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Particle production through ultra-strong electric fields is a well-studied research field. Never-
theless, despite repeated attempts to relate the production rate within the field to the formation
time of a particle, the latter is still shrouded in mystery. We provide an interpretation of a particle
distribution at finite times enabling us to isolate and, therefore, identify the relevant time scales
regarding particle formation in quantum physics within and beyond perturbation theory.
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Introduction.– When subject to ultra-strong electric
fields quantum electrodynamics (QED) predicts the vac-
uum to become a mediator for effective electromagnetic
interactions. This leads to the emergence of non-linear
couplings between electromagnetic fields. In turn, the
vacuum itself becomes unstable creating the opportunity
for electron-positron pairs to form [1, 2], see also the re-
cent reviews on strong-field QED [3–5].

Extreme field strengths for, at least, mesoscopically
large spatial and temporal extensions are needed in or-
der to observe real photons to interact in such a way.
As the electron is the lightest electrically charged par-
ticle the corresponding energy scale is set by the elec-
tron mass me and consequently the one for the elec-
tric field by the so-called critical electric field strength
Ecr. = m2

ec
3/e~ ≈ 1.3× 1018 V/m with e being the mag-

nitude of the electron charge. It is challenging to achieve
such field strengths in the laboratory, and thus experi-
mental strong-field QED is still in its infancy. However,
recent and future technological advancements in laser
physics will eventually provide the opportunity to probe
the ultrahigh-intensity sector of quantum electrodynam-
ics (QED) in a controlled environment [6].

An intricate matter in this regard is the issue of “when”
a particle is formed. Within Quantum Field Theory
(QFT) particle scattering is well understood in terms of
the asymptotic in- and out-states. In this approach, how-
ever, fundamental questions including the one about the
formation time of a particle remain unanswered. To this
end we note that the latter question can be accurately
defined for the case of pair production from fields [7, 8]
but it is evident that this issue transcends beyond vac-
uum pair production [9]. Hence, any new insight might
not only challenge our perception of time in scattering
theory and, in particular, time evolution on the quantum
level [10]. It may very well reveal a new layer in quantum
non-equilibrium physics and therefore may have an im-
pact on all research areas that revolve around the “birth”
of (quasi-)particles. Those areas include, in particular,
astrophysics [11], QED plasma physics [12–14], quantum
simulators [15] and solid state physics [16]. Last but not

least, with respect to the field of relativistic heavy ion col-
lisions it is desirable to establish and to understand the
time scales of the Schwinger effect as this very likely will
contribute to elucidate the pathway from non-equilibrium
expansion to particle formation and eventually local equi-
librium (hydrodynamic description) [17].

In this Letter we assess the concept of a ’particle forma-
tion time’ building on a recent idea which challenged the
notion that at intermediate times quantities in quantum
field theory are unphysical and merely a means of calcu-
lation [18]. Instead it was argued that quantities based
on the adiabatic particle number could potentially reveal
information with respect to quantum non-equilibrium
physics, cf. Ref. [19] for a discussion on experimental
prospects. For this investigation we applied the equal-
time Wigner formalism (quantum kinetic theory) which
provides access to non-perturbative particle formation at
all times [20–22]. Together with the concept of the adia-
batic particle number this method allows to identify time
scales in pair production.

The outline is as follows: First we introduce the key
elements of the equal-time Wigner formalism based on
a simple-to-use toy model and provide context for the
’time evolution’ in a quantum system. In this regard, we
introduce an interpretation of quantum field theoretical
results at intermediate times. On this evidence, we then
characterize the different time scales that are relevant
for pair production followed by a brief conclusion on the
applicability of our observations. We use throughout this
letter units such that ~ = 1 and c = 1.
Semi-classical approach.– Experiments on electron-

positron pair production using high-power lasers involve
multiple time scales: The repetition rate of a laser is
on the order of seconds, an “ultra-short” laser pulse
refers to the femto- or attosecond regime, and the QED
time scale is given by the Compton time of an electron,
tc = ~/me = 1.3× 10−21s=1.3 zs. Hence, any theoretical
approach is forced to incorporate physics taking place on
vastly different time scales.

One approach to resolve this issue is to put the laser
scale in the focus and fully resolve particle and wave prop-
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agation through semi-classical methods [23]. As the QED
time scale is several orders of magnitude smaller quantum
effects are regarded as instantaneous. In this context it is
assumed that a local scattering event triggers the creation
of an electron-positron pair which is always regarded as
real and thus immediately subject to external forces [24].
This yields an efficient method to compute macroscopic
observables.

The ’cost’ of such an approach is, of course, the com-
plete loss of information on all small scales. Questions on
when and how a particle is formed cannot be answered
this way. Furthermore, even tiny deviations on the QED
scale between theory and experiment are amplified heav-
ily when embedded on the macroscopic scale. Resolving
QED processes precisely is thus paramount.
Quantum aspect of pair production.– To resolve the

intricacies of particle creation we fully commit to an
analysis resolving the Compton time scale. Then the
non-Markovian nature of particle formation becomes ev-
ident, as the entire history of a quantum system is crucial
for the final state [25]. Additionally, within background
fields the boundary between quantum fluctuations and
real (detectable) particles is blurred.

In terms of electron-positron pair production two fun-
damental building blocks are to be considered: the
Schwinger effect [26, 27] and multiphoton pair produc-
tion [28, 29]. The first mechanism requires ultra-strong
electric fields. The underlying picture is that particles
come into existence due to the background field doing
work on virtual quantum fluctuations making it possible
for them to cross the mass gap to become real parti-
cles. For multiphoton pair production, however, virtual
pairs acquire energy through the high-frequency modes
of a field. Again, a particle is considered ’real’ if electron
and positron overcome the threshold defined by their rest
mass 2me.

Functionally, the difference between these two mecha-
nism is that the Schwinger effect is always exponentially
suppressed, number densities of produced pairs being
∝ exp(−πm2

e/|e|E), with E being the background field.
Schwinger pair creation is driven by the low-frequency
modes in the field which need to be of large amplitudes
to obtain an effect. In contrast, multiphoton pair pro-
duction has a perturbative sector such that production
rates scale polynomially like E2n with n being the num-
ber of scattered photons or, in the context of background
fields, with the number of high-frequency modes of order
O(me) [30].
The model.– Within the Wigner formalism we can

isolate the particle formation process in such a way that
no dynamical photons are taken into account. Moreover,
the goal of this proof-of-concept study is to identify the
relevant time scales in strong-field particle production
and convey the information in the most transparent way.
Hence, instead of more realistic scenarios we employ a

field configuration,

|e|E (t, x) = ε m2
e sech2 (t/τ) exp

(
− x2

2λ2

)
ex , (1)

where quantum interference is minimal [31–33] and the
separation of charge carriers is easily recognized [34].
Last but not least, this ansatz reduces the problem to
1+1 dimensions. Herein, within the chosen units, the
peak field strength ε is a number given as a fraction of the
critical field strength, τ parameterizes the pulse length,
and λ its spatial extension.

Within the equal-time Wigner formalism [35–37] pair
production in 1 + 1 dimensions is described by [38]

Dts− 2ptx = 0, Dtv0 + ∂xvx = 0, (2)
Dtvx + ∂xvx = −2metx, Dttx + 2ps = 2mevx, (3)

wherein the pseudo-differential operator on the left-hand
side is Dt = ∂t + e

∫ 1/2

−1/2
dξE(t, x + iξ∂p)∂p. Vacuum

initial conditions are given by

svac = −me/
√
m2

e + p2 , vx,vac = −p/
√
m2

e + p2 , (4)

and zero otherwise. The particle distribution function is
given by

n (x, p) =
me (s− svac) + p (vx − vx,vac)√

m2
e + p2

. (5)

Spectral and spatial distribution are obtained by inte-
grating over the respective other coordinate. The parti-
cle density N , which is obtained through integration over
the whole phase-space, is thus derived from first princi-
ples [39–41]. We should make it absolutely clear though,
that the concept of a time-evolution is frame-dependent
[42] and a ’particle number’ that only counts observable
particles is a purely classical concept, cf. Ref. [40]. Nev-
ertheless, through careful assessment of numerical results
we can still extract physically relevant information even
at intermediate times.
Time evolution.– To study particle formation via

the time evolution of the distribution function we
first have to define what qualifies as a ’particle’.
From the standard treatment of QFT the concepts
of virtual quantum fluctuations and real particles
( = localized wave-packets build from asymptotic states)
are well-known. To simplify the description of structures
in the particle distribution at intermediate times we in-
troduce a third concept which we are calling pre-particle.
We will argue that it is possible to give it a precise
physical meaning even for fields with a still sizeable time
dependence, and we are defining it by identifying that its
motion coincides with the (semi-)classical expectations
for the background field under consideration.

Semi-classical models for Schwinger pair production
employ a very intuitive picture of particle creation: The
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FIG. 1. Particle density N as a function of the shutoff time
t0 normalized by the pulse length τ = 30/me for a homo-
geneous Sauter pulse with peak strength ε = 0.4. Markers
’x’ denote the particle density obtained through solving the
Wigner transport equations, the green dotted curve corre-
sponds to the semi-classical expectation values and the blue,
filled circles display the difference of these solutions. For com-
parison, the red line represents the amplitude of the field’s
Fourier mode at frequency 2me times a scaling factor.

force of the background electric field separates two point
particles created by quantum tunneling through the mass
gap [43]. For the single-pulse toy model, Eq. (1), this
is a gradual process that calls first for a steep increase
in the particle number (when the electric field becomes
stronger) followed by a flattening of the curve (when
the electric field becomes weaker again). Overall, at all
points in time the particle number is expected to climb.
This, however, is not how a quantum system evolves as
is evident from Fig. 1. For an exemplary set of param-
eters ε, τ (and λ) the ’particle’ number overshoots the
expectation value by a factor of four only to drop-off and
eventually converge towards the semi-classical result at
final times t � τ . For smaller field strengths this be-
haviour is even more extreme as a disparity of several
orders of magnitude can be achieved [40].

The fact that semi-classical expectations disagree with
quantum field theoretical observations is further rein-
forced by the behaviour of the particle spectrum as a
function of time, cf. Fig. 2. Instead of a single-peaked
function to gradually form over time (and to be simulta-
neously accelerated by the field) we observe several struc-
tures in the momentum spectrum, typically not visible in
coordinate space. First, a peak around vanishing momen-
tum takes form (this coincides with the extreme increase
in the yield in Fig. 1). This peak is not accelerated by
the electric field as one would expect for charged parti-
cles. Instead it lingers and then fades away again thereby
seemingly giving rise to a second peak that emerges at
non-zero momentum. At its first appearance this second
peak is masked by oscillations reflecting a pattern of con-

FIG. 2. Spectral particle distribution at times T1 (build
up) in blue, T2 (separation) in red and T3 (consolidation)
in green for the homogeneous Sauter field with ε = 0.4 and
τ = 30/me. We display a moving average T 2 (black line) to
reveal the separation process amidst the quantum interference
pattern. At times T3 the peak at p = 0 has become negligible
having dropped to 1% of its maximal value.

structive and destructive interference. Nevertheless, the
related underlying wave-packet is indeed subject to the
Lorentz force and thus, even more important, moves out
of the creation zone along the classical trajectory. It is
therefore the second peak which can be identified with
the pre-particle.

The solution to this seeming conundrum is to realize
that at intermediate times a particle does neither ’ex-
ist’ nor ’not exist’ but due to the probabilistic nature of
quanta its existence is conditional. Together with the
fact that such QFT processes are non-Markovian this al-
lows for a very specific interpretation: Suppose a strong
field has built up and is present until a time t0 then a pair
might be created with probability P0 but as the then fu-
ture shape of the field is unknown the asymptotically late
(final) creation probability P asymp can be very different
from P0. This is true except for one case, namely, if the
field is shaped very similar to E(t, x)Θ(t0 − t). Suppose
now that up to t0 the electric background field is given by
the toy model Eq. (1) and then switched off very rapidly,
resp., shutoff. The pair creation probability can then be
estimated quite precisely by P0. As a matter of fact,
the calculated spectrum will correctly represent the then
measured spectrum. We observed, however, that if the
field (1) is not switched off much less particles would
have been produced. This is to be expected because due
to the shutoff the field contains high-frequency modes
which give rise to multiphoton pair production. Hence,
instead of trying to interpret the results at each point in
time as possibly detectable signals (which they are not
due to the interplay of the background field’s time depen-
dence and the uncertainty principle), the time evolution
of the quantum system (2)-(3) should be considered as a
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sequence of ’What if?’-events. At each instant in time we
may observe the spectrum that would have been created
if the background field were to drop to zero practically
instantaneously [18].

Therefore, as the origin of the virtual fluctuation at
p ≈ 0 and the pre-particle are quite different we can ver-
ify the above picture by analyzing our numerical results.
According to the discussion above shutoff-induced signals
in the particle distribution stem from a virtual excitation
created by modes with a frequency close or identical to
the threshold for pair production, ω = 2me. Therefore,
the amplitude of the Fourier transform F2me

of the field
Eq. (1) amended by a shutoff at time t0, E(t, x)Θ(t0− t),
evaluated at 2me (leading order perturbative contribu-
tion) directly corresponds to the fluctuating fraction in
the particle signal. We verified this explicitly in our nu-
merical results, see Fig. 1, in which we display the rela-
tion between the particle number and perturbative con-
tribution as a function of shutoff time t0.
Particle lifetime, formation time and coherence time.–
We have established a routine to identify pre-particles

that are destined to become real at asymptotic times in
contrast to signals emerging due to a possible shutoff in
the field or due to quantum fluctuations in general. On
this basis we can provide a quantitative measurement
of time scales for the quantum field theoretical system,
Eqs. (2)-(3).

Two scales we can already obtain on the level of sim-
ple quantum mechanics, cf. a discussion in terms of a
quantum Boltzmann approach [44]. First, the Heisen-
berg uncertainty principle provides a first time scale cor-
responding to the ’lifetime’ of a virtual electron-positron
pair fluctuation, ∆τlifetime = ~/2me. Second, relating
the work done by the field over time with the thresh-
old for particle creation the concept of a coherence time
∆τcoherence = 1/meε can be introduced [45]. For exam-
ple, at critical field strengths it takes the field only the
Compton time 1/me to break the bond between a virtual
electron-positron pair.

Our focus is on the formation time, the time it takes a
particle, resp., a pre-particle to be recognizable as such.
Fig. 2 serves as a blueprint for the following discussion
illustrating that the development of a pre-particle is a
process characterized by several time scales. The first
narrow peak, which appears at a time when the elec-
tric field reaches its maximum, arises due to the un-
certainty in the frequency spectrum of the electric field
(high-frequency shutoff modes). In Schwinger pair pro-
duction this fluctuation will eventually fade away and
can thus be ignored for the purpose of determining the
formation time of the (pre-)particle. After a time inter-
val T1 ≈ 0.65 τ1/4 t

3/4
c /ε2 an interference pattern starts

to build up resulting in the appearance of a peak cen-
tered around a non-vanishing momentum. This happens
due to the superposition of two particle distributions of
different origin (shutoff versus genuine Schwinger).

FIG. 3. Spatial density at different times as a function of the
normalized coordinate x/λ for an inhomogeneous Sauter pulse
with ε = 0.3, τ = 20/me and λ = 10/me. For this specific
set of parameters build up (blue) and separation (red) of the
pre-particles at times T1 and T2, respectively, are observed at
a distance ∼ 2.5λ from the origin. At T3 the peak at p ≈ 0
still has not fallen below the level of the pre-particles despite
having retained only 1% of its original size. Nevertheless, at
times T3 pre-particle and central peak form cleanly separated
structures.

At first this interference becomes stronger over time
because more and more pre-particles are created through
the Schwinger mechanism. Additionally, the Lorentz
force dictates the acceleration of (pre-)particles. In
strong background fields in the shape of Eq. (1) (pre)-
particles accelerate quickly thus creating a clearly dis-
cernible signal in the particle distribution. The corre-
sponding time scale for this separation is found to be
T2 = T1 + 0.06τ3/4t

1/4
c /ε3/2. At this and later times the

background field strongly decreases and a would-be shut-
off were to produce less particles. Correspondingly, the
peak at p ≈ 0 slowly disappears on the order of T3 ≈ 1.8τ
at which it has decreased to 1% of its maximal value while
the pre-particle signal consolidates.

Furthermore, a ’formation length’ or ’particle distance
at origin’ can be attributed to the pair production pro-
cess. Such a classification establishes the related length
scales, cf. its usage in terms of photon emission [46, 47].
Fig. 3 serves as a guide for such an analysis. The peak
formed around p ≈ 0 is again the signature of a would-be
shutoff high-frequency contribution that blocks the view
on the pre-particle formation. Nevertheless, after a time
T2 the narrow peak stemming from a possible shutoff is
accompanied by two additional side peaks. These corre-
spond to the pre-particles that have formed due to the
strong field facilitating Schwinger particle creation. Note
that in coordinate space, the specific shape of the electric
field (1) helps us to easily distinguish pre-electrons from
pre-positrons.
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Conclusion.– In this Letter we have examined the
question whether a quantum distribution function can
hold sensible physical information even at finite, pre-
asymptotic times. According to the presented interpre-
tation the distribution function does indeed relate to a
physical, ’real’ particle content. However, it also incorpo-
rates information that correlate with the particle distri-
bution a suddenly switched-off field would generate. The
latter vanishes asymptotically, but at intermediate times
the superposition of these two vastly different parts of
the amplitude create further quantum interference. Nev-
ertheless, a pre-particle following in its motion the classi-
cal trajectory can be identified at quite early times. [48]

Building on this idea we were able to derive three rel-
evant time scales for Schwinger pair production:
1) time scale T1 ≈ 0.65 τ1/4 t

3/4
c /ε2 for the appearance

of a peak in the particle distribution related to a pre-
particle; 2) time scale T2 = T1 + 0.06τ3/4t

1/4
c /ε3/2 at

which the pre-particle as such starts to follow the classical
trajectory; and 3) time scale T3 = 1.8τ at which quantum
fluctuations (quantum interference and the ‘perturbative‘
peak related to a would-be shutoff) fade out.
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