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We have carried out numerical calculations for the classical bremsstrahlung spectrum, angular dis-
tribution, and polarization resulting from electrons scattering in screened atomic potentials. The cal-
culations utilize the classical theory of electromagnetic radiation from moving charges together with
the classical mechanics of energy-loss-free orbits of charged particles in such potentials. The trajec-
tories of incident electrons in the given central potential are calculated numerically, and the doubly
differential bremsstrahlung cross section is obtained by taking the Fourier transform of the accelera-
tion of the dipole moment of the projectile and integrating the radiation over the impact parameters
of the beam. Results have been obtained for several neutral atoms for electron energies from 1 eV to
500 keV, using self-consistent Dirac-Slater atomic potentials. Comparisons with quantum-
mechanical partial-wave results for the spectrum show that, as in the point Coulomb case, the classi-
cal method is generally good for screened potentials for low incident electron energies. The classical
method therefore can be useful in low-energy situations for which the usual Elwert-Born form-factor
method is not satisfactory. We have also obtained and examined the angular distributions of classical
bremsstrahlung. Screening reduces the value of the asymmetry parameter which characterizes the
angular distribution of dipole radiation. The difference of screened results from the point Coulomb
results increases with decreasing incident electron energy. At very low energy the value of the asym-
metry parameter oscillates with energy, and this also leads to oscillations in the degree of polariza-
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tion.

I. INTRODUCTION

In this paper we present calculations of the bremsstrah-
lung process from isolated neutral atoms using a classical
method. The bremsstrahlung process as treated in a static
potential is fairly well understood, and in many situations
an accurate theoretical description of the resulting radia-
tion can be obtained. Accurate predictions for brems-
strahlung spectra and angular distributions from relativis-
tic partial-wave calculations for selected energies and tar-
get elements have been published."’> Tables of brems-
strahlung spectra and angular distributions interpolated
from these results are also available.® However these
tables do not provide data for electron energies lower than
1 keV, which is basically the lower limit of the energy
range for which the code was designed. While a code
could be written for lower energies, the existing data sug-
gests that simpler methods may suffice.

Several simple approximations are available to calculate
bremsstrahlung cross sections. Some analytic expressions
are available for bremsstrahlung from a point Coulomb
potential, and Born approximation provides a simple pre-
diction for the effect of screening. Among these ap-
proaches are the classical Coulomb formula,* nonrelativis-
tic quantum-mechanical dipole approximation for the
Coulomb potential,” nonrelativistic Born approximation
and Elwert-Born form-factor method,*’ and relativistic
Born approximation.® These simple approaches are useful
not only because they give appropriate predictions for the
bremsstrahlung cross sections in certain situations, but
also because they help us to understand the features of
bremsstrahlung, tracing the origins of the properties of the
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process.

For the point Coulomb potential fairly accurate results
can be obtained using these simple approximations ap-
propriately.’~!! For screened potentials the Elwert-Born
form-factor method is available. However, this method
does not apply to the low-energy case, for which numeri-
cal quantum-mechanical partial-wave calculations are
unavailable. Such calculations would be complicated and
expensive.

The classical method is known to give accurate results
for low-energy bremsstrahlung in the point Coulomb
case.!? This approach is based on the classical motion of
electrons in the scattering field and the classical elec-
tromagnetic theory of radiation. Electrons coming into
the atomic field are accelerated by the Coulomb force of
the field and hence emit bremsstrahlung radiation. The
motion of each electron can be determined precisely from
the classical dynamics. The intensity, the spectrum, and
the angular distribution of the radiation can then be deter-
mined from classical electrodynamics.

Important early work on classical bremsstrahlung in
electron-atom scattering is due to Kramers.* He obtained
the bremsstrahlung spectrum (the cross-section differential
in radiation frequency) in closed form for hydrogenic
atoms. His method assumes that the loss of electron ki-
netic energy due to the radiation is negligible and there-
fore does not affect the electron trajectory. This method
also omits retardation and does not contemplate multipole
radiation. Relativistic effects on the electron motion are
also normally neglected.

With the help of modern computers it is possible, under
the same assumptions, to carry out full numerical calcula-
tions of the classical bremsstrahlung for screened poten-
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tials. The validity of the classical method in the screened
case has been unclear. As far as we know there has been
no work on the numerical calculation of classical brems-
strahlung for screened potentials.

Recently, we have developed a computer code (CLB) to
calculate the spectra and angular distributions of classical
bremsstrahlung for electrons scattering from screened
atomic potentials. The code calculates numerically the
trajectory of an incident electron in a central potential ac-
cording to classical dynamics. The radiation spectrum
from a trajectory is obtained from the Fourier transform
of the dipole moment of the electron on that trajectory.
The total radiation spectrum is then obtained by integrat-
ing the spectrum over all trajectories. In this calculation
we neglect the effect of energy loss due to the radiation.
Higher multipole radiation and retardation effects are also
omitted.

The code is designed to accept numerical potentials as
input; in our work we have generally utilized self-
consistent Dirac-Slater potentials with Kohn-Sham ex-
change energies, which well characterize a neutral atom.
The incident electron kinetic energy ranges we considered
in this calculation are from 1 eV to 1 MeV, depending on
the atomic number of the target atom.

Features of classical bremsstrahlung from a screened
potential are discussed in terms of our results. The validi-
ty of classical results in the screened case is examined by
comparing with available quantum-mechanical results. It
is found that, for low-energy bremsstrahlung, the classical
method is also good in the screened case (as well as the
Coulomb case) and gives better results than the form-
factor method. Thus this method can provide a simpler
way to obtain the spectrum and distribution of low-energy
bremsstrahlung, where screening is too important to be
neglected. For high energy, the classical method fails to
give correct absolute cross sections, but it still can be use-
ful in predicting the ratio of the screened result to the
Coulomb result, providing probably an easier way to ob-
tain exact screened results from exact Coulomb results.

It should be noticed that the range of validity of classi-
cal results is much wider than may be anticipated. Jack-
son,!3 for example, describes the classical spectrum as
confined to very low frequencies, for quanta of energy low
compared to the incident electron kinetic energy. Howev-
er, this results from the consideration only of small-angle
scattering (small momentum transfer); higher frequencies
are radiated in larger-angle scattering, as in Kramers’s
original work. With our numerical calculation, which
considers all possible momentum transfers, we find that,
for low incident electron energy, classical results for the
spectrum can be valid in the entire range of the spectrum.

Our results for the angular distribution show a rather
complicated phenomenon. The asymmetry parameters for
screened potentials are increasingly reduced from the
Coulomb values with decreasing electron incident energy.
However, below a certain energy the asymmetry parame-
ter begins to increase rapidly with decreasing energy and
then oscillates. This phenomenon is related to the large
scattering angles possible for electrons in a screened
Coulomb potential.

We begin in Sec. IT with the basic formalism of classical

bremsstrahlung and a description of our numerical
method. In Sec. III we present our results for spectra and
discussions of their features and validity. In Sec. IV we
present results and discussions for the angular distribu-
tions. In this section we also discuss the polarization of
the bremsstrahlung radiation.

II. DESCRIPTION OF THE METHOD

The intensity of dipole radiation from a charge system
emitted into a solid angle d(}, in a direction 1, is given by
the expression'* (we use natural units, i.e., m, =c =#=1)

. )
(z):%:“]da, (1)

where d is the electric dipole moment of the system, and
d is the second time derivative of d.

For the electron-atom scattering problem, we consider a
beam of electrons of unit current passing through the po-
tential field of an atom. The electrons are accelerated in
the potential and it is this acceleration which leads to ra-
diation. Because the scattering field is spherically sym-
metric and the incident beam is parallel, the scattering,
also the radiation, has axial symmetry about an axis in
the direction of the beam passing through the scattering
center. We choose this axis as the z axis. The x axis is
chosen so that n is in the x -z plane [Fig. 1(a)].

Consider an electron coming into the field. Because of
the spherical symmetry of the potential the entire trajecto-
ry will be in a plane 0-x,z determined by the impact pa-
rameter p (which is perpendicular to the z axis) and the z
axis [Fig. 1(b)]. For a given potential and given incident
energy, the trajectory of an incident electron is fully deter-
mined by the impact parameter, either in terms of nonre-
lativistic or relativistic dynamics. Note that in this usual
treatment the energy loss due to radiation is not con-
sidered in determining trajectories. The intensity of the
radiation from one electron is determined by Eq. (1) with
d= —er, where —e is the electron charge. The total radi-
ation emitted in the direction n from all electrons is then
obtained by integrating Eq. (1) over all electrons in the
beam. This is done by first taking the average of the
quantity (dxn)? for all electrons having the same magni-
tude of impact parameter, then integrating over the mag-
nitude of the impact parameter from O to . Since
(dxn)*=d?—(n-d)?%, only (n-d)? is affected by the
averaging process Again, because of the symmetry, it is
obvious that the terms d, dy d dz, and d, d will vamsh

when averaged. We also have (d )=(d} ) d2 d?)/2.
This yields'*
(dxn)?=1(d24d 2)+ L(d *—3d 2)cos?6 )

and the radiation distribution is then

el L ET

L(d2—3d 2)P,(cosO) 2mp dp ,

(3)

where 60 is the angle between n and the z axis, P, is the
Legendre polynomial of second order P,(x)=(3x2—1)/2.
In electron-atom scattering problems the radiation in-
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FIG. 1. Geometry of classical bremsstrahlung.

tensity is usually described by the doubly differential cross
section kd %o /d Q dk, the radiation in the frequency inter-
val between k and k +dk emitted into the solid angle dQ
per unit density of the target per unit current density.
This quantity has the dimension of area. The cross sec-
tion for the radiation of a given frequency emitted in a
given direction can be obtained by taking the Fourier
transform of the dipole moment, defined as

di=[ j‘*’ d(r)e*dr , 4

where k is the frequency of the radiation. Then the dou-
bly differential cross section can be obtained by replacing
d and d, by their Fourier components d; and d, in Eq.
(3) and multiplying by 4. The result is

kd*c .
= _ 5
JOdk A +1BP)(cosb) , (5)
with
2k* s
A== ["2mpdp|di(p)|?, ®)
2k* o
szo 2apdpl | di(p) | 2=3 |di(p) | 2] . 7

Here we used the fact that d, = —k 2d,.

It should be noticed that the second term in Eq. (5)
vanishes after integration over angles of radiation emis-
sion. The bremsstrahlung energy spectrum, the total radi-
ation within the frequency interval dk, is given by

kdo __81 4 © 2 ®©
=3k fo 2apdp | di(p) | _fo A(p)dp ,

(8)

with

2.4
Ai(p)= 167k

pldip)|?. 9)

Here A,(p)dp represents the contribution to the spectrum
from electrons with impact parameters between p and
p+dp.

The angular distribution of radiation of electron brems-
strahlung from a central potential can also be described in
terms of the shape function

/ k

Comparing Egs. (5), (6), and (8) we have, for dipole radia-
tion, that

kd?o
dkdQ,

do

S(Z,T,,k,0)= dk

(10)

1

a,(Z,T,,k)
S(Z,T,,k,0)=— —_—
47

2 , (1n

P,(cosh)

where a, =B/ A is the so-called asymmetry parameter (in
some work it is called the “particle parameter”!®). This
parameter characterizes (in dipole approximation) the
shape function.

We may also discuss the polarization properties of the
radiation. The intensity of the radiation from a given
electron can be decomposed into two parts. One part is
polarized in the x -z plane (we will call this parallel polar-
ization or x -z polarization) and another part is polarized
in the direction perpendicular to the x -z plane (we will
call this perpendicular polarization or y polarization.)
Both components are perpendicular to the vector n. The
electric field vector at distance R is

(dxn)xn/Ry=[n(d-n)—d]/R, . (12)

Since n,=0, the y component of Eq. (12) is ~ify/R0.
The intensity of the radiation in the direction of n, with
its electric field vector in the y direction, is determined by
the mean square (d2)=(d2—d %)/2. For the cross sec-
tion with such polarization we obtain

kd*oP"
dQdk *
The other component can then be obtained using o
:a,par+0_per:
kd?aP™
dQdk

fow(ai—ii'iz)zwpdp . (13)

t[rdi+d ke
+2(d? —3d %,)Py(cos0)2mpdp . (14)

Equations (13) and (14) can be rewritten in terms of the
quantities 4 and B of Eqs. (6) and (7):

k 2 per

A LA+, "
2 par

%ldk—=%[A —$B +BP,(cos0)] . e

Thus the perpendicular component is isotropic while the
parallel component has an angular dependence entering
through P,(cosf). Usually the degree of polarization is
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represented in terms of a parameter P defined as

d20,par d20_par

P d?dk dQdk ‘ (17)
d2orer dla,par
dQdk  dQdk

In our case
P B — BP,(cos8) 1—P,(cosO)
" 2A +BP,(cosf)  2/a,+P,(cosh)

The polarization is directly related to the shape function
through the asymmetry parameter a,. Thus determining
both the shape function and the polarization reduces to
the problem of determining the asymmetry parameter.

Our discussion so far is valid for all central potentials.
To obtain the bremsstrahlung spectrum or the angular
distribution for electrons scattering from a particular po-
tential of interest, one needs to evaluate the trajectories of
the electrons in that potential. The equation of motion
for electrons in a central potential ¥ (r) can be derived
from energy and angular momentum conservation:

124322+ V(N =T, , 19

where 9 is the angular velocity. The second and third
terms can be combined to form an effective radial poten-
tial V. The radial motion of electrons is then deter-
mined from the following equation:

(18)

2
F=2Y[T—Veg(L,"]'"? Va=V(r+ ;Iiz ,  (0)
r

where L is the angular momentum, L2=r*42=2T p>
with p the impact parameter. There is a minimum dis-
tance ry (corresponding to dr/dt =0) which an electron
of given kinetic energy and angular momentum can reach
in a given potential. This distance is called the classical
turning point. For screened atomic potentials there can
be a barrier and a inner well in the effective potential
Ves,'® depending on the angular momentum (i.e., on the
initial velocity and impact parameter), present for angular
momentum less than some limit (but nonzero). For elec-
trons with energy T'; lower than a certain limit, it is con-
sequently possible that an electron with proper impact pa-
rameter reaches exactly the top of the barrier at r =r;. In
this case both dr /dt and dV 4/dr vanish simultaneously
at the point. An electron will stay in this unstable circu-
lar orbit until a perturbation occurs. This is called a clas-
sical resonance. In our present work we do not treat
these resonances. The highest energy for which a reso-
nance can occur depends on the potential. In the self-
consistent Dirac-Slater potential which we use the energy
limit for the resonance is about 0.5 eV for Z =13, 30 eV
for Z =47, and 40 eV for Z =79. All the energies we
consider are above these resonance energies. Study of the
resonance region would clearly be an interesting future
subject for investigation.

The scattering angle ®, defined as the angle between
the directions of initial and final velocity of the scattering
electron, is determined from the expression

_ © 22(17‘

—. (21)
ro rlri—p*—rv(r)/T,1"? i

For electrons scattering from an attractive point Coulomb
field the scattering angle can be calculated analytically:

& =2 arcsin 2T p

/(1+zza2/4r%p2>“2 L@

The trajectories in the point Coulomb case are all hyper-
bolic. Mathematically there is a singular case when the
impact parameter is exactly equal to zero. The trajectory
for this case would be a straight line passing through the.
origin. However, this straight-line orbit does not contrib-
ute to the cross section since the area in impact-parameter
space associated with this orbit is zero. Note that this
singular orbit is not the limiting orbit for p—0. The lim-
iting value of the scattering angle ® for p—0 is not zero
but 7. In Fig. 2(a) we show the scattering orbits and the
scattering angle as function of the impact parameter. The
scattering angle begins with ®=180° at p=0 (we mean
the limiting value of ® when p—0) and decreases mono-
tonically as p increases.

In the screened case the scattering angle ® is still deter-
mined by Eq. (21) but the solution has to be obtained with
numerical methods. In Fig. 2(b) we show the orbits of
electrons scattering from the charge distribution of a neu-
tral aluminum atom. The Dirac-Slater potential is used to
describe the static potential field. The scattering angle for
p—0 is the same as in the point Coulomb case, i.e.,
®=180". In neutral atom potentials at low electron ener-
gies, with increasing impact parameters, ® initially in-
creases, unlike the point Coulomb case where @ decreases
as p increases. P increases to a maximum value and then
it decreases to zero as p goes to infinity (or beyond the
range of potential). Very-low-energy electrons can make
several turns around the field before escaping.'®!” The
scattering angle changes rapidly with impact parameter
close to the value for which the maximum scattering
occurs. This rapid change of scattering angle plays an im-
portant role in the angular distribution of the radiated
spectrum in circumstances when most contributions to the
spectrum come from such orbits. We will discuss this in
Sec. IV.

Our computer code CLB is designed to calculate the
doubly differential cross section of classical bremsstrah-
lung in both the point Coulomb and the screened central
potential. This is a numerical code. All important steps
of the calculation are done numerically. The central po-
tential is prepared separately and input to CLB as numeri-
cal data. The electron trajectories for selected impact pa-
rameters are calculated by integrating the equation of
motion. Then one takes a numerical Fourier transform of
the acceleration ¥. For a given potential and given in-
cident electron energy, the electron trajectory is deter-
mined in full by the impact parameter. Neglecting energy
loss by radiation, the outgoing electron has the same ener-
gy as the incoming electron.

Due to the spherical symmetry of the potential, each
trajectory is symmetric about an axis which is perpendicu-
lar to the trajectory at the point of closest approach to the
center of the potential. We denote this symmetry axis as
the 0-z axis [see Fig. 1(b)]. It is obvious that in the coor-
dinate system 0-x(,zo only half of the trajectory needs to
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be evaluated. In the CLB code the calculation starts from
r(t =0)=rg, Y(t =0)=0, where ¢ is the angle of r from
the z, axis as illustrated in Fig. 1(b). The starting dis-
tance r, is calculated from energy and angular momen-
tum conservation using the equation

(p/rg)*=1=V(rg)/T; . (23)

The fourth-order Runge-Kutta method is used in evaluat-

(a)

I

\ ‘ / (b)
; =

FIG. 2. Electron trajectories at various impact parameters p
Afor (a) the point Coulomb potential, (b) a screened potential. In
a screened potential the scattering angle @ is 7 for p=0 and ini-
tially increases as the impact parameter p is increased. & in-
creases to a maximum value, then decreases to zero as p goes
beyond the range of force. In the point Coulomb potential the
scattering angle @ also begins with 7 for p=0 but decreases
monotonically to zero with increasing p.

ing subsequent values of r and ¥ as functions of time ¢.
The required Fourier transform is done for () instead of
for r(z) to take advantage of the fact that ¥—O0 for large r
and T=(—dV /dr)(r/r). Because of the symmetry, the x
component of the Fourier transform has only an imagi-
nary part and the z component only a real part,

doolk)=—2ie [ ” ¥olt)sin(k)dt

o edV(r() ,

=2ie fo ar ) siny(¢)sin(kt)dt , (24)
dyolk)=—2e [ = Zo(ticos(kndt

_ uodV(r(t))

=2e fo ar () Coswncos(kndt . 25

In actual calculation the integration is done for ¢ from 0
to a maximum value so that the contribution from the or-
bit corresponding to larger ¢ can be omitted. Before doing
the integration over impact parameters p, a coordinate
transformation from the 0-xy,z, to the 0-x,z for each or-
bit is needed to obtain a correct result for the angular dis-
tribution. For calculations for only the spectrum, this
coordinate transform is not necessary. Keeping in mind
that d,, is imaginary and d, is real, and that we need the
square of the modulus of the components, we have

|d, (k)| *= | d,o(k) | cos®po+ | dyolk) | sinyy , (26)

where 1), is the angle between the 0-z axis and the 0-z,
axis. This angle is determined by the orientation of the
symmetry axis of an orbit and thus is a function of impact
parameter. The doubly differential cross section is then
obtained by numerical integration of Egs. (6) and (7). The
computing time mostly depends on the number of impact
parameters. Not all values of the impact parameter p are
equally important. The significant values of p are limited
within a certain range depending on Z, T}, k /T, and the
potential. The code chooses automatically the proper im-
pact parameters to minimize both the numerical error and
the computing time.

To determine the numerical accuracy of the code we
compared our results for trajectories and their Fourier
transforms with known results, such as the Coulomb tra-
jectory. We also compared our results for both spectra
and angular distributions with other calculations. Precise
comparison was made between our numerical results and
results obtained from the analytic Coulomb formulas Eq.
(30). For the point Coulomb potential, within T =10
eV-100 keV and Z =2-92, these results agree with each
other within 1%. Outside this range the numerical error
becomes slightly larger. The useful energy range depends
on the atomic number of the target element. For light
elements, like aluminum (Z =13), accurate results can be
obtained for energies down to 0.1 eV. This is not true for
high-Z elements. On the other hand, the high-energy
endpoint can go up to several MeV for Z =92. This be-
havior can be characterized by the quantity v=Za/B.
For v=0.1-150, the code gives less than 2% error in
general. Further tests have been made by comparing the
results from CLB with some available quantum-mechanical
numerical calculations for screened potentials. In the
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low-energy range in which we expect classical results are
valid, our results agrees with others'®!? within a few per-
cent. Because of the differences in the methods, we do
not expect precise agreement. We also tested our code for
the high-frequency limit. Here we mean by the high-
frequency limit the limit of the classical bremsstrahlung
spectrum as k/T|— o. Of course, this is beyond the
physical limit of the real situation. According to Kogan
and Kukushkin,?® the high-frequency limit of classical
bremsstrahlung given by Kramers for the point Coulomb
potential will not be changed by the existence of screen-
ing. Our results confirm this conclusion. For Z =13 and
T,=1 eV, the cross section o=[(8/Z)*]kdo /dk ob-
tained with the CLB code reached the Kramers’s value
0=5.605 mb at k/T,=10° while within the normal
range of the spectrum (k /T|=0-1) the cross section is of
the order of 10~% mb.

The numerical error of the CLB code mainly comes
from the following sources: (i) limited accuracy of inter-
polation of the numerical potential especially at large dis-
tances, (ii) the finite number of impact parameters utilized
in integrating over the beam, and (iii) numerical Fourier-
transform methods. Further improvement of the code to
increase the numerical accuracy is possible if necessary.

III. RESULTS FOR SPECTRA

A. Dependence on impact parameter

As defined in Sec. II, 4,(p) characterizes the radiation
intensity from electrons with impact parameters between p
and p+dp. For a fixed value of k /T, A,(p) is a func-
tion of p. Figure 3 shows the dependence of 4 ,(p) on the
impact parameter p, for fixed values of k /T, for Z =13
and T, =150 and 50 eV.

In the point Coulomb case, 4,(p) can be obtained

0.6 T T — T T T
B Coulomb  (a) | Coulomb (c) A
04l - - g
- 7’ A - .
o2k / N Ty=150ev [ Ty=50ev |
- - ST :‘:;:_:;_:;A

3. O 1 | e B = T 1 1
E - Screened (b) | Screened (d) A
-— 1.0 I o R
-~ B 1“. Z=13 B 1
—_ L ! - [ i
a 98r iy —wm=o02 [ i ]
< O6F | ---k/T,=0.8 | n :
L 5 ! ]
0.4 - ! .
- = /I \ -
0.2 B T,=150ev | N\ T,=50ev
\ = \ -4

o) NI 1 i1 I-==
(o] 1 2 3 0 1 2 3 4
p (a.u)

FIG. 3. A,(p) for fixed k/T, as functions of the impact pa-
rameter p for Z =13, k/T,=0.2 and 0.8. (a) For T, =150 eV,
point Coulomb potential; (b) for T, =150 eV, screened potential;
(c) for Ty =50 eV, point Coulomb potential; (d) for T; =50 eV,
screened potential.

analytically:'*
2m’k2Z2

Ap)=—""5— 37

[ ‘H“ (ipe) ’2

2
1 ’H“) z,ue)' , @27

where H'Y and HY are the Hankel function and its
derivative with respect to the argument, € is the eccentrici-
ty of the orbit, related to the impact parameter by

e=(1+4T3%p*/Z%*)'? (28)
pu=vk /2T, vi=Za/B with 3 the incident electron ve-
locity, Z is the atomic number of the target element, and
a is the fine-structure constant. The limiting values, as
functions of the impact parameter, are

A(p—0)=0, A4,(p—>o0)=0. (29)

For the screened case, the limiting values of A4,(p) for
p=0 and p= o are the same as in the point Coulomb
case. Only a certain range of impact parameters contrib-
ute significantly to the radiation. In the point Coulomb
case, for a fixed u, 4, is a function of the combined vari-
able y=(2Tp/Za)* [note: e=(1+y)"?]. Figure 4
shows on a semilog scale 4, versus y for various values
of u. The curves in Fig. 4 are normalized so that
J Aidy=1. We find that for u from 0.01 to 2 the peaks
of A, occur for about ¥y =1. With screening this effective
range involves smaller y (i.e., closer to the origin) and the

10 T T T T

o.8f -
HE2—

0.6 i ‘ .

Al (y)

FIG. 4. A,(p) as functions of y=(2Tp/Za)* for fixed
=3(k/T\)N(Za/B) for the point Coulomb potential. A, is

normalized so that f Ady=1.
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curves are more narrowly peaked. Due to the fact that
potential drops faster than in the point Coulomb case, the
contribution from scattering in outer orbits is less impor-
tant. For a given potential the location of the peaks de-
pends on the electron energy. For high incident electron
energy, more of the radiation comes from small impact
parameters (the peak is close to the nucleus) while for
low-energy electrons are more of the radiation comes
from larger impact parameters.

B. Features of spectra

(1) The point Coulomb case. An analytic expression
for the classical Coulomb bremsstrahlung spectrum was

obtained by Kramers:*
2 3
- 4”3‘1 inHY G H Y () (30)

Here the reduced cross section o =(32/Z?)kdo /dk. The
subscript CC denotes the classical Coulomb case, while
we will use CS for the classical screened case. Tabulation
of oc as a function of u can be found in Ref. 12. Figure
5 shows the results for the classical Coulomb bremsstrah-
lung spectrum evaluated from Eq. (30) for Z =13 and
T,=1eV—1 MeV. For the Coulomb potential the three
variables Z, T, and k /T, appear only in the single com-
bination u. All the curves of Fig. 5 are in fact the same
curve and will coincide if plotted against yu=wvk /2T,
rather than k /T,. Expansions for two important limiting

20

] 1 | 1
0 0.2 04 06 08 10
k/T,

FIG. 5. Classical bremsstrahlung spectra for point Coulomb
potential for Z =13 and T, from 1 eV to 500 keV. The dashed
horizontal line indicates the Kramers value 0 =5.61 mb.

situations have been derived from Eq. (30):

16a’

Tee="7 (I+mu)n |[—=— |+0u?) |, p<<1 (31)

16ma’ - _
gcc="35n [14+du=? +du=*7?

+2d,d,u 240 (78], u>1, (32)

where ¥y =e©=1.78107, C =0.577 21 is the Euler’s con-
stant, d;=0.217 741, d,=—0.0131214. Equation (31)
and the first two terms of Eq. (32) were given by Kra-
mers;* the remaining terms of Eq. (32) were obtained by
Florescu and Costescu.'?

Consider first the hard photon region. Equation (32)
says that in the p>>1 region the asymptotic value of the
spectrum is 0 =167a3/33/2=5.61 mb. For low energies,
©>>1 in the hard photon region and the spectrum is flat.
For high energy, p is small and the tip value is still far
larger than the Kramers value.

In the soft photon region, all curves of Fig. 5 diverge
logarithmically as k/T; goes to zero. For fixed k/T,,
the cross section decreases with decreasing incident elec-
tron kinetic energy but never drops below the Kramers
values, i.e., the Gaunt factor of the classical Coulomb
spectrum is always bigger than 1. For fixed T, the
Gaunt factor increases with decreasing value of k /T and
goes to infinity when k /T, —0. However, the integral of
the energy spectrum over k /7T, from O to 1 (which is the
integrated energy-loss cross section) does not diverge.

(2) Screened case. For a screened potential the spec-
trum is generally a function of all three variables Z, T,
and k /T,.2! Spectra do not scale and have to be calculat-
ed for individual cases. In Fig. 6 we present the classical
screened (CS) results for spectra for Z =13 and 79. The
following features are different from the Coulomb case.

(1) The logarithmic divergence of the spectrum at the
soft photon end point no longer occurs. This is due to the
fact that the screened potentials for neutral atoms (in our
case, the Dirac-Slater potential) are short-range potentials
and the integration of the radiation intensity over impact
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FIG. 6. Classical bremsstrahlung spectra for screened poten-
tials (a) for Z =13, (b) for Z =79. The dashed horizontal line
indicates the Kramers value 0 =5.61 mb.
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parameters converges.

(2) Cross sections are reduced from the Coulomb re-
sults. Screening becomes increasingly important with de-
creasing electron energy 7;. The Kramers value is no
longer the lower limit of the spectrum. The Gaunt factors
are smaller than 1 for low electron energy (below about
20 keV in the case of gold and 1 keV in the case of alumi-
num). For very low energies the spectrum drops almost
linearly with energy.

(3) For fixed T, the spectrum for a low T, increases
with k /T, while the spectrum for a high T, decreases
with k/T,. In either case the trend is to reach the Kra-
mers value. It is predicted?® that, in screened potentials,
the high-frequency limit o(k — ) remains the same as in
the point Coulomb case, i.e., the spectra for all energies
reach the same value 0 =5.61 mb when k/T;— «. The
argument is that from the classical theory of electromag-
netic radiation, very-high-frequency radiation is associated
with very high angular velocity of the electron motion.
This very high angular velocity is possible only for elec-
tron orbits very close to the center of scattering, where the
potential is like the Coulomb potential. In Fig. 7 we
show the asymptotic behavior of the classical bremsstrah-
lung spectrum in a screened potential up to ultrahigh fre-
quencies, obtained with our numerical code. These re-
sults confirm that the high-frequency limit does not
change in the case of a screened potential. Note however
that this high-frequency limit will not be correct if the
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FIG. 7. Classical bremsstrahlung spectra in a screened

Coulomb potential, showing (unphysical) high-frequency behav-
ior. Spectra are shown as functions of k /T for Z =13 and for
T, between 1 eV and 10 keV. All curves asymptotically ap-
proach the Kramers value when k /T)— .

screened potential does not have Coulombic behavior at
the origin, i.e., the prediction is valid only for point, not
structured, nuclei.

C. Validity of classical predictions for spectra

(1) The point Coulomb case. The validity of classical
results for bremsstrahlung spectra in the point Coulomb
potential has been studied, for example, by Florescu,'?
Feng,’ and others. According to Feng’s work,’ the region
of validity in electron and photon energy can be charac-
terized by a single parameter n=v(1—k/T;). For
1n>0.7, classical results for the Coulomb potential case
agree with nonrelativistic quantum-mechanical results in
the same potential within 5%. Figure 8 illustrates the re-
gion of validity of classical results with respect to
Sommerfeld’s nonrelativistic quantum dipole approxima-
tion calculation for the same potential.

Comparisons with accurate numerical partial-wave re-
sults are also available.® Figure 8 also shows the region of
validity of the classical results with respect to the exact
partial-wave results (EC) in the point Coulomb potential.
While the characteristic nonrelativistic Coulomb variables
are v; and k /T, for the exact partial-wave calculation
the dependence of o on the three variable T;, Z, and k
cannot be reduced. Thus the region of validity also de-
pends on the atomic number Z.

We see from Fig. 8 that for large v, and small k /T,
(low energy and soft photons) the classical method gen-
erally correctly predicts the bremsstrahlung spectrum.
For very large v, this validity extends to the entire spec-
trum.

(2) Screened case. Figure 9 shows the comparison of
the classical screened results (CS) with the relativistic
partial-wave screened results (ES). Data for quantum-
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FIG. 8. Region of validity of classical results for bremsstrah-
lung spectra in the point Coulomb potential. Curves shown are
the boundaries of the region in which the classical results have
errors less than the specified percentage in comparison with (a)
and (b) the nonrelativistic quantum dipole method (Sommerfeld
formula), (c) and (d) the exact relativistic partial-wave multipole
expansion method, (c) for Z =74 and (d) for Z =26.
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FIG. 9. (a) Comparison of classical screened (CS) results with ‘‘exact” screened (ES) results, showing bremsstrahlung spectra for
Z =13, T;=0.1, 1, and 10 keV. (b) Same as (a) but for Z =47, T, =1, 10, and 50 keV. (c) Same as (a) but for Z =79, T, =1, 10,

and 50 keV and also includes comparisons with EBF results.

mechanical results for ) =0.1 keV are from nonrelativis-
tic dipole calculations.!®!® Figure 9(c) also includes com-
parisons with Elwert-Born form-factor results (EBF). For
fixed T, the agreement of CS results with ES results is
better in the soft photon region. With decreasing electron
energy the region of validity can extend over the entire
spectrum (k /T, from O to 1) with better than 10% accu-
racy. The upper limit of the electron energy for which the
classical method is valid for a reasonably wide range of
the spectrum depends on the atomic number of the target
element. For a high-Z element, like gold (Z =79), CS re-
sults agree with ES results within 10% error for the elec-
tron energies up to 50 keV, while for aluminum (Z =13)
this limit drops to about 1 keV, and for silver (Z =47) 10
keV. Evidently there is still some scaling of energy with
respect to the atomic number, roughly of the T, /Z? type
which exists in the point Coulomb case.?!

At this time we are not able to provide a comparison of
CS results with ES results for electron energies lower than
100 eV due to the unavailability of ES data in this energy
range. However, as we see from Fig. 9, the tendency of
better agreement towards the lower energy suggests that
the classical results will be valid for energies lower than
100 eV, at least to some extent. Accurate data for low-
energy spectra from quantum-mechanical calculations are
still needed to make direct comparisons. In analytic ap-
proaches the atomic form-factor method is often used to
predict bremsstrahlung spectra for screened potentials.
However, the form-factor method, based on Born approxi-
mation, is good only for relatively high electron energies
and light elements. For example, for Z =79, T =5 keV,
the Elwert-Born form-factor method gives 30% —100% er-
ror.” Our present numerical classical results give far less
error (4% at the soft photon endpoint and about 10% in
the hard photon region). The classical numerical method
also takes much less computer time than a full numerical
partial-wave quantum-mechanical calculation.

With increasing electron energy the discrepancy be-
tween classical results and partial-wave results increases,
both in the Coulomb potential and in screened potential

cases. However, we have found that the ratio between
Coulomb results and screened results, predicted classical-
ly, remains close to that of the full quantum-mechanical
calculation (Table I). This indicates that the screening
factor (defined as the ratio of screened to Coulomb re-
sults), found classically, can be used together with quan-
tum Coulomb results to obtain useful predictions. Figure
10 shows the spectra o; obtained in this way compared
with the form-factor results for Z =79 at 7'} =50 and 500
keV. In this example, our results have substantially better
accuracy than the Elwert-Born form-factor results. Our
method in this case needs accurate Coulomb data to begin
with. However, in many cases, it is easier to obtain a
Coulomb result than a screened one. While the atomic
form-factor method is good for sufficiently high energies,
it does require calculation of triply differential cross sec-
tions.

It should be recognized that the classical method fails
to predict some quantum-mechanical aspects of radiation,
related to density of states effects, such as the deep
suppression of the quantum spectrum at the tip, which
comes from the reduced normalization (small distance
magnitude) of the outgoing low-energy electron continu-
um waves in a screened potential, as well as the existence
of the tip cutoff.

IV. ANGULAR DISTRIBUTION
OF CLASSICAL BREMSSTRAHLUNG

A. Results for the asymmetry parameter

For the point Coulomb potential the asymmetry param-
eter of the angular distribution of classical bremsstrah-
lung, like the spectrum, is determined by the single pa-
rameter pu, i.e., a, =a,(u). The function a, can be given
as an analytic expression in terms of hypergeometric func-
tions.”> A numerical tabulation of this function is also
available.”? The dependence of a, on u is illustrated in
Fig. 11. As we can see, a, is a smooth monotonic func-
tion of u. The limiting values are a,—1 for u—0 and
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TABLE 1. Comparison of CC, CS, EC, and ES results for bremsstrahlung spectra. Numbers given are the reduced cross sections
o=(B*/Z*kdo /dk in millibarns. CC, classical Coulomb; CS, classical screened; EC, exact Coulomb; ES, exact screened. The last
column shows the ratios of the screening factors.

o=(B2/Z*kdo /dk

T1 (mb)
z (keV) k /T CC CS EC ES (occ/ocs)/(oec/oEs)
13 1.0 0.1 10.15 3.82 9.98 3.77 1.01
0.4 7.90 4.23 7.35 3.99 1.01
0.6 7.44 4.46 6.77 4.06 1.00
0.8 7.16 4.65 6.40 4.13 0.99
1.0 6.94 4.79 6.16 4.17 0.98
10.0 0.4 9.72 8.61 7.77 6.89 1.00
0.8 8.55 7.99 6.28 5.83 0.99
1.0 8.23 7.78 5.82 5.49 0.99
50.0 0.1 14.88 13.10 11.20 9.46 0.96
0.2 13.04 12.27 9.08 8.35 0.98
0.4 11.37 11.07 6.86 6.65 1.00
0.6 10.48 10.32 5.50 5.46 0.99
0.8 9.90 9.80 4.56 4.55 1.01
0.9 9.68 9.59 4.17 4.17 0.99
79 10.0 0.6 6.86 4.45 6.73 4.16 0.95
0.8 6.66 4.61 6.50 4.26 0.95
0.9 6.59 4.67 6.41 4.30 0.95
50.0 0.1 10.46 6.89 10.80 7.14 1.01
0.2 9.14 6.90 9.30 6.92 0.99
0.4 8.09 6.74 7.95 6.42 0.97
0.6 7.60 6.60 7.26 6.03 0.96
0.8 7.29 6.50 6.78 5.77 0.96
1.0 7.09 6.42 6.45 5.59 0.96
500.0 0.5 9.58 9.33 6.07 5.64 0.95
0.9 8.59 8.44 3.83 3.53 0.94
1.0 8.44 8.30 3.43 3.13 0.93

a,——1foru— .

20 T T T T . . . .
-79 In Fig. 12 we illustrate the shape function as a function
L _ T,=50keV i of angle for several different values of a,. When a,=1
SN\ more radiation is emitted in the direction of the incoming
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bic results calculated from the classical method by the exact FIG. 11. The asymmetry parameter for classical Coulomb

Coulomb results, as compared with corresponding errors of bremsstrahlung spectra as a function of u=%(Za//3)(k/ T,)
Elwert-Born form-factor (EBF) predictions. based on data from Ref. 22.
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electron beam, while a,=—1 implies more radiation in
the direction perpendicular to the beam. For a, =0, there
is isotropic radiation. The case a,—1 corresponds to
small values of i and thus high electron incident energy
and/or low photon energy, while a;— — 1 corresponds to
low electron energy at fixed k /T.

In the screened Coulomb potential the angular distribu-
tion is still determined by the asymmetry parameter.
However, in this case the dependence of the asymmetry
parameter on Z, T, and k cannot be simplified to a one
variable function a, =a,(u). With screening, the value of
a, can be lower than — 1, the Coulomb limit. In Fig. 13
we show a comparison of values of a, (Z,T,k/T,) for
the point Coulomb potential [classical coulomb results
(CC)] and a screened potential (classical screened results)
for Z =13 and T; from 1 eV to 500 keV. The behavior
of the screened results for a, can be classified into the fol-
lowing three regions.

(A) For high-energy (above 10 keV in this example), CS
results are basically the same as CC results except in the
soft photon region of the spectrum, in the example for
k/T,=0.2. The screening effect is negligible for high-
energy scattering except in the soft photon region.

(B) In the medium-energy region screening effects be-
come important. CS results are below CC results (more
negative). However, the pattern of change remains similar
to the CC results.

(C) In the low-energy region (below 150 eV in this ex-
ample) the values of a, change dramatically with the elec-
tron energy, showing some oscillation in energy, similar in
character for all £ /T.

We have also obtained similar results for the Z =79
case. In this case the large changes of a, occur at higher
energy. The value of a, reaches a minimum when T, is
about 1 keV. It starts to increase as 7| continue to de-
crease, reaching a peak at about 7', =300 eV, and then be-
gins to decrease again.

These features can be understood by considering the be-
havior of the individual scattering trajectories of the elec-
trons in the beam. Each electron has its own orbit deter-
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FIG. 12. The shape functions of classical bremsstrahlung
spectra, as a function of the emission angle with respect to in-
coming electron direction, for several values of the asymmetry
parameter @,. Numbers in parentheses are the corresponding
values of u in the point Coulomb case.
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FIG. 13. Asymmetry parameter a, of classical bremsstrah-
lung spectra for the neutral aluminum atom, as a function of in-
cident electron energy, compared with the point Coulomb re-
sults. Solid lines are for the point Coulomb results; dashed lines
marked with symbols are for neutral atoms results. Three values
of k /T, are illustrated.

mined by its impact parameter. Observed quantities, for
example, the angular distribution of the radiation, are in-
tegrated results over angular distributions from individual
electrons in the beam.

The angular distribution of a subline (a subline is the
spectrum of radiation associated with given impact pa-
rameter as a function of k/T) can be expressed in the
same way as for the spectrum, by a parameter a (p), the
asymmetry parameter for the subline. Namely,

kd’c (e a(p)

T _fo dp 41(p) |1+ LPylcos) | . (33)
From Eqgs. (5)-(9), we find that

alp)=(di—3d3,)/d} . (34)

The asymmetry parameter of the resulting spectrum (ob-
tained by integration) can be expressed in terms of an in-
tegration of the asymmetry parameter weighted by the
magnitude of the subline, i.e.,

l ro
aZ(Z,Tl,k)=7fo dp 4,(plalp), (35)
with
l ro
7[() A,(p)dp=1. (36)
In the point Coulomb case both 4,(p) and a (p) change
smoothly with impact parameter, as we see from Figs.

14(a) and 14(b) which shows a (p) and A4,(p) as functions
of p for fixed k /T, at two different energies 7; =150 eV
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and T, =50 eV. We find that the a (p) curve for T, =50
eV is lower than that for T, =150 eV for all values of p in
the effective range. We mean by effective range that range
of p within which A4,(p) has significant magnitude. In
Fig. 14 the A(p) curves are all normalized so that
[ 4i(p)dp=1.

The energy dependence of the a (p) curves leads to the
energy dependence of the integrated asymmetry parameter
a,. The energy dependence of the a(p) curve can be un-
derstood qualitatively by the following argument. The ra-
diation from a given trajectory mainly comes from the
part of the trajectory close to the scattering center (where
the maximum acceleration occurs). A small region of the
trajectory near the symmetry axis 0-z plays an important
role. In this region the vector d mainly lies along the zo
direction, thus the maximum radiation is in the direction
perpendicular to the z, axis since the radiation intensity is
proportional to (dxXn)*=d?%sin’4. The x and z com-
ponents of this radiation will depend on the angle ¥,. For
O< |Yg| <7/2, the smaller ¥ is, the less radiation will
be in the z direction. In the point Coulomb potential, for
the same impact parameter, a lower-energy electron has a
larger scattering angle (¥ close to m, ¢, close to 0) and
therefore produces less radiation in the z direction. This,
as we can see from Fig. 12, corresponds to lower values of
the asymmetry parameter.

For a screened potential, in the high- and medium-
energy range, the energy dependence of the subline asym-
metry parameter is similar to the point Coulomb case.
With decreasing energy the value of a (p) for a given p de-
creases. Hence the integrated value a, also decreases.
However, in the screened potential case the values of a,
are more reduced than in the point Coulomb case. This
can be explained by the behavior of the scattering angle.
In a screened potential, when the impact parameter p in-
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FIG. 14. Radiation intensity 4(p) of a given impact parame-
ter p, the corresponding asymmetry parameter a (p), and the an-
gle ¢ of the symmetry axis of the trajectory, as functions of the
impact parameter p for Z =13, 71 =150 and 50 eV, (a) and (b)
for the point Coulomb potential, (c) and (d) for screened poten-
tials.

creases from O, unlike in the point Coulomb case, the
scattering angle does not begin to decrease immediately
from the starting value 7. Instead, it increases with in-
creasing impact parameter, reaches a maximum value at a
certain impact parameter, and then decreases back to .
After that it continues to decrease with increasing impact
parameter until it reaches the minimum value 0. The
maximum scattering angle depends on the electron ener-
gy. Except for very low energy, the maximum scattering
angle is just slightly larger than 7. The large scattering
angles around 7 are related to small values of 1y and
therefore low values of a (p).

In Figs. 14(c) and 14(d) we show A,(p), a(p), and ¢,
versus p for the screened potential of the aluminum atom
(Z =13). We see, in the T, =150-eV case [Fig. 14(c),
compared to the point Coulomb case (Fig. 14(a)], that vy
is restricted to have a smaller value within the important
range of p. This causes the a(p) curve to have a much
lower value than the corresponding curve for the point
Coulomb case. Generally speaking, in a screened poten-
tial, due to the large scattering angles of the trajectories
with the important impact parameters, the asymmetry pa-
rameters of sublines associated with these trajectories are
reduced from the corresponding value of the point
Coulomb case. Therefore, the integrated asymmetry pa-
rameter has a lower value for the screened potential.

Now, let us discuss the oscillation of @, which we have
seen in Fig. 13. With decreasing energy, the maximum
value of the scattering angle become much larger than 7.
The corresponding values of ¢, are no longer small. For
example, for T, =50 eV, as shown in Fig. 14(d), ||
can be as big as m/4 at about p=1 a.u. Remembering
that a larger value of i, corresponds to a higher value of
a(p), we see a peak of a(p) at about the same distance.
The high value of a (p) around p=1 a.u. has a great con-
tribution to the integrated result because it occurs in the
important range of p. Compared to the 7} =150-eV case
[Fig. 14(c)], it is obvious that the integrated asymmetry
parameter for T, =50 eV has a higher value, as we have
already seen in Fig. 13.

For even lower energies, the maximum scattering angle
can be very large (even several times ). When the
scattering angle increases from O to the maximum and de-
creases back to O, the corresponding value of ¥ oscillates.
This oscillation causes a (p) to oscillate correspondingly.
Further, because of the low energy, the intensity curve
A,(p) is more narrowly peaked, with a position moved
outwards. Because of the narrow peak of the A4,(p)
curve, the oscillations of a (p) are unlikely to be averaged
by the integration. The actual value of a, is determined
by a combination of these factors, namely which part of
the oscillating a(p) falls in the dominant range of p.
Lowering electron energy, the peak of the A4,(p) curve
moves outward and a (p) oscillates more rapidly with p.
The highs and the lows of a (p) enter the important region
of p alternatively. The result of these changes is the oscil-
lation of the integrated a,. All these discussions of the
asymmetry parameter are based on the ideas of the classi-
cal theory. We have not attempted to formulate a corre-
sponding quantum theory, and it is not clear whether
similar features would persist.



36 NUMERICAL CALCULATION OF CLASSICAL BREMSSTRAHLUNG 57

B. Validity of classical angular distributions

The validity of the classical predictions for the brems-
strahlung angular distribution should be examined sepa-
rately from the validity of spectrum predictions, as it fur-
ther clarifies the validity of the classical method. The
asymmetry parameters calculated from the classical
method and from the quantum-mechanical method has
been compared by Florescu et al.?? for the point Coulomb
case. The classical results are good for large values of v,
and small values of k /T, as in the case of the spectrum.
However, the region of validity for the asymmetry param-
eter is more restricted to the larger values of v, than it
was for the spectrum. For example, for v{=20 and
k/T;=0.2 the relative error of classical results for the
asymmetry parameter is about 7%, while for the spec-
trum it is less than 2%.

The relative error of classical results for the shape func-
tion can be estimated from the relative error of the asym-
metry parameter:

8S a,P,(cosb)

8(12
S 2+a,P,(cosh)

(37)
a

The absolute value of the multiplier in Eq. (37) is smaller
than one for all possible values of 6 and a,. This means
that the shape function has less relative error than the
asymmetry parameter. Figure 15 shows the numerical
values of the multiplier as functions of 6 for some selected
values of a,. Except for a,— —1, which corresponds to
infinitely large u, and 6 <30° or 6> 150°, the absolute
value of the multiplier is smaller than 0.3. In these cases,
the agreement of classical results with quantum results for
the shape function is better than for the asymmetry pa-
rameter by a factor of 3 or more. (We do not show, in
Fig. 15, the cases when a, >0, since they are related to
small values of v;, and the classical method is not valid
anyway.)

For the screened case the validity of the classical results
for the angular distribution of bremsstrahlung radiation
can be obtained by comparisons with quantum results, as
we did for the spectrum. In Fig. 16 we show comparisons
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FIG. 15. Ratio of relative error of the shape function to rela-

tive error of asymmetry parameter a, as a function of 6 for
several values of a;.
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FIG. 16. Comparison of CS (solid lines) and ES (dashed lines)
results for the shape function for Z =79, T)=5 and 10 keV.
The ES results include contributions from higher multipole radi-
ation and therefore are not symmetric about 6=90°.

of the shape function for Au obtained with the classical
numerical method and with the exact partial-wave
method. The results from the exact partial-wave method
include contributions from higher multipole radiation and
so do not have the symmetry which exists in the dipole
radiation case. However, from the comparison with the
ES results we still can get some idea about the validity of
the classical method. For Z =79, T,;=10 keV,
k/T,;=0.4, 0.6, and 0.8 the discrepancy between the clas-
sical results and the ES results is about 10-25 % in the
6=0°-180° range. For lower energy (see the T;=5-keV
case in Fig. 16) the discrepancy is smaller. The large
discrepancy in the 90° < @ < 180° range is due to the con-
tribution from higher multipole radiation, which we have
not included in our classical calculations.

!

|
0 60 120
6 (deg)

180

FIG. 17. Polarization degree P as a function of 0 for several
values of a,.
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C. Polarization

The polarization of classical bremsstrahlung in a central
potential is related directly to the angular distribution of
the spectrum. Once the asymmetry parameter is deter-
mined both the angular distribution and the polarization
are determined [see Eqgs. (11) and (18)]. P =1 corre-
sponds to 100% linear polarization in the y direction.
Full polarization in the x-z plane is represented by
P =—1. If P=0, the radiation is not polarized. For a
given a,, the polarization degree P is a function of the an-
gle 6.

Figure 17 shows the polarization degree versus the an-
gle 6 for four different values of the asymmetry parameter
a,. In the point Coulomb case the value of a, is limited
to the range from —1 to 1, so a, < —1 is meaningful only
in the screened potential case. We see that in the forward
and backward directions (§=0° or 180°) radiation is not
polarized. Maximum polarization occurs at 8=90°. With
a,=1, the maximum polarization is 100% y polarization.
In the Coulomb case the lowest value of a, is —1 and
therefore maximum polarization is 60% in the x -z plane.
If a, =0, which corresponds to isotropic radiation, then P

is also equal to zero and the radiation in all directions is
unpolarized. Since a, >0 corresponds to high incident
electron energy, strong y polarization for 6=90° occurs
for high-energy bremsstrahlung. Similarly the strong x -z
polarization for 6=90° occurs for the low-energy (finite
k /T,) bremsstrahlung.

In the screened cases, polarization is different from the
point Coulomb case because of the shift of the value of a,.
The predictions follow from the asymmetry parameter a,
together with Fig. 17. In general, screening reduces the
value of a,. This results in more polarization in the y
direction compared to the point Coulomb case. At very
low energies where a, oscillates with energy the polariza-
tion degree will also oscillate.
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