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Collisions of particles prepared in non–plane-wave states with a non-trivial phase structure, such
as vortex states carrying an adjustable orbital angular momentum (OAM), open novel opportuni-
ties in atomic, nuclear, and high-energy physics unavailable for traditional scattering experiments.
Recently, it was argued that photoinduced processes such as γd → pn and γp → ∆+ initiated by a
high-energy vortex photon should display a remarkable threshold shift and a sizable cross section
enhancement as the impact parameter b of the target hadron with respect to the vortex photon axis
goes to zero. In this work, we theoretically explore whether this effect exists within the quantum-
field-theoretic treatment of the scattering process. We do not rely on the semiclassical assumption
of pointlike, non-spreading target particle and, instead, consider the toy process of heavy particle
pair production in collision of two light particles prepared as a Laguerre-Gaussian and a compact
Gaussian wave packets, paying special attention to the threshold behavior of the cross section. We
do observe threshold smearing due to non-monochromaticity of the wave packets, but we do not
confirm the near-threshold enhancement. Instead we find an OAM-related dip at b → 0 as compared
with the two Gaussian wave packet collision.

I. INTRODUCTION

A. Vortex states and their collisions

When describing a high-energy collision process, one usually represents the initial state particles as plane waves.
Although real collisions take place between localized wave packets, the effects of localization are unimportant in most
cases, and the limit of an infinitely narrow momentum space wave function can be taken, see e.g. [1]. Very few
examples exist [2] of collider processes in which the non–plane-wave nature of the initial particles plays a role.

Recently, a new direction of research emerged, in which one studies collisions of photons, electrons, and other
particles prepared in the so-called vortex states, see [3] for a recent review (extension to other structured wave packets
with non-trivial phase configurations can be found in [4]). A vortex state is described by the coordinate space wave
function which, apart from the usual phase factor exp(−iEt+ ikzz), depends on the azimuthal angle φ via exp(iℓφ),
with an integer winding number ℓ. Put simply, not only does this state propagate along axis z but it also rotates
around its average propagation direction. A one-particle vortex state possesses a non-zero intrinsic orbital angular
momentum (OAM) projection, which can be adjusted at will. Such states have been experimentally demonstrated for
photons [5–8], electrons [9–12], cold neutrons [13–15], and slow atoms [16]. Although the energy range available so far
is limited, there exist numerous suggestions of bringing vortex states into the high-energy domain. More information
on the present experimental situation and future prospects can be found in reviews [3, 17–22].

In particle and nuclear physics, the intrinsic OAM of the initial state represents a new, previously unexplored
degree of freedom, and it is interesting to understand what insights collisions of such states can offer [3]. Theoretical
investigation of high-energy collisions of vortex states started more than a decade ago [23–26]. It has already led to
predictions of remarkable effects such as novel features of the Schwinger scattering of slow neutrons on nuclei [27, 28],
sensitivity to the overall phase of the scattering amplitude [4, 29–31], and novel spin effects induced by the intrinsic
spin-orbital interactions within vortex beams [32, 33]. Additional insights into the proton structure are to be expected
in deep inelastic scattering with vortex electrons and protons.

Recently, another remarkable effect was proposed in [34, 35]. Building on previous atomic physics [36] and nuclear
physics [27, 37] studies, the authors considered absorption of high-energy vortex photon by a pointlike target placed
at distance b from the phase singularity line. In this regime, one expects the so-called superkick effect [34, 36], a
surprisingly large transverse momentum transfer to be explained in detail below. The authors of [27, 37] predicted
that, apart from mere modification of the transverse momentum distribution, this effect should also significantly
change the total cross section in the vicinity of the threshold. Calculations of the deuteron vortex photodisintegration
process γd → pn [34] and the vortex photoproduction of ∆ resonance [35] showed a shift of the threshold and a
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dramatic enhancement of the cross section as b→ 0. These total cross section modifications, if real, would constitute
a spectacular experimental signal.

B. The superkick phenomenon and its analyses

To get an intuitive understanding of the superkick effect, consider a pointlike probe (an atom) in the light field
of an optical vortex, which, for the moment, we describe as a Bessel vortex state. In the paraxial limit, one can
approximate the four-potential of the optical vortex in the transverse plane as a constant polarization vector eµ times
a Bessel-state wave function:

Aµ
κ,ℓ(r⊥) ∝ eµeiℓφJ|ℓ|(κr⊥) . (1)

Here, the axis r⊥ = 0 corresponds to the phase singularity: the phase is undefined and, therefore, the intensity must
vanish. As a result, the transverse intensity profile has the shape of concentric rings, with the first one of radius ℓ/κ,
see Fig. 1. Interpreted in quantum terms, this Bessel light field is represented by a coherent superposition of plane
wave photons with the transverse momenta k⊥ of equal absolute values κ coming from all azimuthal angles.

x

y

`

κ
b

p⊥

ψ ∝ ei`ϕ

Figure 1. An atom placed at distance b ≪ ℓ/κ from the Bessel photon axis can probes the local transverse momentum p⊥ ≫ κ.

A pointlike probe placed at distance b from the phase singularity line experiences the phase gradient ℓ/b, which can
be interpreted as the local momentum [38], see also the recent discussion [39]. If we choose the unit vectors ex and ey
on the transverse plane and consider the point b = b ex, then the local transverse phase gradient produces the local
momentum orthogonal to b:

p⊥ =
ℓ

b
ey . (2)

For a sufficiently small b, this local momentum can be arbitrarily large, much larger than the photon transverse
momentum κ. We arrive at a paradox: a photon absorbed by the probe exerts a much larger momentum transfer
than it actually carries.

This surprisingly large momentum transfer was dubbed [36] the “superkick”. As paradoxical as it may seem in the
semiclassical picture with a pointlike probe, it finds its natural resolution within the quantum treatment, which was
first outlined in [36]. When the probe atom is represented by a compact wave packet of spatial extent σ ≪ b, then its
momentum space wave function must extend up to values of about 1/σ ≫ 1/b. In the initial wave packet, all plane
wave components balance each other, which leads to ⟨k⊥⟩ = 0. Absorption of a photon disturbs the balance leading
to a non-zero average transverse momentum, which can be large. Thus, the role of the photon in this process is not
to supply a large transverse momentum to the atom, but only to trigger a momentum bias among the plane wave
components, and this bias results in the superkick.

The superkick effect may also lead to novel insights in nuclear and high-energy physics, and remarkable additional
effects were indeed proposed in [34, 35]. In order to discuss the effect in particle collisions, one first needs to rederive
it within the full quantum field theoretical approach. This was first done in our paper [40], where the process was
formulated as a collision of a vortex Bessel state possessing the conical momentum κ with a monochromatic Gaussian
beam of the longitudinal momentum pz and a transverse localization σ, shifted by the impact parameter b from the
vortex axis. For this multi-scale problem, we showed that the superkick phenomenon can indeed be observable if the
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following hierarchy of scales is respected:

1

pz
≪ σ ≪ b≪ ℓ

κ
. (3)

In accordance with [36], we demonstrated that the superkick phenomenon cannot be properly understood without
taking into account the transverse localization and the evolution of the wave packets. In the naive picture of a pointlike
target particle, the superkick would be completely mysterious.

C. Energy threshold modification due to the superkick effect?

While the superkick effect in atomic physics still awaits experimental confirmation, its existence and origin were
verified beyond any doubt within different approaches [34–36, 40]. The next question is whether the same kinematical
regime leads to additional observable effects, especially in nuclear and hadronic collisions.

In the first study which addressed this question [34], the deuteron photodisintegration process γd → pn was
considered within the superkick kinematics, with the vortex gamma photon energy just above the photodisintegration
threshold. For the plane wave photon, the nucleons p and n emerging from deuteron disintegration would be very slow.
However a vortex gamma photon carrying the same energy would exert a superkick on a pointlike deuteron placed
near the vortex singularity axis. The authors of [34] predicted that the superkick-induced recoil should provide an
extra kinetic energy, which would significantly shift the threshold behavior of the cross section and modify the energies
of the final nucleons. A similar dramatic threshold modification was also predicted in [35] for the photoproduction of
the ∆ resonance on the proton.

Observation of a dramatic change in the energy threshold behavior of the cross section would constitute a spectacular
hadronic effect and a novel probe into hadronic dynamics. However, the predictions of [34, 35] are difficult to reconcile
with another argument. A vortex state, in essence, is a superposition of many plane waves. If the cross section induced
by each plane wave component is small, it is hard to imagine how it could become large for its superposition, the
vortex state.

Since [34, 35] treated the target hadron semiclassically, as a pointlike object rather than a spreading wave packet, a
reanalysis of this process is required in the standard collider-like kinematics with freely propagating, spreading wave
packets of certain initial size.

D. The goals of the present study

The main goal of the present work is to compute, within the superkick kinematics, a typical 2 → 2 scattering
process which possesses an energy threshold and to check its near-threshold behavior. This work can be viewed as a
follow-up paper of [40] and also as a quantum-field-theoretical testbed of some of the predictions of [34, 35].

It turns out, however, that the formalism used in our previous work [40] is not suitable for the energy behavior
computation. In [40], we considered the collision of a vortex state modeled by a monochromatic Bessel beam and a
compact probe state described as a tightly focused Gaussian beam. However, under these assumptions, the two beams
never decouple from each other along the longitudinal axis, even when they spread far away from the focal planes.
As a result, the superkick effect essentially vanishes. However, disappearance of the superkick is not a real physical
effect but is an artefact of the unrealistic assumption of the exact Bessel beam, the difficulty known since first papers
on vortex-state scattering. Thus, an additional longitudinal regularization procedure was employed in [40] to remove
this assumption and to mimic the realistic case of wave packets of finite size. With this regularization procedure, the
superkick effect was indeed recovered. However, the artificial regularization prevented us from analyzing the energy
threshold behavior of the cross section. Thus, the calculations of [40] cannot be considered fully satisfactory and
should be replaced with an analysis of localized wave packet scattering.

In the present paper, on the way to reaching our main goal, we adapt the formalism [40] to realistic wave packet
collisions of finite transverse and longitudinal size. There exist several ways to do it. The approach which we use is
to replace the Bessel vortex states with the Laguerre-Gaussian (LG) wave packets. Building on the earlier work [2],
the recent papers [41, 42] developed the Wigner function formalism for non-relativistic and relativistic scattering of
Gaussian and LG wave packets, both within the paraxial approximation and beyond. Although this approach can
deal with a broad variety of situations [42], we find it less intuitive than the one involving wave functions, and we
believe it is not mandatory for discussion of the effect under interest.

To this end, we recast the LG-based formalism of [41, 42] back in the wave function language, apply it to scattering
in the superkick kinematical regime, and, once again, reconfirm the existence and properties of the superkick effect
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without resorting to any artificial regularization procedure. This is, of course, ot a new result; we just view it as a
cross-check of the validity of our new formalism.

Equipped with this method, we will be able to track the energy behavior of the toy process (production of two
heavy particles in collisions of two light ones) in the threshold region. We will compare the plane-wave results with
the two Gaussian wave packet and with the LG vs. Gaussian wave packet collisions at various impact parameters,
which will help us address the above controversy.

We stress that, in this study, we focus on the matter-of-principle effects and do not discuss their experimental
verification. The results of [34, 35] make it clear that verification would be very challenging due to the extreme
focusing and localization of the wave packets. What we discuss here is which effects exist in principle and which do
not.

The structure of this paper is the following. In the next Section, we build the formalism suitable for the LG
vs. Gaussian wave packet collision analysis in the superkick regime. We begin with general expressions, discuss the
time evolution of the collision event, and define the impulse approximation (the collision happens on a much shorter
timescale than the wave packet spreading). In Section III, we apply the formalism to our process. We first show that,
far above the threshold, we approach the plane-wave cross section for arbitrarily shaped wave functions, at least in
the paraxial limit. We also reproduce the superkick effect. Then we study the energy behavior of the cross section
near the threshold, analytically and numerically, and find that the b-dependence of the cross section does not confirm
the threshold enhancement predicted in [34, 35]. In the final section we discuss the results and draw conclusions. The
Appendix contains technical details of the vortex amplitude calculation.

Throughout the paper, vectors are denoted with bold symbols, transverse vectors carry the subscript ⊥. When
giving the absolute values of the vectors, the bold symbols are dropped. The relativistic units ℏ = c = 1 are used.

II. COLLISIONS OF A LG AND A GAUSSIAN WAVE PACKETS

A. General expressions

Since we aim to investigate kinematical distributions in wave packet collisions, we focus on the process ϕϕ → ΦΦ,
in which two light scalar particles ϕ of mass m produce two heavy scalar particles Φ of mass M > m. In this way, we
avoid spin-related complications which are inessential to the present work.

Let us begin with the textbook case of the plane wave collisions. The two initial particles have the three-momenta
k1, k2 and energies E1, E2; the two final particles are described with the three-momenta k′

1, k′
2 and energies E′

1, E′
2.

The plane wave S-matrix element has the form

SPW (k1, k2; k
′
1, k

′
2) = i(2π)4δ(4)(k1 + k2 − k′1 − k′2)

M√
16E1E2E′

1E
′
2

·N4
PW . (4)

Here, M is the invariant amplitude calculated according to the Feynman rules and NPW is the plane wave normal-
ization factor. Normalizing the initial states as one particle per large volume V , we get NPW = 1/

√
V . The plane

wave scattering cross section can then be written as

dσPW =
(2π)4δ(4)(k1 + k2 − k′1 − k′2)|M|2

4IPW
· d3k′1
(2π)32E′

1

d3k′2
(2π)32E′

2

. (5)

where IPW =
√

(k1k2)2 −m4 is the flux invariant. Clearly, if the initial k1 and k2 are known, the total final state
momentum k1 + k2 = P = k′

1 + k′
2 is also fixed. Performing the integrals over the final phase space in the center of

motion frame, in which E1 = E2 = E0, we get the well-known differential cross section:

dσPW (E0) =
|M|2

256π2E0

β dΩ1

p0
, β =

√
1− M2

E2
0

, p0 =
√
E2

0 −m2 . (6)

Here, Ω1 refers to the solid angle of the final particle with momentum k′
1; the momentum of the second final particle

is exactly the opposite. If the invariant amplitude M does not depend on the angles, the angular integration leads to

σPW (E0) =
|M|2

128πE0

β√
E2

0 −m2
, (7)

where we took into account the symmetry factor for the two identical particles in the final state. The energy behavior
of the total cross section displays the well-known threshold at the E0 =M followed by the sharp growth proportional
to β and a high-energy decrease ∝ 1/E2

0 .
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Let us now assume that the two initial particles are prepared as localized wave packets. Scattering theory of
arbitrarily shaped, partially coherent beams was developed in the paraxial approximation in [2], extended recently
beyond the paraxial approximation in [4, 41, 42]. A particular version of this general procedure was used previously
to compute scattering of Bessel twisted particle [4, 23–26, 30, 42]. In our previous work on this problem [40], we
also used monochromatic Bessel and Gaussian beams of infinite longitudinal extent, which forced us to introduce an
artificial regularization procedure. In the present study, we remove the fixed energy assumption and consider the wave
packets to be localized in all directions.

We describe the two initial particles as momentum space wave packets ϕ1(k1) and ϕ2(k2) normalized as∫
d3k

(2π)3
1

2E(k)
|ϕi(k)|2 = 1 . (8)

Notice the Lorentz-invariant normalization condition for the momentum wave functions, which we adopt following
[42]. The coordinate wave functions are defined by

ψ(r, t) =

∫
d3k

(2π)3
√

2E(k)
ϕ(k) eikr−iE(k)t ,

∫
d3r |ψ(r, t)|2 = 1 . (9)

Since we now work with wave packets, the initial particles do not possess definite momenta or energies. We can define
the average momentum in each of the two colliding wave packets, p1 = ⟨k1⟩ and p2 = ⟨k2⟩. We consider the collision
setting in which these average momenta are antiparallel to each other and define the common axis z, with p1z > 0,
p2z < 0. At this state, we do not require them to sum up to zero: p1z ̸= |p2z|, although in a later section we will
adopt this reference frame choice.

Throughout the paper, we work within the paraxial approximation: the typical transverse momenta of the two wave
functions are assumed to be much smaller that p1z and |p2z|. Going beyond the paraxial approximation is possible
[4, 41, 42] but we believe it will not provide additional insights into the kinematical features of the superkick scattering
regime.

The momentum space wave functions are constructed in a way similar to [42] with a few differences outlined below.
For the scalar vortex state with a definite OAM value1 ℓ > 0 (particle 1), we use the relativistic LG principal2 mode:

ϕ1(k1) = (4π)3/4σ1⊥
√
σ1z

√
2E1

(σ1⊥k1⊥)ℓ√
ℓ!

exp

[
−k

2
1⊥σ

2
1⊥

2
− (k1z − p1z)

2σ2
1z

2
+ iℓφk

]
. (10)

Here, σ1⊥ and σ1z are the transverse and longitudinal spatial extents of the coordinate space wave function. If
one requires the Gaussian factor to become spherically symmetric in the rest frame, the longitudinal extent will be
relativistically contracted in the moving frame, and one has to assign σ1z = σ1⊥/γ̄1, where γ̄1 = ε1/m, ε1 =

√
p21 +m2.

We prefer not to limit ourselves to this choice; instead, we keep the two parameters σ1⊥ and σ1z independent. This
approach allows us to access different wave packet configurations and, if needed, to smoothly interpolate between
a LG beam with infinite z extent and a compact wave packet. In fact, in numerical calculations below we will use
σiz ≫ σi⊥ in order to expose the impact parameter dependent threshold effects.

The Gaussian state can be obtained from the above formula by setting ℓ = 0. For particle 2, it is described by

ϕ2(k2) = (4π)3/4σ2⊥
√
σ2z

√
2E2 exp

[
−k

2
2⊥σ

2
2⊥

2
− (k2z − p2z)

2σ2
2z

2
− ib⊥k2⊥ − ibzk2z + iτE2

]
, (11)

with parameters σ2⊥ and σ2z. Here, we take into account the possibility that the two wave packets may be shifted
with respect to each other in three different ways, see Fig. 2. The impact parameter b⊥ defines the transverse offset
between their axes, bz defines the longitudinal distance between their focal planes, and τ characterizes the time
difference between the instants of their maximal focusing. In the following section we will demonstrate that bz and τ
play a different role than b⊥.

Following [2, 42], we present the generalized cross section as

dσ =
dW

L
, dW = (2π)8|I|2 d3k′1

(2π)32E′
1

d3k′2
(2π)32E′

2

. (12)

1 For negative values of ℓ, the expressions are the same with ℓ replaced by |ℓ| everywhere apart from the exp(iℓφ) factor. They do not
lead to any novel features, so we select ℓ > 0 to simplify the notation.

2 Going beyond the principal modes leads to additional complications which do not seem essential for the physics of the phenomena we
consider. However it may prove useful to analyze this case as well, which can be done with the aid of expressions given in [42].
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b⊥σ2⊥
σ1⊥

Figure 2. Collision of a wide LG wave packet shown by the two lobes on the left with a compact Gaussian wave packet on the
right at a non-zero impact parameter b ≡ |b⊥|. The dashed lines indicate the focusing and defocusing effect in wave packet
evolution.

where

I =

∫
d3k1

(2π)32E1

d3k2
(2π)32E2

φ1(k1)φ2(k2)δ
(3)(k1 + k2 −P) δ(E1 + E2 − Ef )M . (13)

Since we describe the two final particles as plane waves, we have introduced their total momentum and total energy:

P = k′
1 + k′

2 , Ef = E′
1 + E′

2 . (14)

The quantity L represents the Lorentz invariant luminosity for collision of two wave packets [2, 42]. Within the
paraxial approximation, the relative velocity |v1 − v2| can be computed via the average momenta of the two wave
packets vi = piz/εi (with v1 > 0 and v2 < 0) and, consequently, taken out as a universal factor. Then, the luminosity
function represents the space-time overlap of the two colliding wave packets:

L = |v1 − v2|
∫
d3r dt |ψ1(r, t)|2|ψ2(r, t)|2 . (15)

This factor takes care of the correct normalization which is especially important when two the colliding wave packets
overlap only partially, as is the case for a significant transverse offset b⊥.

It is instructive to mention that in the semiclassical approximation in which one models the target particle as a
tightly confined, non-spreading wave packet located at position b, one can safely replace

∫
d3r |ψ1(r, t)|2|ψ2(r, t)|2 =

|ψ1(b, t)|2. As a result, one obtains the (time-integrated) local flux of the first incident particle computed at the
position of the target particle. Thus, in an appropriate limit, our definition of flux (and, consequently, of the cross
section) matches the local flux definition used in [34, 35]. The only differences are that our expression is more general
and that we do not take the limit of pointlike non-spreading target particle. This semiclassical assumption could be
justified in atomic physics but not in nuclear or particle physics where one usually deals with freely evolving wave
packet collision.

Since all the delta-functions are absorbed in I, we obtain a non-trivial distribution in the full six-dimensional final
phase space, which replaces the two-dimensional angular distribution for the plane wave case (6). In particular, the
total final momentum P and the total final energy Ef (or, alternatively, the final system invariant mass Minv =√
E2

f − P 2) are no longer fixed and represent new dimensions for the kinematical analysis which were not available
for the plane wave collisions.

Using the standard methods [43], the expression for the Lorentz-invariant final phase space can be factorized into
the phase space of the total motion and the relative motion of the two final particles:

d3k′1
E′

1

d3k′2
E′

2

=
d3k′1
E′

1E
′
2

d3P =

( |k′
1|dΩ1 dEf

Ef

)
cmf

d3P = β(Minv) ·
1

2
dΩ1,cmf dMinvd

3P . (16)

Here, the label cmf indicates that the quantities are to be evaluated in the center of motion frame, which, in turn,
depends on P. Since (Ef )cmf =Minv, we introduced here

β(Minv) =

√
1− 4M2

M2
inv

, (17)
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the velocity of each final particle in the center of motion frame. Notice that the angular distribution dΩ1,cmf is also
defined in the center of motion frame; it depends on P and is not a universal factor. Thus, the expression (16) is
not the most convenient one if we aim to study the six-dimensional final distributions. However in situations where
M depends on the final momenta only through Pµ = (Ef ,P), the differential cross section, evaluated at fixed Ef ,P,
does not depend on the angles of k′

1. Then we can perform the integration
∫
dΩ1,cmf = 4π, divide the result by 2 due

to the two identical particles in the final state, and arrive at the cross section which is differential only with respect
to the total final energy-momentum:

dσ =
π3

L
β(Minv) |I|2 dMinvd

3P . (18)

B. Time evolution and duration of the collision event

Localized wave packets cannot be monochromatic and, therefore, they evolve in time. The time dependence of
ψ(r, t) arises from Eq. (9) due to the momentum dependence of the energy. Exact expressions for ψ(r, t) for Gaussian
and LG wave packets, both in the paraxial approximation and beyond, were already presented in [41, 42]. In the
present paper, we work in the paraxial approximation and assume that the typical transverse momenta are much
smaller than the average longitudinal momentum: 1/σ1⊥ ≪ p1z and 1/σ2⊥ ≪ |p2z|. By adapting the formalism of
[42] to the case when ⟨ki⟩ = (0, 0, piz), we define εi =

√
m2 + p2iz and expand the energies E(ki) as

Ei =
√
m2 + k2i =

√
ε2i + 2piz(kiz − piz) + (kiz − piz)2 + k2i⊥

≈ εi + vi(kiz − piz) +
1

2εi

[
(kiz − piz)

2

γ2i
+ k2i⊥

]
. (19)

Substituting these expressions into Eq. (9) and making use of the integrals∫ 2π

0

dϕke
iℓϕkeir⊥k⊥ cos (ϕk−ϕr) = 2πiℓeiℓϕrJℓ(r⊥k⊥), (20)∫ ∞

0

k⊥dk⊥k
l
⊥e

−αk2
⊥Jℓ(βk⊥) =

βℓ

(2α)ℓ+1
exp

(
−β

2

4α

)
, Eq. (6.631.4) of Ref. [44], (21)

we obtain the following coordinate space wave function for the LG state:

ψ1(r, t) = π−3/4 iℓ√
ℓ!

√
σ2
1⊥σ1z

σ̃2
1⊥σ̃1z

(
σ1⊥r⊥
σ̃2
1⊥

)ℓ

eiℓϕr exp

[
− r2⊥
2σ̃2

1⊥
− (z − v1t)

2

2σ̃2
1z

]
e−iε1t+ip1zz . (22)

Here, we used the shorthand notation for the complex time-dependent combinations

σ̃2
1⊥ = σ2

1⊥ + i
t

ε1
, σ̃2

1z = σ2
1z + i

t

γ21ε1
. (23)

The probability density then takes the following form

|ψ1(r, t)|2 =
1

π3/2ℓ!

1

σ2
1⊥(t)σ

2
1z(t)

(
r2⊥

σ2
1⊥(t)

)ℓ

exp

[
− r2⊥
σ2
1⊥(t)

− (z − v1t)
2

σ2
1z(t)

]
, (24)

where the effective time-dependent localization lengths are

σ2
1⊥(t) ≡ σ2

1⊥

(
1 +

t2

σ4
1⊥ε

2
1

)
, σ2

1z(t) ≡ σ2
1z

(
1 +

t2

σ4
1zγ

4
1ε

2
1

)
. (25)

We recovered the well-known spreading of the wave packet as it propagates, with the typical spreading time being
σ2
1⊥ε1 for the transverse spreading and σ2

1zγ
2
1ε1 for the longitudinal one. For a wave packet with σ1z = σ1⊥/γ1, the

two brackets in Eqs. (25) are equal, and the spreading wave packet preserves its shape.
For the Gaussian state, we observe a similar dynamics. Taking into account all its shifts, we get

ψ2(r, t) = π−3/4

√
σ2
2⊥σ2z

σ̃2
2⊥σ̃2z

exp

[
− (r⊥ − b⊥)2

2σ̃2
2⊥

− (z − bz − v2(t− τ))2

2σ̃2
2z

]
e−iε2t+ip2zz . (26)
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with

σ̃2
2⊥ = σ2

2⊥ + i
t− τ

ε2
, σ̃2

2z = σ2
2z + i

t− τ

γ22ε2
. (27)

The only difference now is that the moment of maximal focusing is at t = τ and is located at b, not at the origin.

C. Luminosity integral and the impulse approximation

The explicit expression for the coordinate wave functions allows us to calculate the luminosity L in Eq.(15). Let us
first evaluate it for collision of two Gaussian wave packets with a nonzero transverse shift b⊥ but with bz = 0, τ = 0.
After performing the transverse integration, we get

L =
|v1 − v2|
π2

∫
dt dz

σ2
1⊥σ

2
2⊥

σ2
1⊥(t)σ

2
2⊥(t)[σ

2
1⊥(t) + σ2

2⊥(t)]
exp

[
− b2⊥
σ2
1⊥(t) + σ2

2⊥(t)

]

× σ1zσ2z
σ2
1z(t)σ

2
2z(t)

exp

[
− (z − v1t)

2

σ2
1z(t)

− (z − v2t)
2

σ2
2z(t)

]
. (28)

Performing the z integration leads to

L =
|v1 − v2|
π3/2

∫
dt

σ2
1⊥σ

2
2⊥

σ2
1⊥(t)σ

2
2⊥(t)[σ

2
1⊥(t) + σ2

2⊥(t)]

[
σ2
1zσ

2
2z

σ2
1z(t)σ

2
2z(t)[σ

2
1z(t) + σ2

2z(t)]

]1/2

× exp

[
− b2⊥
σ2
1⊥(t) + σ2

2⊥(t)

]
exp

[
− t2(v1 − v2)

2

σ2
1z(t) + σ2

2z(t)

]
. (29)

Instead of evaluating the t integral exactly, we notice that the main dependence comes from the last exponential,
which drops significantly over the timescale tc =

√
σ2
1z + σ2

2z/|v1 − v2|, which we call duration of the collision event.
The crucial step is to assume that during collision the longitudinal and transverse localization scales (23) and (27) do
not change significantly. This condition is satisfied automatically for the longitudinal scale due to σizpiz ≫ 1, so that
the main constraint comes in the form of an upper limit on σ2

1z + σ2
2z:√

σ2
1z + σ2

2z < σ2
i⊥εi|v1 − v2| . (30)

We call this assumption the impulse approximation. Put simply, it means that the wave packets cannot be too long
for a given transverse localization scale. In our previous paper [40], we used Bessel beams of infinite longitudinal
extent, and, in order to limit the collision time, we had to introduce an artificial regularization procedure. Now, with
sufficiently compact wave packets, we get rid of this auxiliary procedure.

Within the impulse approximation, the remaining time integral can be evaluated in a straightforward way by
replacing all the transverse and longitudinal parameters σ2(t) → σ2(0) = σ2. Notice that, at very large t, the last
exponential factor does not vanish and approaches a finite but exponentially suppressed value. However the integral
still converges at large t thanks to the t-dependent prefactors. Thus, the contribution from the late-time tails remains
exponentially suppressed, and we obtain

L =
1

π

1

σ2
1⊥ + σ2

2⊥
exp

(
− b2⊥
σ2
1⊥ + σ2

2⊥

)
, (31)

which coincides with Eq. (52) of [42]. However when deriving it, we did not need to assume that the colliding particles
were ultrarelativistic.

Turning to the luminosity integral for the collision of LG and Gaussian wave packets, we notice that the longitudinal
and time integrations can be done exactly in the same way, so that the luminosity can be expressed as

L =
1

π2ℓ!

1

σ2
1⊥σ

2
2⊥

∫
d2r⊥

(
r2⊥
σ2
1⊥

)ℓ

exp

[
− r2⊥
σ2
1⊥

− (r⊥ − b⊥)2

σ2
2⊥

]
. (32)

This integral can be taken exactly and expressed compactly via the Laguerre polynomials:

L =
1

π

1

σ2
1⊥ + σ2

2⊥

(
σ2
2⊥

σ2
1⊥ + σ2

2⊥

)ℓ

exp

(
− b2⊥
σ2
1⊥ + σ2

2⊥

)
Lℓ

(
− b2⊥
σ2
2⊥

σ2
1⊥

σ2
1⊥ + σ2

2⊥

)
. (33)
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Let us now take into account the non-zero bz and τ . Each wave packet reaches its minimal transverse and longitudinal
size at different z positions and at different instants. However the collision duration is still short, and during this
overlap the localization scales remain almost frozen. Therefore, within the impulse approximation, one can re-use the
expression (29) but replace all σ2(t) with their values at the moment of collision.

Thus, if we stick to the impulse approximation, the dependence of all the expressions on bz and τ becomes redundant:
these two parameters only affect the values of σz and σ⊥ at the moment of collision. From now on, we will use just
σz and σ⊥ (at the moment of collision) instead of their exact t-dependent expressions. The parameter b will refer to
the transverse impact parameter only b ≡ |b⊥|.

III. THRESHOLD BEHAVIOR AND THE SUPERKICK REGIME

A. The cross section far from the threshold

Having defined the impulse approximation and obtained the luminosity integrals for the LG vs. Gaussian wave
packet scattering, we can now explore the cross section in various regimes. We are particularly interested in reproducing
the superkick effect within the above formalism and its possible influence on the threshold behavior proposed in [34, 35].

As a first cross-check of our formalism, we consider the same process ϕϕ → ΦΦ sufficiently far above the energy
threshold and compare the results with the plane wave cross section (6). For simplicity, we now assume that the
tree-level invariant amplitude M is constant and switch to the center of motion reference frame defined in terms of
the average momenta of the colliding wave packets: p1z + p2z = 0, so that p1z = (0, 0, p0), p2z = (0, 0,−p0). The
average energy of each particle in this frame is denoted as E0 =

√
m2 + p20; the absolute value of the initial particles

velocity is v0 = p0/E0.
“Far above the threshold” means that the momenta of the final particles |k′

⊥| are much larger than |P⊥| and Pz, but
it does not imply that the final particles are ultrarelativistic. Then, in the final phase space (16), the P-dependent
angular measure dΩ1,cmf can be approximated by a universal dΩ1, the same as we had for the plane-wave cross section.
At the same time, β(Minv) can be approximated by β and dMinvd

3P can be replaced by d4P . Thus, the cross section
(12) becomes

dσ =
π2

2L
β dΩ1 |I|2 d4P . (34)

Now, in order to compare it with the plane wave cross section, we keep the single-particle angular distribution and
integrate over the total final system motion:

∫
|I|2 d4P . To perform it without dealing with explicit wave functions,

we return to the definition of I given in Eq. (13) and transform the four-dimensional delta function as

δ(4)(k1 + k2 − P ) =
1

(2π)4

∫
d4x eik1x+ik2x−iPx . (35)

Using this representation twice in |I|2, we can perform all the ki integrations and express the result as∫
|I|2d4P =

|M|2
(2π)4 4E2

0

∫
d4x |ψ1(r, t)|2|ψ2(r, t)|2 . (36)

The remaining integral is exactly the luminosity function (15) without the relative velocity: L/|v1 − v2| = L/(2v0).
Thus, we arrive at the following differential cross section

dσ =
|M|2

256π2E0p0
β dΩ , (37)

which coincides with the plane wave cross section (6).
This result is expected, especially after the systematic study [42], but it is nevertheless remarkable. We arrived

at the plane-wave cross section without taking the plane wave limit. This conclusion hinges upon three assumptions:
the paraxial approximation is applicable, the invariant amplitude is constant, and the process occurs sufficiently far
above the threshold. With these assumptions, the result is valid for arbitrarily shaped wave packets, including the LG
and Gaussian collision in the superkick kinematics. The cross section stays the same regardless whether the superkick
effect is present or not: for b = 0 (no superkick), σ2⊥ < b ≪ σ1⊥ (superkick expected), and b ≫ σ1⊥ (no superkick
again). In these three situations, the luminosity functions L and the event rates dW will certainly be different, but
their ratio, the P -integrated cross section, does not depend on b.
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B. Reproducing the superkick

The fact that the P -integrated cross section well above the threshold is b⊥-independent does not mean that the
differential distribution is equally insensitive to b⊥. It certainly does depend on b⊥ and displays an azimuthal bias
which is the origin of the superkick effect itself. Within the same kinematical assumption (process is well above
the threshold), one can compute the average total transverse momentum: ⟨P⊥⟩ =

∫
P⊥ dσ/

∫
dσ, and track its b⊥

dependence. The explicit evaluation of I described in Appendix A shows that, for the constant invariant amplitude,
the expression for |I|2 factorizes into the longitudinal and the transverse parts. As a result,

⟨P⊥⟩ =
∫
d2P⊥P⊥|I⊥|2∫
d2P⊥|I⊥|2

. (38)

This result serves as a confirmation of the validity of the regularization procedure used in our previous work [40]. With
the explicit expressions for these integrals, we get a compact analytical expression, in terms of Laguerre polynomials,
for the final transverse momentum for a given b⊥ = b ex:

⟨P⊥⟩ = ey
b

σ2
2⊥

L1
ℓ−1

(
− b2

σ2
2⊥

σ2
1⊥

σ2
1⊥ + σ2

2⊥

)
Lℓ

(
− b2

σ2
2⊥

σ2
1⊥

σ2
1⊥ + σ2

2⊥

) =
ey
2

σ2
1⊥ + σ2

2⊥
σ2
1⊥

∂b ln

[
Lℓ

(
− b2

σ2
2⊥

σ2
1⊥

σ2
1⊥ + σ2

2⊥

)]
. (39)

If the Gaussian wave packet is much more compact than the LG beam, σ2⊥ ≪ σ1⊥, the factor (σ2
1⊥ + σ2

2⊥)/σ
2
1⊥ →

1, and the result (39) coincides with Eq. (3.7) of [36], where a non-relativistic probe atom was considered in the
semiclassical field of an optical vortex.

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14
0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

ℓ/b

σ2⊥ = 0.5

σ2⊥ = 1

σ2⊥ = 2

|⟨P⊥⟩|

b

Figure 3. The total transverse momentum |⟨P⊥⟩| in the ℓ = 10 LG vs. Gaussian wave packet collision as a function of the
impact parameter b. The kinematical parameters are expressed in units of an arbitrary common energy scale and are given in
Eq. (40).

In Fig. 3 we plot |⟨P⊥⟩| as a function of b for ℓ = 10 and for several values of σ2⊥. Since we consider a toy
model, not a specific particle collision process, we introduce here an arbitrary but fixed energy scale Λ and express
all dimensional parameters in units of Λ (for masses, energies, momenta) or Λ−1 (for σiz, σi⊥, b). In these units, the
dimensional parameters used for the plot in Fig. 3 are

m = 10, M = 100, σ1⊥ = 10, σ1z = 40 , σ2⊥ = {0.5, 1, 2}, σ2z = 4 . (40)

The curves agree with our results presented in [40], with the Bessel beam parameter κ replaced by the inverse scale
1/σ1⊥. The superkick corresponds to the final momentum being much larger than the typical transverse momentum
of the LG state, which is 1/σ1⊥ = 0.1. It is indeed observed within the entire region shown. However, the semiclassical
expectation |⟨P⊥⟩| = ℓ/b holds only within the region given by Eq. (3). For example, at b = σ2⊥, the effect is about
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four times weaker than given by the ℓ/b curve. Thus, we reproduce the superkick effect and its main dependences
with the LG vs. Gaussian wave packet scattering.

Additional insights in the superkick effect can be obtained through the azimuthal distribution of the cross section.
One expects that the average ⟨P⊥⟩ is orthogonal to b, but the exact P⊥ distribution, as well as the event-by-event
correlations between P⊥ and, say, k′

1⊥ may contains additional features which are sensitive to the scattering process.
Since we work in the toy model wit scalar particles, we do not investigate these details. However in a future study of the
superkick effect in realistic scattering, such as the Compton scattering, one should pay attention to this distribution.
Examples of non-trivial azimuthal distribution in the vortex Compton scattering, even for b = 0, can be found in [45].
For a non-zero impact parameter, we expect the azimuthal distribution to be a richer source of information.

C. The energy behavior near the threshold

Near the threshold, we have |k′
⊥| ∼ |P⊥|, so that β(Minv) ≪ 1 and it cannot be approximated by a constant. From

the above discussion, we can conclude that it is the P -integral of β(Minv) which governs the near-threshold cross
section behavior. Thus, we define the key quantity which we need to explore:

β̃ =

∫
β(Minv) dMinv |I|2 d3P∫

|I|2 d4P . (41)

This function depends on the initial particle average energies ε1 and ε2, or on E0 if we evaluate it in the average
center of motion reference frame.

For the following analysis, it is convenient to introduce the following combinations:

Σ2
⊥ =

σ2
1⊥σ

2
2⊥

σ2
1⊥ + σ2

2⊥
, Σ2

z =
σ2
1zσ

2
2z

σ2
1z + σ2

2z

. (42)

In the limit σ1 ≫ σ2, they approach the smaller localization scales: Σ⊥ ≈ σ2⊥, Σz ≈ σ2z. In Appendix A, we give
the details of the explicit evaluation of I in the paraxial approximation. In the average center of motion frame, the
result for its modulus squared is

|I|2 = |M|2 2

(2π)7ℓ!

σ1zσ2z
4E2

0v
2
0

·
(

Σ2
⊥

σ2
1⊥ + σ2

2⊥

)ℓ+1 [
b2

σ2
2⊥

+ P 2
⊥σ

2
2⊥ + 2bP⊥ sin (φP − φb)

]ℓ

× exp

[
− b2

σ2
1⊥ + σ2

2⊥
− P 2

⊥Σ
2
⊥ − (δE + Pzv0)

2σ2
1z + (δE − Pzv0)

2σ2
2z

4v20

]
. (43)

Here, δE ≡ Ef − 2E0. We have checked that
∫
|I|2d4P coincides with the result (36).

Before passing to numerical results, let us get some feeling of the sub-threshold behavior of the function β̃. Due to
Minv ≥ 2M , we get the lower limit on the total final energy:

Ef =
√
M2

inv + P 2 ≥
√
4M2 + P 2 ≥ 2M . (44)

Suppose that E0 < M . Then δE = Ef − 2E0 > 2(M −E0). Substituting (δE)min = 2(M −E0) into the longitudinal
exponential of Eq. (43) and selecting the value of Pz which minimizes the exponential in the suppression factor, we
obtain the following exponential suppression:

exp

[
− (δE)2minΣ

2
z

v20

]
= exp

[
−4(M − E0)

2Σ2
z

v20

]
. (45)

Thus, for σ1z ≫ σ2z, the cross section can extend below the threshold by the amount |E0 −M | ≈ v0/(2σ2z).
We stress that this apparent sub-threshold behavior does not contradict energy conservation. It is just a man-

ifestation of the simple fact that the initial wave packets are not monochromatic but have energy distribution
within the range of the order of v0δkiz ≈ v0/σiz. To make this point clear, we show in Fig. 4, the energy dis-
tribution ρ(E) of a compact ultrarelativistic Gaussian wavepacket, normalized by

∫
ρ(E)dE = 1. This example

corresponds to m = 10, ⟨E⟩ = 100, 1/σ⊥ = 1, 1/σz = 0.1, all expressed in a common energy unit. As expected, the
width of this distribution is of the order of v0/σz ≈ 0.1. At the same time, the difference between the parameter
E0 =

√
m2 + ⟨k⟩2 and the true average energy in this state ⟨E⟩ = ⟨E(k)⟩, where E(k) =

√
m2 + k2, is tiny, of the
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Figure 4. The energy distribution ρ(E) of a Gaussian wave packet with m = 10, ⟨E⟩ = 100, 1/σ1⊥ = 1, 1/σ1z = 0.1, which
lead to the parameter E0 ≈ 99.995. All quantities are expressed in units of an arbitrary common energy scale.

order of k2
⊥/2E0 ≈ 1/(2σ2

⊥E0) ≈ 0.005. Thus, the shift of the average energy due to transverse motion inside the
wave packet is negligible.

Consequently, a non-zero cross section in the nominally “sub-threshold” region does not mean, of course, that
the true threshold shifts to lower energies. It is just the manifestation of the fact that an ultrarelativistic wave
packet contains plane-wave components above the threshold E > M even if the wave packet energy, on average, is
sub-threshold.

Let us now track the main effect of a non-zero b on this threshold smearing. The sensitivity to b⊥ appears through
the P⊥ integral; thus, we need to take a closer look at the P⊥ dependence of the integral in the numerator of Eq. (41).
At non-zero P⊥, the lower limit on δE increases by P 2

⊥/2M . Thus, in addition to the sub-threshold energy suppression
factor (45), we obtain an extra suppressing factor

exp

[
− (M − E0)

M
P 2
⊥Σ

2
z

]
. (46)

Effectively it amount to the replacement

Σ2
⊥ → Σ2

⊥ +∆Σ2
⊥ , where ∆Σ2

⊥ =
(M − E0)

M
Σ2

z . (47)

It is this change of Σ2
⊥ which, after the P⊥ integration, leads to the b-dependence of the results. For example, for

ℓ = 1 we expect the following modification of the sub-threshold behavior of β̃ compared to the Gaussian-Gaussian
case:

β̃ ∝ Σ2
⊥

Σ2
⊥ +∆Σ2

⊥

σ4
2⊥ + b2(Σ2

⊥ +∆Σ2
⊥)

σ4
2⊥ + b2Σ2

⊥
. (48)

As b grows, we observe a smooth transition of β̃ from Σ2
⊥/(Σ

2
⊥ +∆Σ2

⊥) at b = 0 to 1 at large b. That is, for the LG
vs Gaussian sub-threshold scattering, we expect an additional suppression, not an enhancement, with respect to the
two Gaussian state collisions. This suppression is the strongest at b = 0 and becomes weaker as b grows.

D. Numerical results

In Figs. 5 and 6 we show numerical results for β̃ defined in Eq. (41) as a function of energy in the threshold region;
the cross section is proportional to β̃ in the vicinity of the threshold. In our calculations, we chose parameters which
put in evidence the b-dependence of the threshold smearing. Expressing the dimensional parameters in units of an
arbitrary but fixed (inverse) mass scale, we select

m = 10, M = 100, σ1⊥ = 10, σ2⊥ = 1, σiz = 10σi⊥ . (49)

These values are well compatible with the paraxial approximation as well as with the criterion for validity of the
impulse approximation (30). As the energy variable, we choose not the input parameter E0, which may seem artificial,
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Figure 5. Energy dependence of the function β̃ near the threshold. Shown are the plane wave case (dotted line) and two
wave packet collision configurations: Gaussian vs Gaussian (dashed line) and LG (ℓ = 10) vs Gaussian at b = 0. The other
kinematical parameters are as in Eq. (49). All quantities are expressed in units of an arbitrary common energy scale.

but ⟨E⟩ ≡ ⟨E(k2)⟩, the true average energy of the compact Gaussian wave packet. As mentioned above, that the
difference between E0 and ⟨E⟩ is tiny, of the order of 0.005 in our example. The “sub-threshold penetration” region
is M −E ∼ 0.05, driven by the energy distribution in the Gaussian wave packet. Notice that we take σiz to be much
larger than σi⊥ instead of taking the small values σi⊥/γ̄i; this is done in order to expose the b-dependence of the
threshold effects.

In Fig. 5 we compare the energy behavior of β̃ for three cases: the plane wave final velocity β as in Eq. (7) (dotted
line), the case of two Gaussian wave packets collisions (dashed line), which is calculated with the above formulas at
ℓ = 0, and the LG wave packet with ℓ = 10 colliding centrally with the compact Gaussian wave packet. The sharp
threshold behavior characteristic of the plane wave cross section is blurred once the finite width energy distribution
for wave packet collisions is taken into account. We see that the Gaussian-Gaussian cross section goes higher than
the LG vs Gaussian, and the suppression factor at b = 0 is indeed sizable. We checked that sufficiently far above the
threshold, at ⟨E⟩−M ≫ 1/σ1z, the three curves converge and approach their asymptotic value β → 1. This confirms
our finding in Section IIIA of the identical cross sections above the threshold.
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b

Figure 6. Left: The energy dependence of β̃ for the LG vs Gaussian collision with ℓ = 10 and different impact parameters b.
The Gaussian-Gaussian case (dashed line) is b-independent. Right: The b-dependence of β̃ at two fixed energies and for two
option of ℓ. The kinematical parameters are as in Eq. (49).

In Fig. 6 we explore how the LG vs Gaussian cross section depends on the impact parameter b. The left plot
again displays the same quantity β̃ as a function of ⟨E⟩ but now it is plotted for several values of b. Confirming the
above analytical results, we observe that the LG vs Gaussian collision cross section is suppressed with respect to the
Gaussian-Gaussian case in a b-dependent manner. The strongest suppression is at b = 0 and it gradually weakens
as b grows. We checked that at b > 10σ2⊥, when the compact Gaussian wave packet is no longer probing the phase
vortex, the curve is already indistinguishable from the Gaussian-Gaussian case.

This dependence is made explicit in the right plot of Fig. 6 where we show how β̃ depends on b. The two pairs of
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curves correspond to ℓ = 5 and ℓ = 10 computed at ⟨E⟩ = 100 (the upper pair) and ⟨E⟩ = 99.98 (the lower pair).
The small-b dips in these curves become more pronounced for larger ℓ. We also checked that the magnitude of the
dip depends on the value of σ2⊥: the more compact the Gaussian probe wave packet, the stronger the suppression at
b→ 0.

The physics picture which emerges from our results is quite different from the conclusions of [34, 35]. In those
works, the photoinduced hadronic processes γd → pn and γp → ∆ with vortex gamma photons and localized target
probes were predicted to exhibit a significant increase of the cross section as b → 0. This effect was presented as a
manifestation of an extra recoil energy induced by the superkick. In contrast, we show that the cross section decreases
as b → 0. This dependence is mild, and although it is driven by the proximity to the phase vortex, it cannot be
directly attributed to the superkick phenomenon.

We believe that the origin of the discrepancy lies in the treatment in [34, 35] of the target hadrons as pointlike
particles of negligible localization size. As we already demonstrated in our previous paper [40] and reconfirmed in
Section III B of the present work, one cannot resort to this approximation when b is too small. Disregarding σ2⊥ is
not a way out: if one keeps b ≪ σ1⊥ and decreases σ2⊥, one will unavoidably enter the regime in which the impulse
approximation condition (30) no longer hold. This will lead to a rapid spreading of the wavepacket over the duration
of the collision, which unavoidably weakens the effect.

E. Other scattering processes

The above results are obtained for the scalar particle collision ϕϕ → ΦΦ which proceeds via the pointlike quartic
interaction and results in a constant invariant amplitude M. In realistic processes, the invariant amplitude depends
on the initial and final state kinematics, as well as on the polarization states of fermion and vector fields. Nevertheless,
the above analysis can be applied to most of these cases, at least within the paraxial approximation.

First, suppose that the plane-wave amplitude M entering the expression for I in (13) depends only on the total
energy and momentum but not on k1 and k2 individually. Then, M can be taken out of the integral, and the analysis
of the cross section can be conducted along the same lines as before. In particular, for the cross section far above
the threshold we still recover the same expression (37). This applies, for example, to a heavy resonance production
ϕϕ→ Φ → ϕϕ. If a resonance occurs in the threshold region, we can still rely on Eq. (41) but with |M|2 contributing
to the non-trivial Minv dependence.

Talking specifically about the threshold behavior in e+e− → µ+µ− annihilation near the muon pair production
threshold, one needs to take into account the Sommerfeld enhancement of the cross section due to the Coulomb
attraction of the final pair as well as the sub-threshold production of bound µ+µ− states. It would be interesting to
perform this calculation for the LG vs Gaussian wave packet collision and track the competition among these effects.

Even if the plane wave amplitude M depends on the initial momenta, this dependence is smooth in most cases.
Then, for sufficiently narrow momentum-space wave functions, one could approximate M by a constant and take it
out of the integral. The only exception is when M varies sharply within the momentum space domain of the integral
I. This is, for example, the case of the electron elastic scattering at angles close to the forward peak. Whether
novel threshold effects in LG vs. Gaussian scattering appear in this situation can only be answered by a dedicated
analysis. The examples studied in [42] could be considered a contribution to this systematic study once extended to
the near-threshold region.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

Preparing the colliding particles as compact wave packets of non-trivial shape and phase structure, such as vortex
states, modifies the cross section in a characteristic way [4, 23, 25, 30, 41, 42]. Novel opportunities for quantum
electrodynamics, nuclear, and hadronic processes offered by so shaping the initial state particles are just beginning
to receive attention and appreciation [3]. Many of these effects require theoretical treatment which goes beyond the
standard calculation procedures used in high-energy physics.

In this work, motivated by the recent predictions of strong threshold effects in vortex photon-hadron processes in the
superkick regime [34, 35] and unsatisfied with our previous treatment of the superkick phenomenon [40], we developed
the formalism of collisions involving compact vortex states in the form of Laguerre-Gaussian wave packets. We drew
inspiration from the recent works [41, 42] and, staying within the paraxial approximation, obtained explicit expressions
for the coordinate and momentum wave functions, discussed the parameter choices and dependences, tracked the time
evolution of wave packet collisions, defined the impulse approximation, and evaluated the toy model cross section in
this approximation. Qualitative discussions of the key physics effects were confirmed by numerical calculations. With
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this approach, we were able to rederive the superkick effect [34–36] without resorting to the artificial procedure used
in our previous work [40].

Equipped with this formalism, we examined the energy behavior of the cross section of two heavy particle production
in collisions of two light ones prepared as LG and Gaussian wave packets at the impact parameter b. Far above the
threshold, the cross section approaches the plane-wave expression for any wave packet shape, which is consistent with
the previous results [42]. Near the threshold, we observed b-dependent modifications; these effects are substantial
even in the paraxial approximation and were not dicussed in [42]. First, due to non-monochromaticity of localized
wave packets, the sharp threshold is now blurred. However, this effect is not related to the superkick phenomenon as
it exists for Gaussian-Gaussian scattering and does not require the presence of a phase vortex. Second, our results for
the LG vs. Gaussian cross section in the threshold region exhibit a dip at b → 0, not an enhancement, if compared
with the Gaussian-Gaussian collision cross section. This dip is driven by the phase vortex but it quickly disappears
above the threshold. We also argued that these results should apply to other processes for which the plane wave
invariant amplitude varies slowly with the scattering kinematics.

Thus, our results do not support the predictions of [34, 35] and are, in fact, opposite to theirs.
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Appendix A: Evaluation of I

Here, we provide details on the evaluation of the integral I for the pointlike interaction. In order to compute it, we
begin with the definition of I in (13), eliminate d3k2 via δ(3)(k1 +k2 −P), while the remaining energy delta-function
is expressed in the form of time integral in the spirit of Eq. (35). Then, the integral takes the form

I =
M

(2π)7

∫
dt eiEf t

∫
d3k1
4E1E2

e−iE1t−iE2tφ1(k1)φ2(P− k1) . (A1)

We work in the paraxial approximation, so that |k1|, |P| ≪ |piz| as well as δkiz = kiz − piz ≪ |piz|. For the
moment, we do not limit ourselves to the center of motion frame, which means that Pz = k′1z + k′2z can be large but
∆Pz = Pz − (p1z + p2z) is small, |∆Pz| ≪ |piz|. Then, we expand the energies E1 and E2 as in (19), omitting the
expression in the brackets due to the impulse approximation: E1 +E2 ≈ ε1 + ε2 + v1δk1z + v2(∆Pz − δk1z). With all
the factors written explicitly, the integral takes the form

I = M (4π)3/2

(2π)7
√
4ε1ε2

√
σ2
1⊥σ1zσ

2
2⊥σ2z

1√
ℓ!
e−ib⊥P⊥

∫
dt ei(Ef−ε1−ε2−v2∆Pz)t

×
∫
d2k1⊥ dδk1z e

−i(v1−v2)δk1zt (σ1⊥k1⊥)
ℓ eiℓϕkeib⊥k1⊥

× exp

{
−1

2

[
k21⊥σ

2
1⊥ + (P⊥ − k1⊥)

2σ2
2⊥ + (δk1z)

2σ2
1z + (∆Pz − δk1z)

2σ2
2z

]}
. (A2)

In this expression, the longitudinal and transverse momentum integrals factorize:

I = M (4π)3/2

(2π)7
√
4ε1ε2

√
σ2
1⊥σ1zσ

2
2⊥σ2z

1√
ℓ!
e−ib⊥P⊥ · I⊥ ·

∫
dt ei(δE−v2∆Pz)t · IL(t) , (A3)

where δE ≡ Ef − ε1 − ε2. The transverse integral is

I⊥ = e−P 2
⊥σ2

2⊥/2

∫
d2k1⊥ (σ1⊥k1⊥)

ℓ eiℓϕkeib⊥k1⊥+k1⊥P⊥σ2
2⊥ e−k2

1⊥(σ2
1⊥+σ2

2⊥)/2 . (A4)

After some algebra, its square can be written as

|I⊥|2 = (2π)2
1

(σ2
1⊥ + σ2

2⊥)
2

(
σ2
1⊥σ

2
2⊥

(σ2
1⊥ + σ2

2⊥)
2

)ℓ [
b2⊥
σ2
2⊥

+ P 2
⊥σ

2
2⊥ + 2b⊥P⊥ sin(φP − φb)

]ℓ

× exp

[
− b2⊥
σ2
1⊥ + σ2

2⊥
− P 2

⊥
σ2
1⊥σ

2
2⊥

σ2
1⊥ + σ2

2⊥

]
. (A5)
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The longitudinal integral is

IL(t) =

∫
dδk1z e

−i(v1−v2)δk1zt exp

[
−1

2
(δk1z)

2σ2
1z −

1

2
(∆Pz − δk1z)

2σ2
2z

]
=

√
2π

σ2
1z + σ2

2z

· exp
[
− (∆Pz)

2σ2
1zσ

2
2z + t2(v1 − v2)

2 + 2it(v1 − v2)∆Pzσ
2
2z

2(σ2
1z + σ2

2z)

]
. (A6)

Performing the time integration in (A3), we get∫
dt ei(δE−v2∆Pz)t IL(t) =

2π

|v1 − v2|
exp

[
−1

2
(∆P )2z

σ2
1zσ

2
2z

σ2
1z + σ2

2z

− σ2
1z + σ2

2z

2(v1 − v2)2

(
δE −∆Pz

v1σ
2
2z + v2σ

2
1z

σ2
1z + σ2

2z

)2
]
.(A7)

Combining all the factors, we obtain

|I|2 = |M|2 2

(2π)7ℓ!

σ1zσ2z
ε1ε2(v1 − v2)2

·
(

σ2
1⊥σ

2
2⊥

(σ2
1⊥ + σ2

2⊥)
2

)ℓ+1 [
b2⊥
σ2
2⊥

+ P 2
⊥σ

2
2⊥ + 2b⊥P⊥ sin (φP − φb)

]ℓ

× exp

[
− b2⊥
σ2
1⊥ + σ2

2⊥
− P 2

⊥σ
2
1⊥σ

2
2⊥

σ2
1⊥ + σ2

2⊥
− (δE −∆Pzv2)

2σ2
1z + (δE −∆Pzv1)

2σ2
2z

(v1 − v2)2

]
. (A8)

We have checked that
∫
|I|2d4P coincides with the result (36). If needed, one can now switch to the average center

of motion frame in which ε1 = ε2 = E0, |v1 − v2| = 2v0, δE ≡ Ef − ε1 − ε2, ∆Pz = Pz.
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