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ABSTRACT

I point out that the resuls stated in the recent articles on photon splitting
by W unner, Sang, and Berg and by W entzel, Berg, & W unner directly contradict
an earlier analytic and num erical calculation that I perform ed of the sam e
process using Schw inger’s proper tin e m ethod, for strong m agnetic elds and
general energies below the pair production threshold. T he resuls of W unner et
al. and W entzel et al. do not show the expected low frequency behavior, nor
have they been ablk to reproduce the expected an allm agnetic eld behavior,
suggesting that their calculations m ay not be gauge Invarant.

In a recent ltter in this pumal, W unner, Sang, & Berg (1995) have argued, on the
basis of a detailed calculation of the photon splitting rate or absorption coe cient in an
externalm agnetic eld by W entzel, Berg, & W unner (1994), that the photon splitting
process has a much larger rate than was previously believed. T heir article suggests that
the large splitting rate results from inclusion of e ects associated w ith m agnetic elds B
oforderB., = 4:4 103G, and photon energies of order the electron m assm , which they
state had not been done in earlier calculations. W unner et al. correctly em phasize that
their calculations, if correct, have in portant im plications for cosm ic  and x{ray sources. I
am w rting this note to point out serious problem s w ith the results of W unner et al. which
suggest that their num erical calculations m ay be in error (orm ay not be gauge invariant).
Ibegin by noting that W unner et al. have m ade signi cant m isstatem ents of fact In their
references to the earlier literature, when they state that \the astrophysical in plications of
m agnetic photon solitting had to rely on sin ple analytical expressions derived by A dler
(1971) and Papanyan & Rius (1972) valid only in the weak—eld Iimit B << B....". This
statem ent in fact applies only to the earlier ketter by A dler, Bahcall, Callan, & Rosenbluth
(1970) and not to the llow {up articke of Adler (1971). In the Adlr et al. ktter, the
authors showed that gauge Invariance in plies that the lading contribution to photon
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solitting com es from the hexagon diagram ; they then calculated the contribution from
this diagram to the photon splitting rate, and discussed its physical in plications. In the
subsequent A nnals of P hysics article of Adler (1971), Iapplied Schw inger’'s m anifestly gauge
Invariant proper tin e m ethod to give a com pact expression for the photon spolitting m atrix
elem ent, valid for arbitrarily hrge m agnetic eld and for any photon energy below the pair
production threshold. (Iused In this articlke the notation B forwhat There tetm B .) The
m atrix elem ent expression (for the allowed polarization case) is given on pages 610{611 of
the A nnals article, and a graph show Ing the resuls of a num erical evaluation is given on
page 613; a sketch ofhow the proper tin e calculation isperformm ed is given in A ppendix Ion
pages 634{644 (the ull algebraic details of the photon splitting m atrix elem ent calculation
am ount to over 100 pages, which I still retain nmy Jls). An in portant consistency check
on the proper tim e calculation is that it reduces, in the weak eld lim it, to the hexagon
diagram resul caloulated in the ketterofAdleret al. Thiswas checked both analytically and
num erically; In fact the graph of the num erical work plots the ratio of the exact to lkading
order photon solitting rates or absorption coe cients, which approaches uniy in the anall
m agnetic eld lmm it. The num erical results show that orboth ! = 0 and ! = m, the ratio
of the exact absorption coe cient to the hexagon expression ism onotonically decreasing as
B increases from 0 to B, and is only a weak function of ! , iIn direct contradiction to the
results obtained by W unner, Sang, and Berg.

On exam Ining the article of W unner, Sang, and Berg and the calculation ofM entzel,
Berg, and W unner on which it isbased, Tam struck by the fact that they never show , either
analytically or num erically, that their photon splitting rate has the correct B © dependence
oran allB , nor do their num erical results show any evidence ofthe ! ® dependence expected
for am all values of ! =m . W unner et al. attribute their inability to reproduce the kading
order resuls to an anom alously low transition from the leading order behavior, stating
\Evidently at these eld strengths the range of applicability ofthe weak— eld, low -frequency
form of the exact expression for photon solitting is restricted to much an aller photon
energies than was previously thought". H owever, there is no precedent for such anom alous
behavior n any of the extensive calculations which have been perform ed in quantum
electrodynam ics. I have always considered it axiom atic, In perform ing a com plicated
analytic and num erical caloulation, that results m ust be assum ed to be wrong unless one
can reproduce one orm ore easily calculable lin iting cases, and I nd it dismurboing that this
criterion has not been applied by W unner et al. I strongly suspect that the results cbtained
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by these authors are incorrect because they have not m aintained gauge invariance. I note
that they have caloulated in a particular gauge (Landau gauge), rather than working In a
general gauge and using gauge invariance as a check on the m anijpulations. This opens up
the danger that any error or approxin ations w hich violate gauge nvariance w ill introduce
Sourious contributions from tem s of order B in the am plitude, whereas these termm s cancel
by gauge nvariance and the m asskessess of the photon, w ith the lkading contrbution to
the photon splitting am plitude com ing in order B *, w ith a coe cient proportional to the
product ! !';!, ofthe ncom ing and outgoing photon frequencies.

Because of the potential astrophysical i plications of the high photon splitting
absorption rate claim ed by W unner, Sang, and Bexg, i is In portant that their calculation
and m ine be rechecked by a third party, wih the ain of understanding where the
discrepancy arises and detem ining who is right. I w illbe happy to send a copy of the full
details of m y analytic calculation, and my com puter program notes and listing, to anyone
w ishing to perform this recaloulation, and I trust that W unner et al. willbe w illing to do

the sam e.

This note isbased on a ktter which T wrote to D rs. W unner, Sang, and Berg in April,
1995, to which T received no response. Iwish to thank John Bahcall and Bohdan Paczynski
for urging that the issues be aired In a public forum . This work was supported in part by
the D epartm ent of Energy under G rant # DE-FG 02-90ER 40542.
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