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An improved description for nonlinear plasma wakefields with phase velocities near the speed of light is
presented and compared against fully kinetic particle-in-cell simulations. These wakefields are excited by
intense particle beams or lasers pushing plasma electrons radially outward, creating an ion bubble surrounded
by a sheath of electrons characterized by the source term S ≡ − 1

enp
(ρ−Jz/c) where ρ and Jz are the charge and

axial current densities. Previously, the sheath source term was described phenomenologically with a positive-
definite function, resulting in a positive definite wake potential. In reality, the wake potential is negative
at the rear of the ion column which is important for self-injection and accurate beam loading models. To
account for this, we introduce a multi-sheath model in which the source term, S, of the plasma wake can
be negative in regions outside the ion bubble. Using this model, we obtain a new expression for the wake
potential and a modified differential equation for the bubble radius. Numerical results obtained from these
equations are validated against particle-in-cell simulations for unloaded and loaded wakes. The new model
provides accurate predictions of the shape and duration of trailing bunch current profiles that flatten plasma
wakefields. It is also used to design a trailing bunch for a desired longitudinally varying loaded wakefield. We
present beam loading results for laser wakefields and discuss how the model can be improved for laser drivers
in future work. Finally, we discuss differences between the predictions of the multi- and single-sheath models
for beam loading.

I. INTRODUCTION

Research in plasma-based acceleration (PBA) driven
by an intense laser pulse1 or a relativistic particle beam2

has been motivated by the capability to accelerate beams
with gradients in excess of a GeV/cm over cm or larger
length scales3–12. These wakefields can be excited by
the space force of a particle beam (plasma wakefield
acceleration–PWFA) or the radiation pressure of a laser
(laser wakefield acceleration–LWFA). Such PBA based
compact accelerator stages could be the building blocks
of next generation x-ray free-electron-lasers (XFELs) or
linear colliders.
In PBA, a critical process is beam loading where a

witness or trailing beam of particles is located at an ap-
propriate phase of the wake where it is accelerated and
focused. As it is accelerated it absorbs energy from the
wake and can distort, i.e., load, it. Developing an ac-
curate beam loading theory is important in order to ac-
curately understand and control the energy spread and
emittance of the witness beam. In some cases, this
needs to be understood even as the beam phase slips
inside the wakefield. The witness beam can be exter-
nally or self-injected. Self-injection has advantages as
it leads to synchronized injection which can be difficult
to achieve for external injection due to the short peri-
ods and wavelengths of the plasma wakefields; however,
self-injection may not produce the charge required for

a)tdalichaouch@gmail.com

a linear collider. Recently, there have been many self-
injection schemes proposed to generate high quality elec-
tron beams with low energy spread σγ and normalized
emittance ǫn. The most promising ideas typically involve
decreasing the phase velocity γφ of the plasma wake using
either a plasma density down ramp13–17 or an evolving
driver18–20. In each of these instances, plasma electrons
are injected at the very rear of the first bucket of the wake
where they can then be accelerated over long periods of
time.
In order to characterize how the injected beams alter

the wakefield, a theoretical model for the wakefield that
is accurate in the rear of the region is required. If the
model is accurate enough it can also be used to design ex-
periments and simulations capable of generating injected
beams that can flatten a wakefield or provide the neces-
sary slope in the acceleration gradient to compensate for
an initial energy chirp after some acceleration distance.
In the linear regime, the necessary beam loading the-

ory has existed for over thirty years21. However, in the
nonlinear regime the theory is significantly more com-
plicated. In nonlinear wakefields the plasma electrons
are expelled by the space-charge force of a particle beam
(PWFA) or radiation pressure of a laser pulse (LWFA)
leaving behind a column of ions. These electrons, which
are initially blown-out, are attracted back to the axis
due to the space-charge force from the ions, forming a
plasma sheath covering a nearly spherical ion channel ra-
dius rb(ξ). This structure can be seen in Fig. 1(a), where
the electron density from a PWFA simulation using the
particle-in-cell (PIC) code osiris

22 is plotted. A non-
evolving driver with a peak normalized charge per unit
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FIG. 1. (a) Electron density distribution of a plasma wake
excited by an electron drive beam with parameters Λd = 6,
γb = 20000, kpσz = 1, kpσr = 0.245, and kpξc = 0. The
maximum bubble radius is kprm ≃ 4.53. (b) The on-axis
electric field Ez and wake potential ψ0. (c) Contour plot of
the source term −(ρ− Jz/c).

length Λ ≡ 4πre
∫ r≫σr

0
nbrdr = 6, energy γb = 20000,

spot size kpσr = 0.245, duration kpσz = 1, and cen-
troid kpξc = 0 was used, where kp = ωp/c is the plasma

wavenumber, ω2
p =

4πe2np

m is the plasma frequency, and
nb is the drive beam density. In seminal papers by Lu et
al.23,24, a nonlinear theory was introduced to character-
ize the structure and fields generated by these kinds of
three-dimensional plasma wakes operating in the blowout
regime. Using a co-moving coordinate ξ ≡ (ct − z) and
the quasi-static approximation, it was shown that ex-
pressions for the electric and magnetic fields of the wake
inside the ion column, as well as a differential equation
for the bubble trajectory rb(ξ), could be determined for
given models for the sheath. Tzoufras et al.25,26 showed
that in the nonlinear regime beam loading arises through
modifications to rb(ξ) from the electromagnetic forces of
the witness beam.

All of the forces on a particle moving close to the speed
of light can be obtained from the normalized wake poten-
tial ψ = e

mc2 (φ−Az), where φ is the electric potential and
Az is the vector potential in the ẑ direction. In Refs. 23

and 24, it was shown the wake potential can be obtained
from a two dimensional Poisson equation

∇2
⊥ψ = S ≡ − 1

enp
(ρ− Jz/c) (1)

where the integral of the source term over the transverse
coordinates in each ξ slice vanishes.
For azimuthally symmetric beams or laser drivers, the

solutions to this equation for radii inside the ion column
have the form ψ = 1

4 (1 + β)r2b − r2 where β depends on
integrals over transverse gradients of ψ written in terms
of S from r = ∞ to 0. It was shown in Refs. 23 and 24
that for a source term comprised of two regions where
S = −1 inside the ion bubble (r < rb) and S ≥ 0 in a
finite width plasma sheath outside the bubble (rb < r <

rb + ∆), β = (1+α)2 ln(1+α)2

(1+α)2−1 − 1, where α = ∆
rb
. Using

this expression for β a differential equation for rb was
then obtained (see equation 46 in Ref. 24). It was shown
that these equations could explain many of the features
observed in particle-in-cell simulations.
However, this simple model for the plasma sheath and

hence the wake potential has its limitations. For exam-
ple, a direct consequence of using such a model is that β
is positive definite for each ξ slice and hence ψ is positive
definite at all locations within the ion column.
In one dimension, wavelike analysis to the cold fluid

equations show that solutions exist until wavebreaking
occurs. This can be physically interpreted as the limit
where the plasma density compression approaches infin-
ity, the electric field fully steepens (its slope approaches
infinity), two plasma sheets cross, particle trapping of
a background electron occurs, i.e, a particle moves with
the phase velocity of the wave27. In this case, the min-
imum wake potential becomes −1 which is the thresh-
old for particle trapping. Even in multi-dimensions,
the trapping condition for background electrons, ψ <

−1+ (1+p⊥/mc)
2

γφ
28, also requires that the wake potential

approach -1. PIC simulations show empirically that the
wake potential is negative in the rear of the first bucket
as shown in Fig. 1(b). In this region of the wake, plasma
sheath electrons can be accelerated to large forward ve-
locities γz ≡ (1 − β2

z )
−1/2 ≫ 1 as they return back to

the ξ-axis due to the large accelerating fields Ez(ξ) at
the rear of the wake. Near the axis, the wake potential ψ
must approach −1 if vz approaches c as can be seen from
the constant of motion equation γ − Pz/mc = 1 + ψ29.
In fact, many self-injection schemes13–20 rely on ψ ap-
proaching −1 at the rear of the wake in order to satisfy
the electron trapping condition γz > γφ ≫ 1. There-
fore, while the model used by Lu et al.23,24 can predict
the bubble trajectory rb(ξ) and longitudinal electric field
Ez(ξ) in regions where the wake potential ψ(ξ) is suffi-
ciently positive, it will not be accurate near the rear of
the bubble where the wake potential becomes negative.
As noted in Ref. 16, if the source term S is negative

in some region outside the bubble r > rb then wake po-
tential ψ can be negative inside the ion column. This is
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illustrated in Fig. 1(c) where three distinct regions are
evident from the contour plot of S. In addition to the
ion channel and plasma sheath regions included in the
simple single-sheath model employed in Refs. 24 and 23,
it is clear that there is a third region of finite width where
S < 0 at the rear of the wake outside the bubble r > rb.
This negative region is highly localized to the rear of the
bubble and drops off rapidly in terms of amplitude at ξ
where the bubble radii is larger.
In this manuscript, we propose to use a multi-sheath

model for the source term S comprised of three regions
to obtain a new expression for the wake potential ψ(ξ).
Using the proposed model for ψ(ξ) in conjunction with
the nonlinear blowout theory presented by Lu et al.23,24,
we will calculate the trajectory of the bubble radius rb(ξ)
and electric field Ez(ξ) while using the constants of mo-
tion to constrain the variables. We find that numerical
results obtained using the proposed model agree well with
PIC simulation results throughout the entire ion column.
We also compare the results for the multi-sheath model
to the those from the single sheath model employed in
Refs. 24 and 23. We also show the importance of using
the multi-sheath model when studying beam loading of
nonlinear wakes from witness electron beams. To accu-
rately analyze beam loading in the nonlinear regime it is
essential to have an accurate equation for rb(ξ) and for
ψ(r < rb). In the original work of Tzoufras et al.25,26,
beam loading was analyzed by determining how rb(ξ)
is modified by the electromagnetic forces of the witness
beam. To obtain analytical results, Tzoufras et al. ap-
plied the large rb limit to the differential equation for
rb. We show that the multi-sheath model provides bet-
ter agreement and apply it to linear collider and self-
injection parameters. Current profiles of witness beams
that flatten the wakes are provided. We will show numer-
ical results obtained for the multi-sheath model for wakes
excited by intense lasers. The theory does not work as
well as the laser driven wakefields do not lead to complete
blowout and more complicated sheath structures. Last, a
detailed discussion on the differences between the results
for the multi-sheath and single sheath models is given.

II. THE PLASMA WAKE POTENTIAL

The goal of this work is to obtain a more accurate ex-
pression for the differential equation for rb(ξ) and the
fields inside the ion column. We begin by concentrating
on the wake potential from which the accelerating and
focusing fields for a witness beam are derived. The dif-
ferential equation for rb(ξ) can therefore be completely
described if the wake potential is known. As mentioned
above, the simple sheath model used in Refs. 23 and 24
cannot accurately describe rb or the wake potential un-
less kprb(ξ) is sufficiently large. For such a simple sheath
model, the wake potential is positive definite; however, it
is known empirically from PIC simulations that the wake
potential approaches −1 at the rear of nonlinear multi-

dimensional wakes. In subsequent sections, we show that
in order to get accurate predictions for rb and beam load-
ing it is essential that the potential approach −1.
As noted above, it is straightforward to show that in

order for ψ to be negative the source term must be neg-
ative for some r > rb beyond the sheath. We thus pro-
pose a phenomenological source term S that extends the
single-sheath model from Refs. 24 and 23 by introducing
a second plasma sheath ∆2 in which the source term is
negative, i.e., S ≡ n2 < 0, outside the ion bubble r > rb.
This is shown schematically in Fig. 2(a). For comparison,
we also show the simple model utilized by Lu et al.23,24.
While two sheaths are usually enough to model the source
term for wakes created by electron beams (PWFA prob-
lems), the formalism can be extended to include an ar-
bitrary number of sheaths. This may be needed for ac-
curate descriptions of nonlinear wakes created by laser
drivers which will be discussed later. Therefore, we re-
fer to the proposed model as the “multi-sheath model”
since it can employ two or more sheaths while we refer to
model used by Lu et al.23,24 as the “single-sheath model”
since it employs only one sheath.
As we will show in this section, this second sheath

region ∆2 is needed to describe both the physics and
mathematics of the plasma wake features at the rear of
the bubble. Once an expression for ψ is obtained using
the proposed model for S, we can solve for the trajectory
of the bubble radius rb, ψ, and accelerating field Ez . We
note that others30,31 have proposed different phenomeno-
logical sheath models than the one presented here. These
authors were motivated to obtain accurate descriptions
for the fields inside the sheath in order to study self-
injection and hosing. However, these sheath models do
not address the shortcomings described here and, in some
cases, they are also not necessarily self-consistent in that
they do not conserve charge within each slice. They thus
cannot properly address self-injection.
Henceforth, we will employ normalized units, where

charge is normalized to electron charge e, mass to elec-
tron mass m, velocity to c, charge density to enp, cur-
rent density to enpc, length to c/ωp, time to ω−1

p , electric

fields to mcωp/e, and potentials to mc2/e. We will also
assume that the wake is excited by a bi-Gaussian electron

bunch with a density profile nb ∼ e−r
2/(2σ2

r)e−ξ
2/(2σ2

z)

and a spot size σr much smaller than the blowout radius
rm. Following the convention used in Refs. 24 and 23,
we will use step functions to model the source term S as
illustrated in Fig. 2(a) with

S =



















−1, if r < rb
n1, if rb < r < rb +∆1

n2, if rb +∆1 < r < rb +∆1 +∆2

0, otherwise.

(2)

In Fig. 2(b), we show how the multi-sheath model
compares to the actual source term profile at kpξ = 9
obtained from the PIC simulation in Fig. 1. In or-
der to understand the physics represented in each re-
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FIG. 2. (a) Comparison of the proposed multi-sheath model
profile (red) and single-sheath model23,24 (blue). (b) The pro-
posed model profile (red) and simulation profile (green) for
the transverse slice at kpξ = 9 (dashed black) from Fig. 1(c).
(c) Transverse slices of the source term profiles from Fig. 1(c)
at different kpξ.

gion we write out the electron and ion source terms,
S = −(ρ − Jz) = −ρion − ρe(1 − vz). Inside the bubble,
r < rb (region I), ρe = 0 and ρion = 1 so S(r < rb) = −1
as shown in Fig. 1(a). Due to space-charge separation
from blowout, plasma electrons are attracted back to
the ξ-axis by the ion channel, thereby forming a plasma
sheath (region II) with a large negative density spike
ρe ≪ −1 at the bubble interface rb(ξ). From the con-
stant of motion for a plasma particle γ̄−Pz = 1+ψ29, it

can be shown that vz =
1+P 2

⊥
−(1+ψ)2

1+P 2

⊥
+(1+ψ)2

23,24. Therefore, the

innermost sheath electrons at the top of bubble, where
P⊥ ≃ 0, propagate backwards vz < 0. Since (1− vz) > 1
and ρe ≪ −1 in this region, the innermost sheath is char-
acterized by a positive source term S ≡ n1 > 0 within
a finite width region denoted by ∆1. As these inner-
most sheath electrons return back to the axis where the
wake potential ψ can approach −1, they can propagate

in the forward direction at nearly the speed of light, i.e.,
vz ∼ 1. In this region, the source term of the electrons
is reduced by the factor (1 − vz) ≪ 1. Despite this, the
sheath width ∆1 remains finite at the rear of the wake
because the electron density spike along the bubble in-
terface rb(ξ) is large enough to offset the ion term, i.e.,
−ρe > 1

(1−vz) ≫ 1.

Near the back of the bubble, there exists a second
plasma sheath (region III) of width ∆2 bordering the
first in which the source term S ≡ n2 < 0. In this re-
gion, the electron density is of the order of unity, i.e.,
ρe . −1, and plasma electrons are still propagating for-
ward, i.e., vz > 0. Therefore, −ρe(1 − vz) < 1, resulting
in a negative source term S < 0.
As can be seen in Fig. 2(c), the simulation profile of

the second sheath varies with the bubble radius rb(ξ) and
ξ. For rb(ξ) close to the maximum radius rm ≃ 4.53, the
second sheath can generally be neglected since n2 ≈ 0.
However, the amplitude of n2 rapidly increases as rb(ξ)
decreases, which is observed for transverse slices located
at kpξ = 9, 9.25 in Fig. 1(c). In most simulations, peak n2

values of ∼ O(− 1
10 ) can be observed in the second sheath

region at the very rear of the wake where rb(ξ) goes to
zero. Despite the fact that n2 is small, the width ∆2 usu-
ally extends over several plasma skin depths. Therefore,
the source term of the second sheath actually contributes
the most to the negative pseudopotentials observed at
the rear of the wake when integrating Eq. (1). In re-
gions r ≫ rb far from the blowout, both ∆1 and ∆2

connect to the linear regime where electron perturbation
|δρe| ≪ 1 is small and the electron velocities |vz | ≪ 1 are
non-relativistic. In this limit, electrons oscillate at the
plasma frequency ωp.
The parameters defined in Eq. (2), n1, n2,∆1, and ∆2,

are related by the requirement that charge is conserved
in each slice as derived in Refs. 24 and 23,

∫ ∞

0

(ρ− Jz)rdr = 0. (3)

Integrating Eq. (3), we obtain

− 1 + n1

[

(

1 +
∆1

rb

)2

− 1

]

+

n2

[

(

1 +
∆1 +∆2

rb

)2

−
(

1 +
∆1

rb

)2
]

= 0.

(4)

We can rewrite Eq. (4) to solve for n1 in terms of n2, α1,
and α2,

n1 =
1− n2

(

α2
2 + 2α2α1 + 2α2

)

(1 + α1)
2 − 1

(5)

where α1 ≡ ∆1

rb
and α2 ≡ ∆2

rb
. If n2 = 0, we can recover

the expression n1 = n∆ ≡ 1
(1+α1)2−1 from the single-

sheath model.
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We next calculate the wake potential ψ(r, ξ). To do
this, we first need to determine the on-axis potential
ψ0(ξ) ≡ ψ(0, ξ). Once ψ0(ξ) is known, the wake po-

tential ψ(r, ξ) = ψ0(ξ) − r2

4 is defined everywhere inside
the bubble . To obtain ψ0(ξ), we integrate Eq. (1) across
all three regions defined in Eq. (2)

ψ0 =

∫ ∞

0

dr

r

∫ r

0

(ρ− Jz)r
′dr′

=

[

∫ rb

0

+

∫ rb+∆1

rb

+

∫ rb+∆1+∆2

rb+∆1

]

dr

r

∫ r

0

(−S)r′dr′

= ΨI +ΨII +ΨIII (6)

where ΨI =
r2b
4 is the contribution from the ion bubble,

ΨII =
r2b
4

{

2(1 + n1) ln(1 + α1) − n1

[

(1 + α1)
2 − 1

]}

is

the contribution innermost plasma sheath of width ∆1,

and ΨIII =
r2b
4

{

2n2(1+α1+α2)
2 ln

(

1 + α2

1+α1

)

−n2

[

(1+

α1 + α2)
2 − (1 + α1)

2

]}

is the contribution from second

plasma sheath of width ∆2.
Summing the expressions of all the three regions and

simplifying with Eq. (5), we obtain a final expression for
the wake potential inside the bubble (r ≤ rb(ξ)), similar
to the one derived in Refs. 23 and 24,

ψ(r, ξ) = ψ0(ξ)−
r2

4

=
r2b (ξ)

4
(1 + β′)− r2

4
(7)

where

β′ = 2(1 + n1) ln(1 + α1)− 1

+ 2n2(1 + α1 + α2)
2 ln

(

1 +
α2

1 + α1

)

. (8)

Eqs. (7) and (8) contain the key differences between
the present work and that in Refs. 23 and 24. Naturally,
these differences also effect the bubble trajectory rb since
the plasma forces depend on ψ. Thus, it is worth com-
paring and discussing the differences between β and β′.
First, if n2 is set to zero then it is trivial to see that β′

reduces to β ≡ (1+α1)
2 ln(1+α1)

2

(1+α1)2−1 − 1 (using the conserva-

tion of charge to relate get n1 as a function of α1) which
is only a function of α1, and we recover the on-axis wake
potential ψ0 = (1+β)r2b/4. Furthermore, it is important
to note that r2bβ → 0 as rb → 0 and therefore the min-
imum ψ at rear of the bubble is 0 for the single-sheath
model.
On the other hand β′ is a function of four parameters

β′(n1, n2, α1, α2) where each of these parameters are un-
known functions of rb. The goal is to use a combinations
of physics constraints and phenomenological arguments

to reduce β′ to be a known function of rb. First, we
use the conservation of charge constraint, Eq. (5), which
gives n1(n2, α1, α2) to eliminate n1 from β′. Next, we
will use empirical observations regarding ψ0(rb = 0) and
phenomenological arguments for the dependence of n2,
∆1, and ∆2 to obtain an expression for β′ in terms of rb.
We assume that the sheath widths are finite as rb

approaches 0 and can thus we written as ∆1(rb) =
∆10c1(rb), ∆2(rb) = ∆20c2(rb), and n2 = n20h(rb) where
c1, c2, and h are functions of rb that approach 1 as
rb → 0. We next take the limit of ψ(rb) as rb → 0
to obtain a relationship between the empirical value of
ψmin ≡ limrb→0 ψ(rb(ξ)), and ∆10, ∆20, and n20,

ψmin ≡ lim
rb(ξ)→0

β′ r
2
b

4

= lim
rb(ξ)→0

[

(1 + n1)
r2b
2

ln

(

1 +
∆1

rb

)

− r2b
4

+ n2(rb +∆1 +∆2)
2 ln

(

1 +
∆2

rb +∆1

)]

=
n20

2
(∆10 +∆20)

2 ln

(

1 +
∆20

∆10

)

. (9)

It is straightforward to show that the first term in the
limit vanishes since limrb→0 r

2
b ln(1 + ∆1/rb) = 0 and

the amplitude of the innermost plasma sheath remains

finite n10 ≡ n1(rb = 0) =
−n20(∆

2

20
+2∆20∆10+2∆20)

∆2

10

due to

charge conservation with the second sheath from Eq. (5).
Rearranging the terms in Eq. (9) to solve for n20, we
obtain

n20 =
2ψmin

(∆10 +∆20)2 ln
(

1 + ∆20

∆10

) (10)

where ψmin is the minimum value of the on-axis potential
ψ0. Empirically, it is known that ψmin is negative, from
which it follows from Eq. (10) that n20 must also be neg-
ative, which had been argued above when we motivated
the need for the multi-sheath model. Additionally, from
Eq. (5), it also follows that n10 must be positive if n20 is
negative.
Eq. (10) is important because it constrains the parame-

ter n20 for given value of ∆10,∆20, and ψmin. While PIC
simulations can be used to determine the exact value of
ψmin in the nonlinear blowout regime, ψmin can be well
approximated by −1 when the maximum bubble radius
is sufficiently large, i.e., rm & 3. Under these conditions,
sheath electrons that trace the bubble rb(ξ) travel near
the speed of light, vz ∼ 1, with finite transverse momen-
tum P⊥ at the rear of the wake16,20. From the constant
of motion for a plasma particle γ̄ − Pz = 1 + ψ29, it can

be shown that 1− vz =
2(1+ψ)2

1+P 2

⊥
+(1+ψ)2

23,24 so that vz → 1

when ψmin → −1.
Until this point, we have not specified n1(rb), n2(rb),

∆1(rb) and ∆2(rb). In general, since the phenomeno-
logical model for S employs simple step functions in each
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region, we will not be able to fit these parameters exactly
to empirical wake structures across all regions. Instead,
the goal is to use profiles for n1, n2, ∆1 and ∆2 that
can reproduce the on-axis pseudopotential ψ0(ξ) and in-
nermost electron trajectory rb(ξ) for nonlinear plasma
wakes. Once these quantities are determined, the wake

potential ψ(r, ξ) = ψ0(ξ) − r2

4 would be correct every-
where inside the bubble r ≤ rb(ξ), which is the region of
interest in the nonlinear blowout regime.
Following the single-sheath model23,24, we use a profile

for the first plasma sheath width of ∆1 = ∆10+∆s, where
∆10 ∼ O(1) and ∆s = ǫrb such that c1 = 1 + ǫrb. This
profile is consistent with the physical picture described
earlier in which ∆1 remains finite near the axis due to
the large electron density spike |ρe| ≫ 1 along rb(ξ). It
is worth pointing out that the values of ∆10 and ǫ can be
varied slightly to adjust the length of the plasma wake
obtained by integrating Eq. (12). We use ∆10 = 1 and
ǫ = .05 in most cases and explicitly assume they do not
depend on ξ.
To model the S < 0 region outside the bubble, we

use a Gaussian profile n2 = n20e
−sr2b/r2m such that h =

e−sr
2

b/r
2

m and a constant width ∆2 = ∆20 for simplic-
ity, where rm is the maximum value of rb. While other
profiles can be used to model this region, the Gaussian
profile is largely motivated by the observed behavior of
n2 in PIC simulations [see Fig. 2(c)] where it reaches a
negative minimum when rb = 0 and approaches 0 as rb
approaches the blowout radius rm. We note that super

Gaussians can be used, h = e−sr
t
b/r

t
m where tuning t can

improve the accuracy. The value of n20 is obtained us-
ing Eq. (10), where the minimum wake potential ψmin
also needs to be provided as input. For nonlinear wakes
in the blowout regime, i.e., rm & 3, ψmin ≈ −1 can be
used. For all cases presented in this paper, we use s = 3
for the Gaussian coefficient (t = 2) and ∆20 = 3 for
the second sheath so that the n20 values calculated from
Eq. (10) are in agreement with values observed in simula-
tions that are typically ∼ O(− 1

10 ). However, the results
are largely insensitive to values of s and ∆20 ranging from
2 to 4.
We can now use β′(n20,∆10,∆20, h(s, rb), c1(ǫ, rb)/rb)

(note that c2 = 1) to obtain the trajectory of the bubble
rb for a given rm. In a plasma wake, the bubble radius
rb starts at 0 reaches a maximum value of rm and then
returns to 0 at the rear. In the single-sheath model, β(rb)
is single valued (symmetric) inside the bubble and the
sheath structure looks the same in the front and back
half of the bubble. On the other hand, in the multi-
sheath model (and in real wakes), the sheath structure
looks different between the front and back half (there is a
single sheath in the front half). While it may be possible
to merge the two models, in what follows we concentrate
on examining the back half of the bubble for both loaded
and unloaded wakes starting from the maximum blowout
radius rb = rm.
As noted above much of the formalism in23,24 is inde-

pendent of the choice for the sheath model. Following

the same procedure, the differential equation describing
the trajectory of the innermost plasma electron tracing
the ion channel rb(ξ) can be shown to be,

d

dξ

[

(1 + ψ)
d

dξ
rb

]

= rb

{

− 1

4

[

1 +
1

(1 + ψ)2
+

(

drb
dξ

)2
]

− 1

2

d2ψ0

dξ2
+
λ(ξ)

r2b

}

(11)

where the current profile of the drive and/or trailing

bunch is given by λ(ξ) =
∫ r≫σr

0 nbrdr. By expressing
ψ(r, ξ) in the form shown in Eq. (7), we can obtain a dif-
ferential equation for the innermost particle trajectory
rb(ξ)

A′(rb)
d2rb
dξ2

+B′(rb)rb

(

drb
dξ

)2

+ C′(rb)rb =
λ(ξ)

rb
(12)

where the coefficients A′(rb), B′(rb), and C′(rb) are

A′(rb) = 1 +

[

1

4
+
β′

2
+

1

8
rb
dβ′

drb

]

r2b ,

B′(rb) =
1

2
+

3

4
β′ +

3

4
rb
dβ′

drb
+

1

8
r2b
d2β′

dr2b
,

C′(rb) =
1

4







1 +
1

(

1 +
β′r2b
4

)2






.

This is identical to Eq. (46) in Ref. 24 except β is
replaced by β′. It is worth recalling that an underlying
assumption of Eq. (12) is that the rb dependence in β′

arises from h, c1 and c2.
Once rb(ξ) is calculated by integrating Eq. (12) start-

ing from rm, the wake potential described by Eq. (7) can
be used to obtain the longitudinal electric field in the
back half of the bubble (r ≤ rb(ξ))

Ez(ξ) =
d

dξ
ψ0(ξ) = D′(rb)rb

drb
dξ

(13)

where D′(rb) ≡ 1
2 +

β′

2 + 1
4rb

dβ′

drb
. The slope of the electric

field follows directly from Eq. (13)

dEz
dξ

= D′(rb)rb
d2rb
dξ2

+ F ′(rb)

(

drb
dξ

)2

(14)

where F ′(rb) ≡ D′(rb) +
3
4rb

dβ′

drb
+ 1

4r
2
b
d2β′

dr2
b

.

In Fig. 3(a), we plot the bubble radius rb(ξ) numer-
ically obtained by integrating Eq. (12) and the sheath
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FIG. 3. (a) Contour plot of source term S for a driver with
Λd = 6, γb = 20000, kpσz = 1, and kpξc = 0. The max-
imum bubble radius is kprm ≃ 4.53. The bubble radius rb
[Eq. (12)] is calculated using the multi-sheath model β′ with
sheath widths ∆1 = ∆10+∆s = 1+0.05rb and ∆2 = ∆20 = 3

annotated in black. We use n2 = n20e
−sr2b/r

2

m where s = 3
and n20 is calculated from Eq. (10) using ψmin = −1. (b) n1

[Eq. (5)] (black) and n2 (red) , (c) ΨI (black), ΨII (red), ΨIII

(blue) from Eq. (6), and (d) ψ0 [Eq. (7)] (red) and simulation
data (black) plotted as a function of rb/rm. The wake po-
tential from single-sheath model23,24 (blue) is obtained using
Eq. (7) with n20 = 0 [Eq. (10)] and ψmin = 0.

widths ∆1(rb) and ∆2(rb) on top of the actual source
term S from the simulation shown in Fig. 1 using ∆10 =
1, ∆s = ǫrb = 0.05rb, and ∆20 = 3. The maximum bub-
ble radius is rm ≃ 4.53. We also plot n1(rb) and n2(rb)
where the n20 parameter is calculated from Eq. (10) us-
ing ψmin = −1 and n1 is calculated from Eq. (5). Excel-

lent agreement is observed in the bubble trajectory rb(ξ)
calculated using the multi-sheath model and simulation
results as seen in Fig. 3(a).

It can be seen in Fig. 3(a) that the model for ∆1 cap-
tures the most important regions of the innermost plasma
sheath (S > 0) along the bubble interface. While the
constant width profile for ∆2 sufficiently characterizes
the S < 0 region at the rear of the wake, it does not
precisely track the empirical second sheath width at the
top of the bubble. However, as shown in Fig. 3(b), the
profile of n2 (red) decays exponentially to zero near rm
and, therefore, the exact profile of ∆2 is irrelevant in this
region. Near the top of the bubble, n1 (black) can also be
well-approximated by 1

(1+α1)2−1 because n2 approaches

zero. When rb goes to 0, n1 remains finite because of
the negative n2 term in the continuity equation [Eq. (5)],
which is consistent with the physical picture described
earlier and shown in Fig. 3(a). However, in the single-
sheath model, n1 = n∆ → 0 for rb → 0.

The limiting contributions from each of the three re-
gions can also be characterized by the respective wake po-
tential terms defined in Eq. (6) and plotted in Fig. 3(c).
When rb approaches rm, the ion term ΨI (black) clearly
dominates, the sheath term ΨII (red) is in on the order of
unity, and ΨIII (blue) can be neglected because n2 goes
to zero. However, when rb/rm ≪ 1, the order of impor-
tance is reversed, where ΨIII is now the most negative
component, ΨII is less negative, and ΨI approaches zero
since rb → 0.

Whereas in Refs. 24 and 23 the sheath potential term
ΨII was modeled as positive definite, it can now flip sign
because n1 remains finite at the rear of the wake in-
stead of going to zero. Combining all three terms, we
observe strong agreement between ψ0 calculated from
Eq. (6) (red) and the on-axis wake potential obtained
from the simulation data (black) in Fig. 3(d). It is also
worth noting that we can recover the single-sheath model,
which assumed that S ≥ 0 outside of the ion bubble
r > rb(ξ), by setting n2 = 0 everywhere. Under this as-
sumption, n1 becomes n∆ = 1

(1+α1)2−1 and β′ becomes

β = (1+α1)
2 ln(1+α1)

2

(1+α1)2−1 − 123,24. It is clear from Eq. (10)

that ψmin = 0 for such a model. We plot ψ0 (blue) in
Fig. 3(d) obtained by reintegrating Eq. (12) to obtain rb
with n20 = 0 and all other parameters kept the same. It is
clear that the result from the single-sheath model begins
to deviate from the simulation results for rb/rm . 0.7.
This shows that although the single-sheath model is rea-
sonable for such values, ψ0 still deviates because it is
connecting to an incorrect value for rb → 0.

In Fig. 4(a), we plot numerical calculations of the
bubble trajectory rb(ξ) using the multi-sheath model β′

with ψmin = −1 (red) and single-sheath model β with
ψmin = 0 (blue) along with rb(ξ) obtained from PIC
simulation results (black). It can be readily seen that the
addition of a second plasma sheath acts to bend the elec-
tron trajectories toward the axis sooner, thus shortening
the predicted wavelength. As a result, the multi-sheath
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FIG. 4. Comparisons of (a) rb, (b)
drb
dξ

, (c) dψ0

drb
and (d) Ez

obtained from PIC simulation results (black) and numerical
calculations (red, blue) for the wakefield shown in Fig. (3).
Integration parameters are ∆1 = 1 + 0.05rb, ∆2 = 3, and

n2 = n20e
−sr2b/r

2

m , where s = 3 and n20 is calculated from
Eq. (10) using multi-sheath model β′ with ψmin = −1 (red)
and single-sheath model β with ψmin = 0 (blue).

model demonstrates improved agreement with the simu-
lation results over the single-sheath model. The progres-
sively more negative slope drb

dξ observed in the simulation

results is due to the fact that sheath electrons coprop-
agate with the wake, i.e., vz ∼ 1, as they approach the
axis where ψmin ≈ −1. Thus, they exhibit virtually no
phase slippage dξ = (1 − vz)dt ≈ 0 for a given change
in bubble radius drb in this region. In fact, we can show
mathematically why this also occurs in the multi-sheath
model by rewriting term drb

dξ . Using the constant of mo-

tion γ − Pz = 1 + ψ29, we find that

drb
dξ

=
drb/dt

dξ/dt
=

v⊥
1− vz

=
P⊥

1 + ψ
. (15)

For the innermost sheath electrons returning back the
axis, the numerator P⊥ is known to be negative and fi-
nite. However, the denominator will depend on what
kind of model is used for ψ. For the single-sheath model
wherein ψmin = 0, the slope of the trajectory is limited
by drb

dξ ≈ P⊥ near the axis. However, for the multi-

sheath model which employs ψmin = −1, the slope drb
dξ

approaches −∞ near the axis where the denominator
(1 + ψ) approaches zero.

As shown in Fig. 4(b), the asymptotic behavior of drbdξ
predicted by the multi-sheath model (red) at the rear of
the wake is also borne out in the PIC simulation results
(black) where the observed minimum wake potential is

close to −1. This is an important point because the de-
rived expression for the electric field Ez(ξ) [Eq. (13)] not
only depends on rb but also on the slope of the trajectory
drb
dξ . Since both the multi-sheath and single-sheath mod-

els for ψ(rb) are functions of only rb, we can express the

electric field as Ez =
dψ0

drb
drb
dξ . As can be seen in Fig. 4(c),

the slope of the wake potential dψ0

drb
is larger for the multi-

sheath model across all rb than it is for the single-sheath
model due to the larger peak to trough amplitude of ψ0

when using ψmin = −1 rather than ψmin = 0. It is this
term dψ0

drb
which is initially responsible for the more nega-

tive electric fields obtained using the multi-sheath model
in the range 8 . kpξ . 9 seen in Fig. 3(d) where the

slope of the trajectories drb
dξ are largely similar for both

models and simulation results. At the rear of the wake
where rb/rm ≪ 1, the slope of the potential dψ0

drb
is small

and approaches zero near the axis for both single and
multi-sheath models. Since drb

dξ is finite for the single-

sheath model, the calculated electric field increases to
zero at the rear of the wake kpξ & 9 as dψ0

drb
decreases. In

contrast, drbdξ approaches −∞ for the multi-sheath model

near the axis resulting in the characteristic negative spike
in the electric field at the rear of the wake observed in
PIC simulations results. Therefore, for highly nonlinear
plasma wakes, the multi-sheath model employing nega-
tive ψmin is needed to predict the electric fields at the
back of the bubble, which is a region of interest for ac-
celerating self-injected and trailing bunches.

III. COMPARISONS OF PLASMA WAKEFIELD

THEORY AND SIMULATIONS

In the work of Tzoufras et al.25,26, it was shown that
beam loading in nonlinear plasma wakes can be viewed as
a modification to the trajectory of rb(ξ) due to the pres-
ence of a witness beam with a normalized charge per unit
length λ(ξ). Implicit in such an analysis is the assump-
tion that the theory of Lu et al.23,24 provides a reasonable
prediction for rb(ξ) (and hence the fields) due to the drive
beam. However, the single-sheath model used by Lu et
al. does not do as well in the second half of the bubble
particularly where a witness beam would be loaded.
In this section, we examine the predictions of Eqs. (12)-

(14) for witness beams with specified λ(ξ) and compare
the numerical results with simulation results obtained us-
ing the PIC code osiris

22 for various examples of non-
linear plasma wakefields in the blowout regime. We also
show how the multi-sheath model improves upon previ-
ous results by comparing it to the single-sheath model
from Refs. 24 and 23. The purpose of these comparisons
is to show that the new multi-sheath model can be used
to accurately predict the wake potential ψ and electric
field Ez at the rear of an unloaded plasma wake and in
a loaded wake with a known trailing bunch profile λ(ξ).
In a subsequent section, we discuss how to use the multi-
sheath model to determine a profile λ(ξ) of a witness
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FIG. 5. Comparisons of simulations (black) and numerical calculations (red, blue) of rb, ψ0, Ez, and dξEz using Eqs. (7)-(10)
for plasma wakes excited by bi-Gaussian electron drivers. The peak charge per unit length Λd is 1, 2, 4 and 6 and the blowout
radius kprm is 2.10, 2.85, 3.83 and 4.53 in figures (a)-(d), respectively. Nonevolving electron drivers with energy γb = 20000,
centroid kpξc = 0, kpσz = 1, and kpσr = 1

10

√
Λd were used. The integration parameters ∆10 = 1, ∆s = 0.05rb, ∆20 = 3 and

s = 3 are used for all numerical calculations. The multi-sheath model β′ (red) calculates n20 [Eq. (10)] using ψmin = −1 and
single-sheath model β23,24 (blue) uses ψmin = 0 and n2 = 0 everywhere. n1 is determined from Eq. (5).

beam that leads to a desired loaded wakefield Ez(ξ) and
compare the results to those in Tzoufras et al.25,26.

A. Unloaded Plasma Wakes

We first examine several cases where an electron drive
bunch is used to excite an unloaded plasma wake. As
mentioned previously, we are interested in plasma wakes
where rm & 3. For a bi-Gaussian driver with kpσz ∼ 1,
this corresponds to Λd & 2 since rm ≈ 2

√
Λd

23,24. For
these parameters, sheath electrons that trace rb(ξ) can
be accelerated to high velocities vz ∼ 1 as they ap-
proach the ξ-axis where ψmin can be well-approximated
by −116,20. This regime is important because most in-
jection schemes rely on accelerating sheath electrons into

the plasma wake at the back of the bubble by temporarily
decreasing the phase velocity of the wake. Once injected,
these electrons can be accelerated to GeV energies with
ultra-high gradients. This region is also interesting be-
cause the accelerating fields Ez and transformer ratios
are largest for electron bunches at the rear of the wake.
However, in order to model the effects of beam loading in
this region, we must first be able to capture the behav-
ior of the plasma wake in the absence of any externally
injected or trailing bunch.

In Fig. 5, we plot the numerical calculations of the bub-
ble trajectory rb(ξ), potential ψ0(ξ), electric field Ez(ξ),
and electric field slope dξEz(ξ) from Eqs. (7)-(10) using
the multi-sheath model β′ (red) and single-sheath model
β (blue) together with the simulations results (black
curve) for electron drivers with different Λd ranging from
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FIG. 6. Comparisons of simulations (black) and numerical calculations (red, blue) of rb, ψ0, Ez, and dξEz using Eqs. (7)-(10)
with bi-Gaussian drive and trailing bunches. The drivers used are identical to those described in Fig. 5 for each Λd. The trailing
bunch parameters are kpξc2 = 6.5, 8, 9, kpσr2 = 0.08, 0.14, 0.14 and kpσz2 = 0.15, 0.25, 0.25 in figures (a)-(c), respectively. All
bunches are nonevolving with γb = 20000 and the peak charge per unit length of the driver Λd and trailing bunch Λtr are the
same in each case. The integration parameters {∆10,∆s,∆20, s} are the same as those used in Fig. 5. The multi-sheath model
β′ (red) calculates n20 [Eq. (10)] using ψmin = −1 and the single-sheath model β (blue) uses ψmin = 0 and n2 = 0 everywhere.
For all calculations, n1 is determined from Eq. (5).

1 to 6. Nonevolving drivers were used with γb = 20000,

kpσz = 1, and kpσr =
√
Λd

10 ≈ rm
20 . The same profiles

∆1 = 1+0.05rb, ∆2 = 3, n2 = n20e
−sr2b/r2m and s = 3 are

used for all calculations. The multi-sheath model calcu-
lates n20 [Eq. (10)] using ψmin = −1 while single-sheath
model uses n2 = 0 everywhere and, therefore, ψmin = 0.

In each case, strong agreement is observed between the
calculated bubble radius rb(ξ) and the simulation results
along regions where rb is close to the maximum blowout
radius rm and n2 can be neglected due to its exponential
profile. It is only at the rear of the wake that the trajec-
tories rb(ξ) of the single-sheath and multi-sheath models
begin to deviate due to inclusion of the negative source
term n2 which allows for ψmin = −1.

As noted previously, the negative wake potential near

the axis employed by the multi-sheath model and ob-
served in PIC simulations is responsible for the bubble
trajectories bending back to the axis with large negative
slopes drb

dξ from Eq. (15) and hence large negative val-

ues of Ez(ξ) =
dψ
dξ . This leads to the multi-sheath model

providing better agreement with the simulation results at
the rear of the wake when compared to the single-sheath
model. Although not shown for Λd = 1, the multi-sheath
still works well if a less negative value for ψmin is used.
From simulation results, it can seen that ψmin ≈ −0.85
for Λd = 1. Therefore, from Eq. (15), the slope of the

trajectory drb
dξ from the PIC simulation does not bend

as much as the that of the multi-sheath model near the
axis. Thus, it is possible to improve the results by tai-
loring ψmin from PIC simulation data for drivers with
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Λd . 1.

By construction, the on-axis wake potentials ψ0(ξ) dif-
fer at the very rear of the wake. Both sheath mod-
els predict nearly identical peak potentials ψ0(rm), i.e.,
β(rm) ≈ β′(rm). However, the values of ψ0(rb) differ be-
tween the two sheath models for rb . 0.7rm. Since the
multi-sheath model covers a larger range of potentials
from peak, ψ0(rm), to trough, ψmin ≈ −1, it also exhibits

larger dψ0

drb
at all rb when compared to the single-sheath

model. The difference between the two models is more
pronounced at lower Λd since the peak potential scales
roughly with the blowout radius squared ψ0(rm) ∼ r2m
from Eq. (7) while the minimum wake potentials connect
to ψmin = 0 for the single-sheath model and ψmin = −1
for the multi-sheath model.

In each case, the multi-sheath model produces a mono-
tonically decreasing electric field with a characteristic
negative spike near the axis, which is also borne out in
PIC simulation results. However, this characteristic spike
is absent in the single-sheath model, wherein the electric
field actually increases at the rear of the wake in every
case. This is also noted in the positive electric field slope
dξEz predicted by the single-sheath model at the rear of
the wake. By comparison, the multi-sheath model and
simulation results indicate that dξEz should remain neg-
ative and monotonically decreasing until the innermost
electrons reach the ξ-axis.

B. Gaussian trailing bunches

We now present several cases in which short bi-
Gaussian trailing bunches are placed at the rear of the
plasma wakefields shown in Fig. 5. The goal is to show
that the multi-sheath model provides accurate predic-
tions for beam loading including regions where the wake
potential ψ is negative. In Fig. 6, we examine sev-
eral examples in which trailing bunches were added at
the back of the same ion channels with centroids lo-
cated at kpξc2 = 6.5, 8, 9 and bunch lengths kpσz2 =
0.15, 0.15, 0.2. The density profile contours of the nar-
row bunches are also shown in plots of rb(ξ) (top row
of Fig. 6). In each case, non-evolving drive and trail-
ing bunches with the same energy γb = 20000 and peak
charge per unit length Λtr = Λd are used. The multi-
sheath model using ψmin = −1 is shown in red while the
single-sheath model using ψmin = 0 is shown in blue. It
is clear that the wake potentials ψ0(ξ) and electric fields
Ez(ξ) of the two models diverge at the back of the wake.
In every case, the single-sheath model overestimates the
electric field in regions where the beam load is present. In
contrast, the multi-sheath model accurately captures the
behavior of the nearly constant electric field in the cen-
ter of each beam and exhibits strong agreement with the
simulation results. The difference between the two mod-
els is also illustrated in plots of the electric field slope
dξEz.

C. Self-injected bunches

The multi-sheath model can also be used to charac-
terize the loading of the wake due to self-injection. In
this section, we will revisit a recent result published in
Ref. 20 in which a new method of controllable injection
was demonstrated using an evolving electron driver. This
approach relies on expanding the ion channel by focusing
the driver from spots sizes on the order of the blowout
radius rm to spot sizes much less than rm. During this
process, the wake velocity γφ can be significantly reduced
and sheath electrons can be injected into the plasma wake
near the axis. The driver parameters that control this
injection process are the peak current Λd, duration σz ,
energy γb, and Courant-Snyder (CS) parameters β, α,
and γ32, where β = 〈x2〉/ǫ, α = −〈xx′〉/ǫ, γ = 〈x′2〉/ǫ,
and ǫ =

√

〈x2〉〈x′2〉 − 〈xx′〉2 is the geometric emittance.
For these parameters, the diffraction length of the driver
is β∗ = σ2

0/ǫ, where σ0 is the focal spot size and the
betatron wavenumber is kβ = kp/

√
2γb.

In case B from Ref. 20, a bi-Gaussian drive bunch
with peak current Λd = 6, energy γb = 20000, and
kpσz = 0.7 is initially focused at the plasma entrance
with a spot size of kpσr = 1.225 and CS parameters
kpβi = kpβ

∗ ≈ 1225, and αi ≈ 0. Since the driver is
not matched, i.e., kββ

∗ ≈ 6.125, it is self-focused by the
plasma and oscillates at the scale length of the betatron
wavelength 2π

√
2γbc/ωp. The electron density distribu-

tion of the plasma wake, driver, and injected beam are
shown in Fig. 7(a) after the driver has propagated a dis-
tance kpz = 1630 into the constant shelf density plasma.
The blowout radius at this point is rm ≃ 3.9 and each
driver scallop corresponds to a full betatron oscillation4.
During the first betatron period, plasma electrons are in-
jected at the rear of the bubble as the spot size of the
driver decreases and the wake expands. As seen in the
inset plot of Fig. 7(a), the current profile of the injected
bunch varies from ∼20 to ∼40 kA over the core of the
bunch. While the spot size continues to oscillate after
the initial injection, the bubble remains fully expanded
due to beam loading effects and scalloping of the drive
bunch.
In Fig. 7, we compare numerical calculations (dashed

red, solid red, and solid blue) of the bubble trajec-
tory rb(ξ), potential ψ0(ξ), and electric field Ez(ξ) from
Eqs. (7)-(10) to simulation results (black). The numeri-
cal calculations use λ(ξ) of the injected bunch taken from
the simulation. The integration parameters {∆10,∆20, s}
are identical to those used in Figs. 5 and 6. The solid red
lines correspond to the loaded wake calculated using the
multi-sheath model with ψmin = −1 in Eq. (10) while
the solid blue lines correspond to the loaded wake calcu-
lated using the single-sheath model with ψmin = 0. For
reference, we also plot the unloaded wake (dashed red)
obtained from the multi-sheath model to illustrate the ef-
fects of beam loading from the self-injected bunch. The
multi-sheath model agrees very well with the simulation
results. This agreement is significant because it shows
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FIG. 7. (a) Electron density distribution of a plasma wake
with a blowout radius rm ≃ 3.9 excited by an evolving elec-
tron driver with peak current Λd = 6, energy γb = 20000,
kpσz = 0.7 after propagating a distance of 1630 c/ωp into a
constant density plasma. The driver is initially focused at
the plasma entrance with a spot size kpσr = 1.225 and CS
parameters kpβi ≈ 1225 and αi = 0. The current profile λ(ξ)
of the injected electrons is shown in purple in the inset plot.
Comparisons of simulation results (black) and numerical cal-
culations (dashed red, solid red, solid blue) of (a) rb, (b) ψ0,
and (d) Ez using Eqs. (7)-(10). For all calculations, the in-
tegration parameters {∆10 = 1,∆s = 0.05rb,∆20 = 3, s = 3}
are the same as those used in Figs. 5 and 6. The dashed and
solid red lines correspond to the unloaded and loaded wake
calculated using the multi-sheath model β′ with ψmin = −1.
The blue lines correspond to the loaded wake calculated using
the single-sheath model β with ψmin = 0.

that it is now possible to model precisely how injected
beams load the plasma wake. And this sets the stage for
using the multi-sheath model to accurately predict how
to shape the witness beam for desired profiles for Ez(ξ).
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FIG. 8. Comparisons of simulations (black) and numerical
calculations (red, blue) of rb (top) and Ez (bottom) using
Eqs. (7)-(10) for an (a) unloaded and (b) loaded plasma wake.
The driver and witness beam parameters are the same as those
used for Figs. 5(d) and 6(c). Results are shown using the
multi-sheath model β′ with ∆10 = 0.875 (red) and ∆10 = 1
(dashed blue). The parameters {∆s = 0.05rb, ∆20 = 3, s = 3,
and ψmin = −1} are the same as those used in Figs. 5 and 6.

D. Phenomenological parameter optimization for beam

loading

In the results presented so far, we have shown that the
multi-sheath model reproduces the qualitative plasma
wake features in a various cases using a fixed set of phe-
nomenological parameters {∆10 = 1,∆s = 0.05rb,∆20 =
3, s = 3, ψmin = −1}. In some instances, however, there
can be a slight mismatch between the wake length pre-
dicted by the multi-sheath model and observed in PIC
simulations. The underlying reason is that the expres-
sion for ψ employed by the multi-sheath model does not
perfectly match the empirical wake potential. Therefore,
the trajectory [Eq. (12)] can slightly undershoot or over-
shoot the PIC simulation results.

In Fig. 8(a), we show how the trajectory obtained us-
ing the multi-sheath model can be adjusted by tuning the
parameter ∆10 for the plasma wake shown in Fig. 5(d).
Using ∆10 = 1 (blue), the multi-sheath model overes-
timates the the plasma wake length and, therefore, the
negative spike in the electric field occurs at a larger ξ
when compared to the simulations results. This disagree-
ment can be addressed by reducing the first sheath width
∆10 to decrease the wake length for improved numeri-
cal results. By using ∆10 = 0.875 (solid red), it can
be seen that the calculated trajectory now crosses the
ξ-axis sooner resulting in improved agreement with the
simulated bubble length. As a result, the calculated elec-
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tric field exhibits nearly perfect agreement with the PIC
simulation results at the rear of the wake. While ∆10

was lowered to reduce the wake length in this example,
it is worth noting that higher values of ∆10 can be used
to increase the wake length in other cases. Once the pa-
rameter ∆10 is optimized for a particular driver, it can be
used for any beam loading calculations involving trailing
bunches. In Fig. 8(b), we show how beam loading results
are improved by using the optimized ∆10 with a Gaus-
sian trailing bunch. It can be readily seen that numerical
results using ∆10 = 0.875 provide better agreement with
the simulation results for the loaded wakefield and tra-
jectory crossing with the ξ-axis.

IV. DESIGNING BEAM LOADS FOR NONLINEAR

PLASMA WAKES

In the previous section, we showed that the multi-
sheath model accurately predicts the bubble trajecto-
ries and fields in the second half of unloaded and loaded
plasma wakes in the nonlinear blowout regime. We con-
sidered situations where the current profile of the trailing
bunch λ(ξ) was either calculated from the PIC simulation
data or specified beforehand. In this section, we show
how to design a beam load λ(ξ) using Eqs. (10)-(12) to
produce a specified plasma wakefield Ez(ξ) = f(ξ) for
the axial wake potential ψ0 = (1 + β′)r2b/4. The beam
profiles designed using the multi-sheath model will be
validated against PIC simulations using osiris

22. Simu-
lation results using the multi-sheath model are compared
to results obtained from Tzoufras et al.25,26. In the sub-
sequent section, we discuss the differences between this
work and Refs. 25 and 26.

A. Exact solutions for loading arbitrary wakefields

We consider here a general methodology for loading
wakefields of arbitrary profiles Ez(ξt ≤ ξ ≤ ξf ) = f(ξ)
when the current profile of the bunch has a well-defined
beginning (head) at ξ = ξt and end (tail) at ξ = ξf .
The current λ(ξ) profile required to produce the specified
wakefield f(ξ) can be obtained using a simple two-step
process. In the first step, the unloaded bubble trajectory
rb(ξ) is calculated by integrating Eq. (12) starting from
rb = rm. Once rb(ξ) is obtained, the unloaded wakefield
Ez(ξ) is determined from Eq. (13). In the second step,
the order of operations is reversed. Since the desired
loaded wakefield Ez(ξt ≤ ξ ≤ ξf ) = f(ξ) is known, the
loaded bubble trajectory r̃b(ξ) can be reversed engineered
from Eq. (13) by numerically integrating the following

dr̃b
dξ

=
f(ξ)

D′(r̃b)r̃b
(16)

from r̃b(ξt) = rb(ξt) ≡ rt to either r̃b(ξf ) or r̃b = 0,
whichever comes first. The function f(ξ) is constrained

by boundary conditions at ξ = ξt, which require wakefield
continuity f(ξt) = limǫ→0− Ez(ξt+ ǫ) ≡ −Et. Once r̃b(ξ)
is calculated, the corresponding wake potential ψ0(r̃b) =
(1+β′(r̃b))r̃2b/4 can be determined. Although Eqs. (12)-
(14) were derived to solve for rb(ξ) given λ(ξ), conversely
they can instead be used to solve for λ(ξ) for a given
trajectory r̃b(ξ). Expressing the derivatives of r̃b(ξ) in

terms of f(ξ) and df
dξ using Eqs. (13)-(14), we can rewrite

Eq. (12) as

λ(ξ) = C′r̃2b+

(

B′

D′2 − A′F ′

D′3r̃2b

)

f(ξ)2 +

(

A′

D′

)

df(ξ)

dξ
.

(17)

f(ξ) is the desired loaded electric field and A′(r̃b), B′(r̃b),
C′(r̃b), D′(r̃b), and F ′(r̃b) are specified in Sec. II. Since
the left-hand side must be positive definite (λ(ξ) ≥ 0) for
an electron bunch, the wakefield slope dξf is naturally
constrained by Eq. (17). Physically, this means that the
slope of the loaded wakefield f(ξ) cannot be more nega-
tive than the corresponding slope in the absence of any
load. In cases where the slope dξf is sufficiently nega-
tive, the current profile calculated from Eq. (17) would
flip sign (λ(ξ) < 0) which would require positive charge
densities, e.g., positrons, along portions of the beam load
which cannot be focused. Although we have not dis-
cussed the transverse force, we note that for azimuthally
symmetric wakes the focusing force remains perfectly lin-
ear even for loaded wakefields.

B. Ultrarelativistic blowout regime

In the ultrarelativistic limit, where the bubble ra-
dius is large rb ≫ 1, the sheath terms are small,
i.e., β′ ≪ 1 and β′r2b/4 & 1, relative to the ion
term r2b/4 ≫ 1. Therefore, Eqs. (16) and (17)
can be approximated by the leading terms of the co-
efficients [A′(rb), B′(rb), C′(rb), D′(rb), F ′(rb), β′(rb)] →
(r2b/4, 1/2, 1/4, 1/2, 1/2, 0). In this limit, the loaded bub-
ble trajectory can be expressed as

dr̃b
dξ

=
f(ξ)

r̃b/2

r̃b(ξ)
2 = r2t + 4

∫ ξ

ξt

f(ξ)dξ. (18)

Alternatively, the loaded bubble trajectory can also be
expressed as a convolution of the loaded wakefield f(ξ)
and the heaviside step function, H(x),

r̃b(ξ)
2 = r2t + 4

∫ ξ

−∞
f(ξ)H(ξ − ξt)dξ. (19)

In the ultrarelativistic limit, the corresponding current
profile of the beam load from Eq. (17) becomes
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λ(ξ) =
r̃2b
4

+ f(ξ)2 +

(

r̃2b
2

)

df(ξ)

dξ
. (20)

In the absence of a beam load (λ(ξ) = 0), it can seen
from Eq. (20) that the slope of the electric field inside
the bubble df/dξ = dEz/dξ ≃ −1/2 when the bubble

radius is maximum rb = rm and f = Ez ≃ 1
2rb

drb
dξ ≃ 0.

As noted in the previous section, the slope of the loaded
wakefield is naturally constrained by Eq. (20). For an
electron (or anti-proton) beam λ ≥ 0,

r̃2b
4

+ f(ξ)2 +

(

r̃2b
2

)

df(ξ)

dξ
≥ 0 (21)

from which it follows,

df(ξ)

dξ
≥ −1

2

(

1 +
4f(ξ)2

r̃2b

)

. (22)

Eqs. (18) and (20) can be solved analytically for many
functions f(ξ). However, any such functions f(ξ) must
satisfy Eq. (22) for all ξ ∈ [ξt, ξf ] along the beam load
and the continuity constraint at the head of the bunch
f(ξt) = −Et. In Refs. 25 and 26, analytic solutions to
Eqs. (18) and (20) were derived for a beam load designed
to produced a constant wakefield f(ξ ≥ ξt) = −Et and
df/dξ = 0 extending from the head of the bunch ξt all
the way to the rear of the wake r̃b(ξf ) = 0. Such a
wakefield can be used to accelerate a trailing bunch to
multi-GeV energies while maintaining the kinds of low
energy spreads needed for next-generation linear collider
and XFEL applicaitons.
For a constant wakefield df/dξ = 0, it is trivial to

show that Eq. (22) is always satisfied and the solution
to Eq. (18) is a parabola r̃2b = r2t − 4Et(ξ − ξt). It fol-
lows directly from the loaded bubble trajectory that the

maximum length of the beam load ∆ξtr ≡ ξf − ξt =
r2t
4Et

is limited by length of the bubble r̃b(ξf ) = 0. Substitut-
ing the loaded trajectory r̃b into Eq. (22), the underlying
current profile is given by

λ(ξ) = E2
t +

r̃b(ξ)
2

4
= E2

t +
r2t
4

− Et(ξ − ξt). (23)

In Refs. 25 and 26, it was shown that this trapezoidal
current profile could be written as

λ(ξ) =

√

E4
t +

r4m
24

− Et(ξ − ξt) (24)

by solving for r2t /4 =
√

E4
t + r4m/2

4 − E2
t in terms of

Et and rm in the ultrarelativistic limit. In the following
sections, we will compare the analytic result [Eq. (24)]
derived by Tzoufras et al.25,26 in the ultrarelavistic limit
(β, β′ → 0, 0) with the exact beam profiles obtained
by numerically integrating Eq. (16) for both the multi-
sheath β′ and single-sheath β models.

C. Comparisons of theory and simulation results for

loading constant wakefields

We next use the methodology outlined above to de-
sign beam loads that produce constant electric fields
extending to the very rear of the bubble. Exact pro-
files will be calculated numerically from Eqs. (16) and
(17) for the multi-sheath β′ and single-sheath models β.
We also present results for beam loads calculating us-
ing the analytic theory [Eq. (24)] in the relativistic limit
(β, β′ → 0, 0). Beam profiles obtained for each model will
be simulated using the PIC code osiris

22. Finally, we
will present examples of loading longitudinally varying
electric fields using the multi-sheath model and compare
the numerical results to PIC simulations.
We use ∆20 = 3, n2 = n20e

−sr2b/r2m , and s = 3 when
numerically integrating Eqs. (16) and (17). For each case,
∆10 is first optimized for the multi-sheath model using
the unloaded plasma wake. For the multi-sheath model,
n20 is determined from Eq. (10), which depends on the
ψmin used. For the single-sheath model, n20 = 0 and,
therefore, n2 = 0 everywhere. Reasonable estimates can
be obtained for a large parameter space if ∆10 = 1.
In Fig. 9, we compare results for an electron drive

bunch with parameters Λd = 6, γb = 20000, kpσr =
0.245, kpσz = 1 and kpξc = 0. The maximum blowout ra-
dius is rm ≃ 4.53. For this driver, we found that a value
of ∆10 = 0.875 gave the best results (see Fig. 8). We
use ψmin = −1 to determine n20. The unloaded bubble
trajectory rb(ξ) (dashed red) obtained from integrating
Eq. (12) is also shown in Fig. 9(a). We are interested in
calculating the current profile of the beam load that can
produce a constant wakefield starting at ξt = 8.5 using
the multi-sheath model. To self-consistently solve for the
loaded bubble trajectory r̃b using the multi-sheath model,
we numerically integrate Eq. (16) using rt ≃ 2.73 and
Et ≃ 2.26 from the unloaded calculations. The loaded
trajectory r̃b obtained using the multi-sheath model is
plotted (solid red) in Fig. 9(a) and exhibits strong agree-
ment with the simulated wake trajectory produced by
the underlying trailing bunch. The loaded trajectory in
the ultrarelativistic limit r̃b(ξ)

2 = r2t − 4Et(ξ− ξt) is also
plotted (dashed blue) using rt ≃ 2.81 and Et ≃ 2.26 from
the PIC simulation data. It can be seen that the loaded
parabolic trajectory (analytic result for ultra-relativistic
regions of rb) underestimates the length of the plasma
wake as it crosses the axis much sooner than expected
when compared to the loaded multi-sheath trajectory.
The current profile λ(ξ) predicted by the multi-sheath

model [Eq. (17)] is plotted (solid red) in Fig. 9(b). For
comparison, we also plot the current profile λ(ξ) ≃
7.22 − 2.26 × (ξ − 8.5) [Eq. (24)] obtained in the ul-
trarelativistic limit (dashed blue line). While the pro-
files are both trapezoidal, the multi-sheath model pre-
dicts a bunch length ∆ξtr ≃ 1.44 which is ∼ 63%
longer that that of the analytic beam loading theory

∆ξtr =
r2t
4Et

≃ 0.88. On the other hand, the analytic the-
ory predicts larger currents along the load compared to
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FIG. 9. (a) Plasma wake excited by a driver {Λd = 6, kpσr =
0.245, kpσz = 1, kpξc = 0} with a load [Eq. (17)] placed at
ξt = 8.5 designed to produce a constant wakefield Et = 2.26
using the multi-sheath model β′ with ψmin = −1. The un-
loaded (loaded) trajectory is shown in dashed (solid) red. (b)
Predicted current profiles λ(ξ) for the multi-sheath model β′

(red), single-sheath model β (green) with ψmin = 0, and an-
alytic theory β′ = β = 0 (blue). (c) Simulated Ez(ξ) using
the profiles shown in (b). Ez(ξ) calculated from Eq. (13) us-
ing the β′ current profile is in black. (d) Simulated Ez(ξ)
using multi-sheath model β′ [Eq. (17)] to load the wake at
ξt = 8, Et = 1.81 with ψmin = -0.9 (purple) and -1 (black).

the multi-sheath model. Integrating the current profiles,
the total loaded charge predicted by the multi-sheath
model Qtr/enpk

−3
p ≃ 41.8 (solid red) is ∼ 21% higher

than the loaded charge predicted by the analytic beam
loading theory Qtr/enpk

−3
p ≃ 34.5 (dashed blue).

We also plot the beam profile calculated using

the single-sheath model (dashed green) by integrating
Eqs. (16)-(17) with n2 = 0. For the single-sheath results,
we self-consistently sample the bubble radius rt ≃ 2.7
and electric field Et ≃ 2.05 at ξt = 8.5 from the un-
loaded wake trajectory integrated from Eq. (12) using
β instead of β′. Compared to the other profiles, the
single-sheath model significantly underestimates the slice
currents of the beam load at all longitudinal positions.
The disagreement is largely attributed to the fact that
the unloaded electric field predicted by the single-sheath
model does not capture the characteristic negative spike
observed in the multi-sheath model and simulation re-
sults in Figs. 4 and 5. Instead, the slope of the unloaded
electric field dξEz predicted by the single-sheath model
flips signs from negative to positive at the rear of the
wake. As a result, the current profile predicted by the
single-sheath model also flips sign (λ < 0) at the rear of
the wake which corresponds to positive charge densities,
i.e. positrons, along portions of the beam load.

In Fig. 9(c), we show the electric fields from PIC simu-
lations using the currents profiles predicted by the multi-
sheath model and analytic theory shown in Fig. 9(b).
For reference, we also plot the expected electric field
from the multi-sheath model using Eq. (13). The sim-
ulation results clearly show that the profile delineated by
Eq. (24) (dashed blue) does not extend to the very rear of
the wake. The simulation results using the multi-sheath
model (black) produces a nearly constant electric field
Ez over almost the entire length of the load extending
all the way to the back of the bubble. The electric field
in the simulation is in agreement with the expected field
calculated using the multi-sheath model shown in red.
The deviation between these two curves is small (the red
curve has a slight negative slope) and can be attributed
to the minimum wake potential ψmin not being exactly
equal to −1.

In cases with longer loads ∆ξtr & rm/2, higher val-
ues of ψmin may be needed to correctly load the wake
since the loads, themselves, can modify the electron mo-
menta at the back of the bubble and, therefore, alter
the wake potential described by the constant of motion
1 + ψ = γ̄ − Pz

29. In Fig. 9(d), we show electric field
simulation results using beam loads [Eq. (17)] designed
to produce a constant wakefield Et ≃ 1.81 starting at
ξt = 8. The bubble radius is rt ≃ 3.31 at ξt from the un-
loaded PIC simulation. Two different cases are presented
for trailing beams where n20 is determined from Eq. (10)
using ψmin = −0.9 (solid purple) and ψmin = −1 (dashed
black). While the black curve increases at the back of the
bubble (9.5 < ξ < 10.5), the purple curve remains flat
over virtually the entire beam load. The difference can
be attributed to the fact that the underlying beam pro-
file used to load the wakefield in black is calculated using
ψmin = −1 which is more negative than the empirical
value of ψmin ≃ −0.65 observed in the PIC simulation
with the beam load as predicted from the model. As a
result, the current profile overestimates the length ∆ξtr
over which the wake can be loaded as well as the ion
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channel radius rb, thus leading to larger currents from
Eq. (17).
This issue can be addressed by incrementally increas-

ing the value of ψmin used by the multi-sheath model
until it matches the empirical ψmin from the PIC simula-
tion results with the beam load. For ψmin = −0.9, we see
that the plasma wakefield is nearly perfect loaded over a
reduced bunch length in purple. The value ψmin = −0.9
is now in good agreement with the minimum wake poten-
tial ψmin ≃ −0.87 found in the PIC simulation results in
purple. Integrating the current profiles of the underlying
beam loads, the total loaded charge Qtr/enpk

−3
p ≃ 55.4

obtained using the multi-sheath model with ψmin = −0.9
is only marginally lower (∼ 7.5%) than the loaded charge
Qtr/enpk

−3
p ≃ 59.9 calculated when using ψmin = −1.

As in the previous example, the bunch length ∆ξtr ≃
2.31 predicted by the multi-sheath model using ψmin =
−0.9 is ∼ 53% longer than the optimal bunch length pre-

dicted by analytic beam loading theory ∆ξtr =
r2t
4Et

≃
1.51. As a result, the loaded charge Qtr/enpk

−3
p ≃ 55.4

predicted by the multi-sheath model is ∼ 23% higher
than the loaded charge Qtr/enpk

−3
p ≃ 45 predicted by

integrating Eq. (24) of the analytic theory. As in the pre-
vious example shown in Fig. 9(b), the gain in the loaded
charge Qtr is primarily driven by the longer bunch length
∆ξtr. The increase in Qtr is lower than that of ∆ξtr be-
cause the slice currents are also lower.
In the next example, we revisit a beam loading result

published by Tzoufras et al.26 in which a bi-Gaussian

driver {nb(r, ξ) = [Nb/(2π)
3/2σ2

rσz]e
−r2/(2σ2

r)e−ξ
2/(2σ2

z),
kpσr = 0.5, kpσz = 1.41, Nb = 139(c/ωp)

3} is used to
excite a plasma wakefield with a blowout radius rm ≃ 5
in Fig. 10(a). For these parameters, the peak charge per
unit length of the driver is Λd ≃ 6.24.
Using an optimized sheath width ∆10 = 0.825 and

ψmin = −1, the unloaded bubble trajectory (dashed
red) is calculated using the multi-sheath model [Eq. (12)]
and plotted in Fig. 10(a). We are interested in generat-
ing a beam profile that can load a constant wakefield
Et ≃ 1.75, as previously done in Ref. 26. From the
unloaded PIC simulation results, this electric field oc-
curs at ξt ≃ 8.27 where the simulated bubble radius
is rt ≃ 3.91. Using the multi-sheath model, we self-
consistently solve for the loaded bubble trajectory r̃b
(solid red) by integrating Eq. (16) starting at ξt ≃ 8.27.
We use ψmin = −0.9 in this example since the bunch
length is long, i.e., ∆ξtr & rm/2. Strong agreement is ob-
served between the loaded trajectory calculated from the
multi-sheath model and the trajectory from the PIC sim-
ulation with the underlying bunch. For reference, we also
plot the loaded trajectory in the ultrarelativistic limit
r̃2b = r2t −4Et(ξ−ξt) using rt and Et from PIC simulation
data. Like in the previous example, the parabolic trajec-
tory underestimates the length of the wake the length
when compared to the loaded trajectory of the multi-
sheath model.
The current profile obtained using the multi-sheath

model [Eq. (17)] is shown in Fig. 10(b) in solid red.
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FIG. 10. (a) Electron density distribution of a plasma wake
excited by an electron driver {Λ = 6.24, kpσr = 0.5, kpσz =
1.41, kpξc = 0} with a load [Eq. (17)] placed at ξt = 8.27
designed to produce a constant wakefield Et = 1.75 us-
ing the multi-sheath model β′. Integration parameters are
∆10 = 0.825, ∆s = 0.05rb, ∆20 = 3, and s = 3. The unloaded
(dashed red) and loaded (solid red) trajectories are calcu-
lated using ψmin = −1 and ψmin = −0.9, respectively. (b)
Current profiles λ(ξ) for the multi-sheath model β′ (red) with
ψmin = −0.9, single-sheath model β (green) with ψmin = 0,
and analytic theory β′ = β = 0 (blue). (c) Simulated Ez(ξ)
using the profiles shown in (b).

For reference, we also plot the beam profile λ(ξ) ≃
6.96 − 1.75 × (ξ − 8.27) [Eq. (24)] in the ultrarelativis-
tic limit in dashed blue. While both models predict
trapezoidal profiles with similar slice currents, the bunch
length predicted by the multi-sheath model ∆ξtr ≃ 3.09
is nearly ∼ 42% longer than that of the analytic theory

∆ξtr =
r2t
4Et

≃ 2.18. Despite the fact that most of the
charge is front-loaded in both profiles, the total charge
predicted by the multi-sheath model Qtr/enpk

−3
p ≃ 87.1

is still ∼ 25% more than the total charge predicted by
the analytic theory Qtr/enpk

−3
p ≃ 69.4.

The beam profile obtained using the single-sheath
model (dashed green) with n2 = 0 is also shown for qual-
itative comparisons. Since the head of the bunch is sit-
uated at rt/rm ≃ 0.78 where the second sheath can be
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largely neglected, the single-sheath model will initially
predict slice currents similar to those obtained using the
multi-sheath model. However, at lower r̃b, the multi-
sheath model and single-sheath begin to diverge as the
second sheath comes into play. Eventually, the current
profile predicted by the single-sheath model turns nega-
tive (λ < 0), similar to what can be seen in Fig. 9(b), due
to the absence of the characteristic spike in the electric
field when using the single-sheath model.
In Fig. 10(d), we plot the PIC simulation results using

the profiles given by the multi-sheath model and analytic
theory shown in Fig. 10(c). It can be readily seen that the
multi-sheath model provides improved accuracy over the
analytic theory in terms of flattening the wakefield. Fur-
thermore, the beam load predicted by the multi-sheath
extends all the way to the very rear of the wake while the
beam load predicted by the analytic theory does not.

D. Total accelerating force

When loading a constant wakefield f(ξ ≥ ξt) = −Et,
the interplay between the maximum loaded charge Qtr
and the accelerating field Et can be characterized by ex-
amining the total accelerating force QtrEt. In Ref. 26,
the total accelerating force was found to be

Qtr
e

eEt
mc2/re

=
1

43
(kprm)4, (25)

in the ultrarelativistic limit by integrating the analytic
theory described by Eq. (24). An exact calculation for
QtrEt can be obtained by numerically integrating loaded
trajectory r̃b(ξ) from Eq. (16) and, then, integrating the
current profile λ(ξ) described by Eq. (17) using

Qtr
e

eEt
mc2/re

=
1

2

∫ ξf

ξt

λ(ξ)Etdξ (26)

for a specified constant wakefield Et until the very rear
of the wake defined by r̃b(ξf ) = 0.
In Fig. 11, we plot the accelerating force QtrEt as a

function of the accelerating field Et for the plasma wake-
field shown in Fig. 9(a) with a blowout radius rm ≃ 4.53.
The blue line corresponds to the analytic theory de-
scribed by Eq. (25) while the red line is obtained by
numerically integrating Eq. (26) using the multi-sheath
model starting at different positions in the wake. For
simplicity, we use ψmin = −1 to calculate QtrEt using
the multi-sheath model rather than tailoring ψmin for
cases with long beam loads, i.e., ∆ξtr & rm/2. As shown
in the previous section, adjusting ψmin to account for
self-consistent beam loading effects can decrease the pre-
dicted charge by . O(10%).
As can be seen in Fig. 11, Eq. (25) predicts a con-

stant accelerating force regardless of where the load is
placed while the multi-sheath model predicts an accel-
erating force that decreases as the amplitude of the ac-
celerating field Et increases. For values of Et < 2.73,
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FIG. 11. The accelerating force QtEt as a function of the ac-
celerating field Et for the plasma wakefield from Fig. 9 with
maximum bubble radius rm ≃ 4.53. The blue curve corre-
sponds to Eq. (25). The red curve is numerically integrated
from Eq. (26) using the multi-sheath model β′ [Eq. (17)] to
load constant wakefields, i.e., Ez(ξ ≥ ξt) = −Et, at differ-
ent positions in the wake. The same integration parameters
{∆10 = 0.875,∆20 = 3, s = 3, ψmin = −1} from Fig. 9 are
used for each calculation.

the multi-sheath model predicts more loaded charge Qtr
than the analytic theory due to its longer beam loads
with comparable slice currents. It is worth pointing out
that all examples of beam loading presented in Figs. 9
and 10 were operating in this range. On the other hand,
the multi-sheath model predicts less charge can be loaded
for larger accelerating fields Et > 2.73 because the lower
slice currents now outweigh the differences between the
predicted bunch lengths. While the exact crossing point
Et will vary on a case by case basis, the qualitative fea-
tures of the accelerating force QtEt predicted by multi-
sheath model will be largely similar for nonlinear wakes
with different rm. Since the analytic theory is also a limit
of the multi-sheath model, the accelerating force QtrEt
obtained using the multi-sheath model also scales with
r4m when rm ≫ 1.

E. Beam loading longitudinally varying wakefields

While much of the discussion has focused on loading
constant wakefields, we will now present several exam-
ples in which longituindally varying plasma wakefields
are loaded using the formalism described by Eqs. (16)-
(17) of the multi-sheath model. Designing beam loads
for tailored dEz

dξ is of interest to self-injection or collider

designs where initial energy chirps are present in the
witness beam. Beam profiles will also be presented in
the ultrarelativistic limit (β′, β → 0, 0) using Eqs. (18)
and (20). In each case, an electron drive bunch {Λd =
6, γb = 20000, kpσr = 0.245, kpσz = 1, kpξc = 0} is
used to excite a plasma wake with a blowout radius
rm ≃ 4.53. Since the driver is identical to the one
used in Fig. 9, we will also use the same parameters
{∆10 = 0.875,∆s = 0.05rb,∆20 = 3, s = 3} to obtain
results using the multi-sheath model β′. n20 is calcu-
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FIG. 12. Simulation results (black) using the multi-sheath
model [Eqs. (16)-(17)] with ψmin = −1 for two different elec-
tric field profiles: (a) f(ξt ≤ ξ ≤ ξf ) = −Et + (ξ − ξt)
from ξt = 8.5 to ξf = 9.5 and (c) f(ξt ≤ ξ ≤ ξf ) =
−Et + E1 sin(k(ξ − ξt)) from ξt = 7.75 to ξf = 9.75 where
E1 = 1

4
and k = π. The dashed red lines correspond to

the electric field calculated from Eq. (13). The corresponding
current profiles λ(ξ) [Eq. (17)] from (a) and (c) are plotted
in (b) and (d), respectively. Analytic current profiles λ(ξ)
calculated from Eq. (20) are plotted in dashed blue.

lated from Eq. (10) using ψmin = −1 since the trailing
bunches are short. For this driver, we refer to Fig. 9(a)
for the unloaded wake trajectory (dashed red) calculated
using the multi-sheath model.

In Figs. 12(a)-(b), we design a beam profile that loads
a linear plasma wakefield with a positive slope df/dξ > 0.
Such a wakefield can be used to dechirp a beam with a
positive energy chirp dξγ > 0 while still maintaining an

accelerating field Ez < 0 over the electron load. In this
example, we choose to load the function f(ξ) = −Et +
(ξ − ξt) from ξt = 8.5 to ξf = 9.5 such that df/dξ = 1.
From the unloaded trajectory calculated from Eq. (12),
the bubble radius rt ≃ 2.73 and electric field Et ≃ 2.26
at the head of the bunch are known.

To calculate the beam load profile, we must first nu-
merically integrate Eq. (16) to obtain the loaded bub-
ble trajectory r̃b(ξ) from ξt to ξf . After the beam load
ξ > ξf , the remaining unloaded trajectory is calculated
by integrating Eq. (12) starting at r̃b(ξf ). The elec-
tric field is then calculated from Eq. (13) across all re-
gions (unloaded and loaded) and plotted (solid red) in
Fig. 12(a). From the results, it is clearly evident that
the loaded region does not extend to the very rear of the
wake since the characteristic negative spike in the electric
field is still present. In Fig. 12(b), the underlying current
profile λ(ξ) calculated from Eq. (17) is shown (solid red).
Using this current profile, PIC simulation results (solid
black) shown in Fig. 12(a) indeed confirm that the de-
sired wakefield f(ξ) is produced along the bunch. Strong
agreement is also observed between the simulated and
calculated electric fields in regions before and after the
beam load.

In the ultrarelativistic limit β′ → 0, it is straightfor-
ward to show that the analytic solution to Eq. (18) along
the beam load is a hyperbola r̃b(ξ)

2 = r2t − 4Et(ξ− ξt) +
2(ξ − ξt)

2. Substituting r̃b into Eq. (20), the analytic
current profile is a parabola λ(ξ) = 3

4r
2
t + E2

t − 5Et(ξ −
ξt) +

5
2 (ξ − ξt)

2. This profile is evaluated using rt ≃ 2.81
and Et ≃ 2.26 from the PIC simulation data and plotted
(dashed blue) in Fig. 12(b). While this analytic profile
captures the general trend of the multi-sheath results, we
note that disagreement is still observed between the two
profiles along portions of the load.

In Figs. 12(c)-(d), we design a beam profile that loads
a sinusoidally oscillating plasma wakefield to highlight
the limitations of the loaded plasma wakefield slope
df/dξ. For this case, we choose to load the function
f(ξ) = −Et+E1 sin(k(ξ−ξt)) from ξt = 7.75 to ξf = 9.75
where E1 = 1

4 and k = π . From the unloaded bubble
trajectory calculated from Eq. (12), we use rt ≃ 3.45
and Et ≃ 1.66 to numerically integrate the loaded bub-
ble trajectory r̃b(ξ) [Eq. (16)] from ξt to ξf . After the
beam load ξ > ξf , the remaining unloaded trajectory is
calculated from Eq. (12) starting at r̃b(ξf ). In Fig. 12(c),
we plot the electric field calculated from Eq. (13) using
the multi-sheath model in solid red. The current pro-
file of the load λ(ξ) calculated from Eq. (17) is plotted
(solid red) in Fig. 12(d). Using this current profile, the
electric field from PIC simulation results (solid black) ex-
hibits strong agreement with the multi-sheath results in
all regions.

As pointed out previously, λ(ξ) is defined to be positive
definite for an electron load, which limits how negative
df/dξ can be in Eq. (17). As shown in Figs. 12(c)-(d),
the current profile approaches zero around ξ ≈ 8.7 where
df/dξ is near its minimum. In this case, increasing the
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amplitude or the frequency of the sinusoidal oscillation
would result in a more negative slope df/dξ, which would
require a positive (positron) charge density along regions
of the load to attract the sheath electrons that trace the
bubble trajectory back to the axis more quickly.
A similar analysis can be done in the ultrarelavis-

tic limit where the analytic solution to Eq. (18) is
r̃b(ξ)

2 = r2t − 4Et(ξ − ξt) +
4E1

k

[

1 − cos(k(ξ − ξt))
]

. Us-
ing this analytic trajectory, the current profile of the

underlying bunch λ(ξ) =
r̃2b
4 + f(ξ)2 +

r̃2b
2
df
dξ [Eq. (20)]

can now be completely expressed in terms of ξ where
df
dξ = kE1 cos(k(ξ − ξt)). The slope df/dξ is naturally

constrained since it is the only term which can be neg-
ative and λ ≥ 0 for an electron driver by definition. In
Fig. 12(c), this profile is evaluated using rt ≃ 3.49 and
Et ≃ −1.63 from unloaded PIC simulation results and
plotted (dashed blue). While the analytic current pro-
file qualitatively reproduces the oscillations observed in
the multi-sheath profile, it is still an approximation of the
multi-sheath model and, therefore, deviates from it along
portions of the beam load. For example, near ξ ≈ 8.7,
the analytic current profile dips to λ ≈ 1.56 whereas
the multi-sheath profile approaches λ ≈ 0. In Sec. VI,
we provide more detailed comparisons between the single
and multi-sheath models and the analytic results. Expla-
nations for these differences are also given.

V. BEAM LOADING IN LASER WAKEFIELDS

Up to this point, we assumed that the wakefields are
excited by electron drivers. However, the formalism de-
scribed in Sec. II can be easily extended to a laser driver
specified by the vector potential Alaser = ℜ{A⊥eiω0/cξ}
where ω0 is the laser frequency and a ≡ eA⊥/mc2 is
the normalized vector potential envelope. To do this,
we use the same source term profile for S described by
Eq. (2). Therefore, the expressions for the wake potential
ψ = (1 + β′)r2b/4− r2/4 obtained by integrating Eq. (1)

and the electric field Ez = dψ0

dξ = D′(rb)rb
drb
dξ are iden-

tical to the those derived in Sec. II. The main difference
for a laser driver is that the plasma electrons are now
displaced by the ponderomotive force

Fp = − 1

γ̄
∇|a|2

4
(27)

where γ̄ =
√

1 + P 2 + |a|2/229. As shown in Ref. 24, the
total transverse force on the sheath electron that traces
r = rb(ξ) can now be written as

F⊥ =− 1

2
r + (1 − vz)

[

−1

2

d2ψ0

dξ2
r

]

+ (1− vz)
λ(ξ)

r
− 1

γ̄
∇|a|2

4
(28)

where the first term is the linear focusing force due to
the ions, the second term is the force from the radial

sheath currents of the plasma, the third term is the
defocusing force due to a trailing bunch with a cur-
rent profile λ(ξ), and the fourth term is the pondero-
motive force of the laser driver. From the constant of
motion γ̄ − Pz = 1 + ψ29, it can also be shown that

1− vz =
2(1+ψ)2

1+P 2

⊥
+|a|2/2+(1+ψ)2

. Furthermore, the relativis-

tic equation of motion of the plasma electron that traces
rb(ξ) can also be expressed as

dP⊥
dξ

=
d

dξ

[

(1 + ψ)
drb
dξ

]

=
1

1− vz
F⊥. (29)

Substituting Eq. (28) into the right-hand side of
Eq. (29), we obtain

d

dξ

[

(1 + ψ)
d

dξ
rb

]

= rb

{

− 1

4

[

1 +
1 + |a|2/2
(1 + ψ)2

+

(

drb
dξ

)2
]

− 1

2

d2ψ0

dξ2
+
λ(ξ)

r2b

}

− 1

(1 + ψ)
∇⊥

|a|2
4
. (30)

Assuming β′ is an explicit function of rb(ξ), i.e., dβ
′/dξ =

∂β′/∂rb(drb/dξ), the trajectory of the sheath electron for
a laser driver, as derived by Lu et al.24, can be rewritten
as

A′(rb)
d2rb
dξ2

+B′(rb)rb

(

drb
dξ

)2

+ C′
L(rb)rb

=
λ(ξ)

rb
−G′

L(rb)∇⊥|a|2 (31)

where the new coefficients for the laser case denoted with
the subscript “L” are defined as

C′
L(rb) =

1

4







1 +
1 + |a|2/2

(

1 +
β′r2b
4

)2






,

G′
L(rb) =

1

4





1
(

1 +
β′r2b
4

)



 .

It is worth mentioning that A′(rb) and B′(rb) are the
same coefficients specified for the beam-driven wake in
Sec. II. While the equation of motion describing the tra-
jectory of the sheath electron is slightly different in the
case of a laser driver, the general procedure for model-
ing the wakefield remains the same. For the laser wake-
fields in this section, we use the same profiles for ∆1(rb),
∆2(rb) and n2(rb) as described in Sec. II. As in the beam-
driven case, n1(rb) is calculated from Eq. (5) and n20 is
constrained by Eq. (10). Using these quantities, we can
calculate β′(rb) from Eq. (8) and, then, numerically in-
tegrate Eq. (31) to obtain the trajectory of the sheath
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FIG. 13. Comparisons of simulations (black) and numerical calculations (red) of rb, ψ0 and Ez using Eqs. (7), (13), and (31) for
laser wakefields excited by a 40 fs (FWHM) 0.8 µm laser driver after propagating a distance z = 0.32 mm into a plasma with
density np = 1.5×1018 cm−3. In both cases, the laser pulse is initially focused at the plasma entrance with a normalized vector
potential a0 = 4, normalized spot size kpW0 = 4, and centroid kpξc = 0. At z = 0.32 mm, the electron density distribution is
shown for two cases with (a) no load and (d) a beam load designed to produce a constant wakefield starting at kpξ = 6 using
Eqs. (16) and (32). The insets show the lineout of the source term S at kpr = 2 (dashed black) for the unloaded case and the
trailing bunch profile λ(ξ) (red) obtained using the multi-sheath model for the loaded case. The integration parameters are
∆10 = 0.3, ∆20 = 3 , and s = 3. n20 is calculated from Eq. (10) using ψmin = −0.85 and n1 is calculated from Eq. (5).

electron that traces rb(ξ) starting at the maximum bub-
ble radius rm. Once rb(ξ) is known, the wake potential
ψ(r, ξ) and electric field Ez(ξ) can be obtained every-
where inside the bubble r < rb(ξ).

Determining the exact value of the blowout radius rm
for a laser wakefield is generally more difficult because
the electrons are not completely blown out by the pon-
deromotive force of the laser, which is largely localized to
the laser spot size W0. As a result, the particle tracing
“rb” is no longer the innermost electron but the charac-
teristic sheath electron with the largest forward velocity

vz = 1 − 2(1+ψ)2

1+P 2

⊥
+|a|2/2+(1+ψ)2

near the axis where ψ is

minimum. Like in the beam-driven cases, the minimum

wake potential ψmin can be well-approximated by val-
ues close to −1 when rm & 3 for the trajectory traced
out by this electron. This regime typically corresponds
to lasers with normalized vector potentials a0 & 2 since
rm ≈ 2

√
a0 (which is only valid if a0 & 2).

The methodology for loading a wakefield Ez(ξt ≤ ξ ≤
ξf ) = f(ξ) also remains largely unchanged from the pro-
cedure described in Sec. IV. By integrating Eq. (16), we
can then obtain the modified sheath electron trajectory
r̃b(ξ) corresponding to a loaded wakefield f(ξ) starting
at the beam head located at ξt. The only difference is
that the corresponding current profile for the beam load
is now given by
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λ(ξ) =C′
Lr̃

2
b +

(

B′

D′2 − A′F ′

D′3r̃2b

)

f(ξ)2

+

(

A′

D′

)

df(ξ)

dξ
+G′

Lr̃b∇⊥|a|2 (32)

where the last term corresponds to the ponderomotive
force from Eq. (31). In cases with short laser pulses, the
ponderomotive term in Eq. (31) can be dropped in the
back half of the wake.
In Figs. 13(a)-(c), we show the results for the bub-

ble trajectory rb(ξ), potential ψ0(ξ), and electric field
Ez(ξ) obtained from calculations using the multi-sheath
model (red) and osiris (quasi-3D) PIC simulation re-
sults (black) for an unloaded wake excited by a 40 fs
(FWHM) 0.8 µm laser driver after propagating into a
constant plasma density np = 1.5× 1018 cm−3. The PIC
simulation used a customized finite-difference solver to
reduce numerical effects from relativistic particles33,34, a
high resolution grid ∆r = ∆z = 1

128
c
ωp

with ∆t = 1
512

1
ωp

,

and 32 particles per cell (2x2x8). The laser is initially
focused at the plasma entrance with a normalized vec-
tor potential a0 = 4 and a transverse gaussian envelope
having a matched spot size kpW0 = 2

√
a0 = 424. The

electron density distribution in the r − ξ plane is shown
in Fig. 13(a) after a propagation distance z = 0.32 mm
into the plasma at which point the blowout radius is
rm ≃ 4.26. It can readily be seen that while the multi-
sheath model generates a sheath electron trajectory rb(ξ)
in Fig. 13(a) that is in good agreement with the bubble
trajectory from the simulation results, it overestimates
(underestimates) the potential (electric field) over most
of the wake in Figs. 13(b)-(c). The disagreement is pri-
marily due to the fact that the plasma electrons are not
completely blown out by the ponderomotive force of the
laser. Therefore, plasma electrons can now propagate in-
side the bubble, i.e., r < rb, resulting in spatially varying
charge densities and currents in the bubble.
As a result, the expressions for ψ(r, ξ) [Eq. (7)] and

Ez(ξ) [Eq. (13)] obtained using the multi-sheath model
[Eq. (2)] break down because the source term inside the
channel S(r < rb) is no longer exactly −1 as shown in
the inset plot of S along r = 2 in Fig. 13(a). The pres-
ence of plasma electrons inside the bubble is also im-
portant because the focusing force is no longer perfectly
linear. In addition, these electrons can move from the
inside (r < rb) to the outside of the bubble (r > rb) ef-
fectively splitting the plasma sheath into two. This effect
can be seen from the simulation results in the Fig. 13(a)
inset near the bubble radius rb(ξ) at ξ ≈ 6. This sheath
splitting phenomenon can typically produce more than 3
distinct regions in which S has alternating signs, which
differs from the model assumed in Eq. (2).
In Figs. 13(d)-(f), we show the electron density distri-

bution of the laser-driven wakefield at z = 0.32 mm with
a beam load designed to produce a constant wakefield
starting at ξt = 6. To self-consistently load the wake

using Eqs. (16) and (32), the electric field at the head
of the bunch is sampled from the multi-sheath model
f(ξ > ξt) = −Et = −1.74 rather than the simulation
results. The current profile λ(ξ) of the beam load calcu-
lated from Eq. (32) is shown in the inset of Fig. 13(d).
It is clear from the simulation results that the multi-

sheath model fails to capture the behavior of the modified
sheath electron trajectory r̃b [Eq. (16)], wake potential
ψ0, and electric field Ez in Figs. 13(d)-(f). The under-
lying reason is that the multi-sheath model predicts an
electric field at the head of the bunch that is more neg-
ative than the simulated electric field. Therefore, the
currents calculated from Eq. (32) are larger than needed
due to the f(ξ)2 term on the right-hand side. The sim-
ulation results show that the current profile produces an
electric field that actually increases along the beam load
rather than remaining constant.
It is also worth noting that the beam load blows out

the remaining electrons inside the channel r < rb and
forms another thin plasma sheath as can be seen in the
electron density phase space and inset plots in Fig. 13(d).
As these electrons are being blown out, the source term
inside the bubble becomes more negative until only ions
remain and S(r < rb) = −1. This effect also contributes
to the positive slope of the loaded wakefield Ez near the
head of the bunch ξt.
From the results presented in this section, it is evident

that the model for S described by Eq. (2) is not suffi-
cient for modeling unloaded and loaded laser wakefields.
Plasma electrons propagating inside the “bubble,” sheath
splitting, and blowout of remaining electrons by the beam
load are some of the features making it difficult to ap-
ply the multi-sheath model, as is, to cases with a laser
driver. For these very same reasons, electron beams are
ideal for driving high-quality plasma wakefields in which
electrons are completely blown out and the focusing force
is perfectly linear. While the multi-sheath model can be
adapted to laser drivers by using a source term model
in which S(r < rb) is no longer constant, the force in
Eq. (28) will also need to be modified due to the fields
from the plasma currents inside the bubble. Such an
analysis will also require assumptions about the electron
currents inside the channel. This is an area for future
work.

VI. DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE SHEATH MODELS

AND ANALYTIC THEORY FOR BEAM LOADING

In this section, we provide details regarding the dif-
ferences in the predictions between the sheath and an-
alytical models. These details also show why the an-
laytic model provides reasonable agreement for the wit-
ness beam current but poor predictions for rb.
From the results presented in Sec. IV, it is clear that

the analytic theory can be a useful tool for predicting
the general form of the current profiles for beam loading.
However, as it is an approximation of the multi-sheath
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(and single-sheath) model, it is generally not as accu-
rate even for rb ∼ rm. For beam loads designed to pro-
duce constant wakefields, the resulting parabolic trajec-
tory r̃b(ξ)

2 = r2t − 4Et(ξ − ξt) predicted by Eq. (18) can
also deviate significantly from that of the multi-sheath
model as seen in Figs. (9)-(10). As a result, the ana-
lytic theory can underestimate the maximum length of
the beam load ∆ξtr and, thus, the total charge Qtr when
compared to the multi-sheath results for these cases. De-
spite this, the slice currents predicted by the analytic
theory are still comparable to those obtained using the
multi-sheath model.
To understand why this occurs, we revisit the differen-

tial equation for the bubble trajectory from Eq. (12). In
the ultrarelativistic limit (β′, β → 0, 0), Eq. (12) describ-
ing the innermost particle trajectory rb(ξ) was found to
be25,26

rb
d2rb
dξ2

+ 2

(

drb
dξ

)2

+ 1 =
4λ(ξ)

r2b
(33)

where the wake potential is now

ψ0(ξ) ≈ ΨI =
r2b
4

(34)

and the electric field is Ez(ξ) =
dψ0

dξ = 1
2rb

drb
dξ . As shown

in Refs. 25 and 26, Eq. (33) can be integrated starting at
the blowout radius rm to obtain the following expression
for the bubble trajectory for an unloaded plasma wake
(λ = 0)

ξ

rm
= 2E

[

arccos

(

rb
rm

) ∣

∣

∣

∣

1

2

]

− F

[

arccos

(

rb
rm

) ∣

∣

∣

∣

1

2

]

(35)

where F and E are incomplete elliptical integrals of the
first and second kind. The corresponding electric field
can also be calculated analytically to be25,26

Ez(ξ) =
1

2
rb
drb
dξ

= − rb

2
√
2

√

r4m
r4b

− 1. (36)

In Fig. 14, we compare the analytic theory [Eqs. (35)-
(36)] with the multi-sheath model (β′), single-sheath
model (β), and simulation results for an unloaded plasma
wake excited by an electron driver with Λd = 6, kpσz = 1,
γb = 20000, and kpσr = 0.245. For the multi-sheath
and single-sheath calculations, the integration parame-
ters are specified in the figure caption. From Fig. 14(a),
it is clear that the bubble trajectory rb(ξ) (blue dashed)
described by Eq. (35) deviates significantly from the sim-
ulation results (black), multi-sheath model (dashed red),
and single-sheath model (dashed green). In fact, Eq. (35)
will always predict an ion channel with a half-length
Lh ≡ ξ(rb = 0) − ξ(rb = rm) ≈ 0.85rm whereas the
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FIG. 14. (a) Electron density distribution and electric field Ez
as a function of (b) ξ and (c) rb(ξ) for a plasma wake excited
by a nonevolving driver with parameters Λd = 6, γb = 20000,
kpξc = 0, kpσr = 0.245, and kpσz = 1. The maximum bubble
radius is kprm ≃ 4.53. Simulation data is shown in black.
Numerically integrated results are shown for the multi-sheath
model β′ (dashed red) with ψmin = −1 and the single-sheath
model β (dashed green) with ψmin = 0 using Eqs. (7)-(10)
with ∆10 = 0.875, ∆s = 0.05rb, ∆20 = 3, and s = 3. Analytic
results using Eqs. (35) and (36) are shown in dashed blue.

bubble actually traces a nearly spherical shape Lh ≈ rm
when the blowout radius is large, i.e., rm & 4.

In Ref. 24, it was pointed out that the deviation be-
tween the analytic expression for rb(ξ) in Eq. (35) and
the actual wake trajectory from PIC simulations could
be largely attributed to the additional (drb/dξ)

2 term in
Eq. (33) which caused the particle trajectories to bend to-
ward the ξ-axis sooner than expected. Since the analytic
theory underestimates the length of the ion channel, it
naturally follows that as shown in Fig 14(b) the electric
field predicted by Eq. (36) deviates from the empirical
wakefield in a similar fashion. However, Eq. (36) still
captures the negative spike in the electric field near the

axis since the slope of the trajectory drb
dξ = −

√

r4m
2r4

b

− 1
2

approaches −∞ as rb → 0.

Upon inspection of Eq. (15), this behavior arises be-
cause P⊥ [Eq. (15)] asymptotes to −∞ since ψmin = 0 for
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the wake potential ψ0 ≈ r2b/4. Thus, althougth its under-
lying approximations break down as rb → 0, the analytic
model still predicts a spike because P⊥ → −∞ while the
multi-sheath model predicts a spike because (1+ψ) → 0.
On the other hand the single-sheath model cannot pre-
dict a spike because P⊥ remains finite and ψmin = 0.
This is perhaps the most important distinction between
the analytic theory and single-sheath model in which the
electric field is not a monotonically decreasing function
of ξ despite the fact that it also employs ψmin = 0. As we
have shown in Sec. IV, this limitation of the single-sheath
model at the rear of the wake is the primary reason why
it cannot be used to design beam loads that produce con-
stant wakefields, i.e., dEz

dξ ≃ 0.

Despite the fact that Eqs. (35) and (36) cannot accu-
rately model the bubble radius and electric field as a func-
tion of ξ, the (Ez , rb) phase space predicted by Eq. (36)
agrees well with the simulation results and multi-sheath
model for values of rb & 2 as depicted in Fig. 14(c).
This is important because the analytic current profile
described by Eq. (23) for loading a constant wakefield
Ez(ξ ≥ ξt) = −Et samples the phase space of Et and rt
at the head of the load ξt. While Eqs. (35)-(36) do not ac-
curately predict rt and Et as a function of ξt, Eq. (24) can
be evaluated using the simulation data instead. Sampling
the parameters this way will still produce self-consistent
results in regions where the analytic theory is assumed
to be valid (rb & 3) since we are only shifting our initial
position up the phase space curve (Ez , rb).
For the profile described by Eq. (24), the loaded bub-

ble trajectory obtained from Eq. (33) is parabolic r2b =
r2t−Et(ξ−ξt). As we will show below, this expression un-
derestimates the loaded wake length in the same manner
as with Eq. (35). Therefore, in many cases, the current
profile predicted by analytic theory [Eq. (24)] does not
produce a perfectly constant wakefield over the entire
bunch length. This can be seen in several examples pro-
vided in Ref. 26 where wakefields loaded using Eq. (24)
still exhibit marginally nonzero slopes.
The disagreement between the analytic theory (β, β′ →

0, 0) and multi-sheath model for rb(ξ) stems directly from
the underlying assumption that the wake potential con-
tributions from regions outside the bubble can be ne-

glected, i.e., ψ0(ξ) ≈ ΨI =
r2b
4 . In Fig. 15(a), we com-

pare the ion term
r2b
4 (dashed blue) to ψ0 obtained from

the simulation results (black), the single-sheath model
r2b
4 (1 + β) (dashed green), and the multi-sheath model
r2b
4 (1+β

′) (dashed red) for the driver specified in Fig. 14.
From the results, it is clear that the analytic curve

(β′ → 0) is only close to the simulation and multi-sheath
model in a small region around rb ∼ 0.45rm. This is
because the sheath components ΨII +ΨIII = β′r2b/4 can-
cel each other nearly exactly in this region as seen in
Fig. 3(c). In contrast, the term βr2b/4 from the single-
sheath model is positive-definite and only goes to zero
when rb is zero. While the ion contribution ΨI = r2b/4
is the leading term when rb ≈ rm, it underestimates the
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FIG. 15. (a) The on-axis wake potential ψ0 and (b) maximum
bunch length ∆ξtr [Eq. (38)] for loading a constant acceler-
ating field Ez(rb ≤ rt) ≃ const ≡ −Et as a function of rt/rm
for the plasma wake shown in Fig. 14. The black curves use
simulation data for ψ(rt) and Ez(rt) to evaluate Eq. (38).
Numerical calculations are shown for the multi-sheath model
β′ (dashed red) with ψmin = −1 and the single-sheath model
β (dashed green) with ψmin = 0 using Eqs. (7)-(10) with
∆10 = 0.875, ∆s = 0.05rb, ∆20 = 3, and s = 3. The analytic

theory (dashed blue) for ψ0 ≈ r2b
4

and ∆ξtr =
r2t
4Et

is evaluated
using simulation data for rt and Et.

wake potential since the sheath term ΨII(rm) is on the
order of unity while ΨIII(rm) is approximately zero, and
can be neglected (since n2 ≈ 0) as shown in Figs. 3(b)-
(c). In this region, the wake potentials of the single-
sheath and multi-sheath models are in agreement with
the simulation results since β′ ≈ β.
Even though the blowout radius rm ≃ 4.53 is large, the

ion term r2b/4 still underestimates the simulated wake po-

tential
ψ0(rm)−r2m/4

ψ0(rm) by approximately (∼ 20%) at the top

fo the bubble. Therefore, from Eq. (15), the bubble tra-
jectory predicted by the analytic theory should initially
bend toward the axis with a more negative slope resulting
in a shorter wake length.
On the other hand, when rb ≪ rm, the ion term ΨI

can be neglected while ΨII and ΨIII from the multi-sheath
model are both negative at the rear of the wake and, when
combined, capture the limiting behavior of the wake po-
tential ψmin ≡ limrb→0 β

′r2b/4 ≈ −1 in Fig. 3(c). How-
ever, the analytic theory using ψ0 ≈ r2b/4 and single-
sheath model using ψ0 = (1 + β)r2b/4 result in ψmin = 0
at the axis. In addition, it is evident that the sheath term
β′ → −∞ near the axis which violates the underlying as-
sumption of the analytic theory that β′ can be neglected.
When including the source terms outside the ion chan-
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nel described by Eq. (2) of the multi-sheath model, the
wake potential ψ0 = (1 + β′)r2b/4 obtained in Eq. (7)
exhibits significantly improved agreement with the em-
pirical simulation results across all values of rb. As seen
in Fig. 15(a), the curves for ψ0 from the single and multi-
sheath models deviate from each other at rt/rm as large
as 0.7. This occurs because the curves must diverge such
that ψmin = 0 (single-sheath) rather than ψmin = −1
(multi-sheath) for rt → 0.
The maximum theoretical length ∆ξtr over which the

plasma wake can be loaded also depends on the profiles
used for the on-axis wake potentials ψ0(rb(ξ)). In general,
an expression for ∆ξtr can be obtained by integrating the
electric field starting from the head of the bunch rb(ξt) =
rt to the rear of the bubble where the innermost particles
cross the axis rb(ξf ) = 0 as follows

ψ0(rt)− ψ0(0) = −
∫ ξf

ξt

Ezdξ (37)

where ξf = ξt + ∆ξtr . For a constant loaded wakefield
Ez(ξt ≤ ξ ≤ ξf ) ≡ −Et, we obtain

∆ξtr =
ψ0(rt)− ψmin

Et
(38)

where the minimum wake potential is defined by ψmin ≡
ψ0(0). While the presence of the load will not modify the
potential at the head ψ0(rt) due to continuity with the
unloaded region, it can alter the exact value of potential
ψmin at the back of the bubble in some cases. For the
purpose of this analysis, we will use ψmin ≃ −1 to obtain
an upper bound on ∆ξtr for the multi-sheath model.
We can now calculate the maximum bunch length ∆ξtr

over which a constant wakefield can be loaded for the
potential profiles specified in the analytic theory, single-
sheath and multi-sheath models. For the wake poten-

tial ψ0(rb) ≈ ΨI =
r2b
4 from Eq. (34), we recover the

expression ∆ξtr =
r2t
4Et

. This expression was also de-
rived in Sec. IV by solving the loaded parabolic trajec-
tory r̃b(ξ)

2 = r2t − 4Et(ξ − ξt) for r̃b = 0 of the ana-
lytic theory. For the potential used in the single-sheath

model ψ0(rb) =
r2b
4 (1+β) where ψmin = 0, the maximum

bunch length is ∆ξtr =
r2t
4Et

+
β(rt)r

2

t /4
Et

. For the multi-

sheath potential ψ0(rb) =
r2b
4 (1 + β′), where β′ satisfies

the condition ψmin = −1, the maximum bunch length is

∆ξtr =
r2t
4Et

+
β′(rt)r

2

t /4+1
Et

.

In Fig. 15(b), we plot
r2t
4Et

(dashed blue) calculated

by extracting (Et, rt) from simulation data along with
∆ξtr calculated from Eqs. (7)-(10) for the single-sheath β
(dashed green) and multi-sheath model β′ (dashed red).
For reference, we also plot Eq. (38) using values of ψ0

and Et from simulation data (black). Since the poten-
tials ψ0(rt) in Fig. 15(a) are monotonically increasing,
the maximum bunch length ∆ξtr that can be loaded
increases with rt in each case. The limiting behavior

∆ξtr → ∞ is also observed in each case at the top of the
bubble (rt = rm) where drb

dξ = 0 and Ez(rm) = −Et = 0.

From the results displayed in Figs. 15(a)-(b), it can be
readily seen that the multi-sheath model generates val-
ues of ∆ξtr that agree well with those calculated from
simulation data while the model for ψ0 used by Tzoufras
et al.25,26 underestimates the maximum bunch length for
all values of rt. The underlying reason is that the wake
potential contributions ΨII and ΨIII from source terms
outside the ion channel are monotonically increasing with
rb as shown in Fig. 3(c) and, therefore, add to the poten-
tial difference between any two points in the back half of
the bubble. This potential difference manifests itself in

the term
β′(rt)r

2

t /4−ψmin

Et
, which is positive definite since

β′(rt)r2t /4 = ΨII + ΨIII ≥ ψmin for all rt as depicted in
Fig. 3(c). Since the ion channel ends at the back of the
bunch, i.e., ξf = ξt+∆ξtr, it also follows that the analytic
expression for the bubble trajectory r2b = r2t −Et(ξ − ξt)
also underestimates the length of the ion channel Lh re-
gardless of where the load is placed. While the single-
sheath model predicts longer bunch lengths than the an-

alytic theory due to the additional sheath term
β(rt)r

2

t /4
Et

which is positive definite, it still falls short of the multi-
sheath model since it does not account for the negative
wake potential ψmin ≈ −1 near the axis.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

We have proposed a multi-sheath phenomenologi-
cal model for describing the source term profile S ≡
− 1
enp

(ρ − Jz/c) of plasma wakefields excited by rela-

tivistic electron drivers in the nonlinear blowout regime.
Using the multi-sheath model, a new expression for the
wake potential ψ(r, ξ) is obtained and then used to solve
for the trajectory of the innermost sheath electron rb
by integrating the equation of motion from the nonlin-
ear blowout theory24. In cases with and without trailing
bunches, we have shown that the bubble radius rb, wake
potential ψ0, and electric field Ez predicted by the multi-
sheath model demonstrate significantly improved agree-
ment with simulations results at the rear of the wake
when compared to the results from the sheath model by
Lu et al.24. In addition, the model demonstrates the
capability to predict plasma wakefields in cases where
electrons are injected at the rear of the bubble. We have
shown how the multi-sheath model can be used to design
beams that can load a constant wakefield and have dis-
cussed differences between the predictions for beam load-
ing based on the multi-sheath model and single-sheath
model in the ultrarelativistic limit used by Tzoufras et
al.26. Two examples are also provided in which the multi-
sheath model is used to load longitudinally varying wake-
fields. Finally, we examined the shortcomings of the
multi-sheath model in cases with laser drivers and briefly
outlined how the model can be adapted in future work.
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