

it is determined instead exclusively by properties of the

background radiation (plus L).

Finally, we perform back-of-the-envelope estimates

(Section 5) to determine whether pair-thermalized tur-

bulence might boost the pair content of FSRQ jets in

situ. We find, under reasonable assumptions, that tur-

bulence, once triggered in such jets, can converge: (1)

while still in the presence of the strong ambient radiation

impinging from the broad-line or hot-dust regions (BLR

or HDR); (2) over a zone where the background jet prop-

erties remain approximately constant; and (3) before

the (likely magnetic) free-energy source for turbulence

is exhausted. We also estimate the pair yields for the

separate cases of turbulence interacting with the BLR

and HDR radiation fields, finding (nf/n0)BLR ∼ σb/10
4

and (nf/n0)HDR ∼ σb/10
6. The jet-base (cold) mag-
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netizations, σb, needed for a substantial pair load are

perhaps attainable in black-hole jets launched by the

Blandford & Znajek (1977) mechanism (Kimura et al.

2022; Chen et al. 2023; Hakobyan et al. 2023).

In general, what blazar jets are made of and how

they accelerate particles are two outstanding questions

in high-energy astrophysics. This study shows that these

two issues, traditionally viewed as separate, may actu-

ally be deeply linked. As the jet propagates, the same

dissipation sites that accelerate particles and power

gamma-ray radiation may also enrich the jet with fresh

electron-positron pairs. This study explicitly demon-

strates this possibility in the context of turbulence

(Mehlhaff et al. 2024 discuss it for the case of magnetic

reconnection) in FSRQ jets. Although we have focused

on pair plasmas, we conjecture (Section 5.3) that nearly

the same pair loads could be achieved in the presence

of an initial electron-ion plasma, as long as the ions are

fairly relativistically magnetized. In this case, an ini-

tially electron-ion blazar jet could be transformed by in

situ turbulence into an electron-positron jet.
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APPENDIX

A. DIFFUSIVE UPDATE IN FOKKER-PLANCK SIMULATIONS

The Fokker-Planck (FP) simulations of Section 4 are predicated on evolving (16) in time. To do this, we employ a

PIC-like numerical scheme. The distribution function f(γ, t) is represented by a number of delta-function-like samples.

We call these samples particles, just like those of an ordinary PIC code, except that instead of living in six-dimensional

phase space, they inhabit a one-dimensional energy space. Each particle i = 1, . . . , N is identified only by its weight wi

and its Lorentz factor γi. It is the particle Lorentz factors, rather than the distribution function itself, that are directly

evolved (pushed) in time: γi = γi(t). The distribution function is simply reconstructed by binning the evolved particles

onto a predefined grid of Lorentz-factors γ̃n. Adopting the convention that integer n corresponds to the bin centers,

and half-integer n to the bin edges, we have f(γ̃n, t) = Σ{i|γ̃n−1/2<γi(t)<γ̃n+1/2}wi.

Thanks to this particle description, the radiative part of the time evolution of (16) can be carried out in our FP

simulations exactly as in our PIC simulations. The methods for this are described in detail by Mehlhaff et al. (2024).

We adopt a Strang splitting to separate this radiative piece, which we conduct using preexisting methods, from the

diffusive part of the update, which is new to this work. In what follows, we describe technical details of the diffusive

part of our time evolution scheme, since we were not able to find this material in the literature.

To evolve the particles from time t = t0 to t = t0 + ∆t, we give them random kicks in energy that are consistent

with the diffusion-advection equation (9). To ensure this consistency, we derive an approximate (short-time) Green’s

function solution to (9). Each particle formally starts as a delta-function in energy space at time t0. At time t0 +∆t,

the slightly broadened Green’s function tells us the probability distribution that a particle receives a kick of size ∆γ.

In the following derivation of this Green’s function, we drop the subscript i.

We first introduce the new variable ξ(γ) such that dξ/dγ = 1/
√
D. This allows us to replace derivatives with respect

to γ in equation (9) according to

∂ξ =
dγ

dξ
∂γ =

√
D∂γ . (A1)
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Multiplying (9) by
√
D, we have

∂t

(√
Df
)
= ∂2

ξ

(√
Df
)
− ∂ξ

[(
∂γ

√
D + 2

√
D/γ +A/

√
D
)√

Df
]
. (A2)

Here, we have ignored the time dependence of D, which, in the main text, is inherited through the dependence

of tacc on the instantaneous value of σ. We assume here that this time dependence, over the short interval ∆t, is

negligible compared to the broadening of the initial delta-function, f(γ, t0) = wδ(γ − γ0). Of course, for a truly

time-independent D(γ), this argument is unnecessary.

Introducing the function F =
√
Df and the generalized advection coefficient A(ξ) = d

√
D/dγ + 2

√
D/γ + A/

√
D,

expression (A2) becomes

∂tF = ∂2
ξF − ∂ξ (AF) , (A3)

a diffusion-advection equation with diffusion coefficient equal to one. We are thus tasked with finding the Green’s

function to this equivalent but simplified equation. The needed impulse initial condition, phrased in terms of F ,

is F(ξ, t0) = F0δ(ξ − ξ0), where ξ0 ≡ ξ(γ0) and F0 =
√
Dw (dξ/dγ) = w.

At this stage, it is convenient to make a short-time hypothesis. Namely, because we are only evolving over a small

time interval ∆t, we suppose that the initial distribution, F = F0δ(ξ − ξ0), does not have time to broaden very

much. This means that A does not change substantially across F , and we can sneakily replace it with its initial

value, A0 = A(ξ0, t0). Equation (A2) then becomes

∂tF = ∂2
ξF −A0∂ξF . (A4)

The solution, starting from F(ξ, t0) = F0δ(ξ − ξ0), is simply

F(ξ,∆t) =
F0√
4π∆t

exp

[
−1

2

(
ξ − (ξ0 +A0∆t)√

2∆t

)2
]
. (A5)

This is just a normal distribution, initially centered at ξ0, that moves to the right at velocity A0 and has broadening

standard-deviation
√
2∆t.

Equation (A5) is the probability that a particle, with initial γ0 = γ(t0) associated with ξ0, changes its energy to

that, γ(t0 + ∆t), corresponding to ξ in time interval ∆t. We can capture this probabilistic diffusion/advection by

giving each particle’s Lorentz factor a random kick, calculated as follows:

1. Calculate ξ0 = ξ(γ(t0)).

2. Draw a random number R from a unit normal distribution.

3. Calculate ξnew = ξ0 +R
√
2∆t+A0∆t.

4. Invert the relation ξ(γ) to calculate γ(t0 +∆t) from ξnew.

The necessary inversion of ξ(γ) can be done explicitly in the short-time limit by Taylor expanding. Abbreviating γnew =

γ(t0 +∆t) and D′(γ) = dD/dγ, we have

γnew ≃ γ0 +
dγ

dξ
(ξnew − ξ0) +

1

2

d2γ

dξ2
(ξnew − ξ0)

2 (A6)

= γ0 +
√
D(γ0)(ξnew − ξ0) +

1

4
D′(γ0)(ξnew − ξ0)

2 . (A7)

To arrive at the second line, we used dγ/dξ =
√
D and

d2γ

dξ2
=

d

dξ

√
D =

1

2
√
D

dD

dξ
=

1

2
√
D

dγ

dξ

dD

dγ
=

1

2

dD

dγ
. (A8)

Finally, plugging in ξnew − ξ0 = R
√
2∆t+A0∆t, and using A0 = D′(γ0)/[2

√
D(γ0)] + 2

√
D(γ0)/γ0 +A(γ0)/

√
D(γ0),

yields

γnew = γ0 +R
√
2∆tD(γ0) + ∆t

[
D′(γ0)

2

(
1 +R2

)
+

2D(γ0)

γ0
+A(γ0)

]
+O(∆t3/2) . (A9)

This gives the simplified procedure to update a particle Lorentz factor from γ0 at time t0 to γnew at time t0 +∆t:
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1. Draw a random number R from a unit normal distribution.

2. Update γ0 to γnew by evaluating equation (A9).
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Nättilä, J., & Beloborodov, A. M. 2021, ApJ, 921, 87,

doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ac1c76

O’Dell, S. L. 1981, ApJL, 243, L147, doi: 10.1086/183462

O’Neill, S. M., Beckwith, K., & Begelman, M. C. 2012,

MNRAS, 422, 1436,

doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2966.2012.20721.x
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