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An improved treatment of electron correlations is presented within the framework of a
previously developed unified model for Stark broadening by plasma electrons. This treatment
employs the method of the Bogoliubov-Born-Green-Kirkwood-Yvon hierarchy in connection
with a closure relation corresponding essentially to the exclusion of simultaneous strong colli-
sions. A line-shape expression is derived for the case that the perturbing electron gas is in
thermal equilibrium. This expression depends on the dynamic dielectric constant and on the
two-electron correlation function. If the latter is approximated by the linearized Debye-
Hiickel expression (low-density case), and if the result is simplified for the vicinity of the line
center by using second-order perturbation theory for the atom-perturber interaction, the re-
sults of earlier treatments of electron correlations are recovered.

I. INTRODUCTION

Two important problems involved in the theory
of Stark broadening of spectral lines have been
treated separately in all previous investigations:
the influence of the interaction between the plasma
perturbers on the line profile, and the problem of
“unification” of the “impact” and “quasistatic”
theories of electron broadening.

The interaction between the charged particles
of the plasma entails a shielding of their Coulomb
fields. In connection with line broadening, this
effect has generally been taken into account in
calculations of distribution functions for the “low-
frequency” component of the electric microfield,'~®
and of autocorrelation functions for the “high-
frequency” part of the microfield. The latter were
needed in the impact theories of electron broad-
ening. "® Early treatments were based on cutoff
procedures, truncating the collision integrals
over the impact parameter at a shielding distance
equal to the Debye length, ®'!° or to 1.123 times
the Debye length.!! In other investigations, static
shielding effects have been introduced with the
help of the linearized Debye-Hiickel two-electron
correlation function. *'!'* More recently, these
approximations have been refined by expressing
the autocorrelation function of the microfield in
terms of the dynamic dielectric constant, 1478
However, all these investigations used second-
order perturbation theory for the plasma-atom
interaction. This necessitated strong collision
cutoffs for small impact parameters'? and also
prevented the resulting line-shape formulas from
describing the transition to the quasistatic line
wing,

Recently, theories have been developed which
unify the impact and quasistatic aspects of the

5]

electron broadening in a coherent formalism, being
valid from the collision-dominated line body up to
the quasistatic wing, However, perturber correla-
tions, which were basically contained in some of
these approaches, were neglected at an early stage
of the formalism. Shielding effects thus were
treated by cutoff procedures (or Debye potentials),
just as in the early impact theories.

The first unified treatment of electron broaden-
ing was based on a semiclassical many-body
formalism.'® The starting point was a generalized
Liouville equation which was solved with
Bogoliubov-Born-Green-Kirkwood-Yvon (BBGKY)
techniques using one essential assumption, namely
that simultaneous strong electron collisions can
be neglected. The method of using semiclassical
statistics in connection with the exclusion of si-
multaneous strong collisions was pursued in later
publications, *~%! where more elegant expressions
for the line profile have been given, Also, a
quantum-mechanical formal line-shape expression
has been proposed for the line wing. 2 Note that
in all these treatments weak electron collisions
are allowed to occur simultaneously, but, as al-
ready mentioned, without statistical interdepen-
dence. In Refs. 18 and 19 this restriction was in-
troduced for the sake of mathematical simplicity,
but was not necessary in principle, because the
Liouville equation used there naturally contains
the plasma interaction potential,

The purpose of this paper is to generalize the
BBGKY method of Ref. 19 (hereafter referred to
as I) to take full account of the electron part of
the plasma interaction potential, This will lead us
to a line-shape formula which contains both static
and dynamic shielding of the electron gas. There-
fore, our result will not only be unified with re-
spect to electron broadening but also contain
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5 ELECTRON CORRELATIONS IN THE UNIFIED MODEL...

properly the effects of electron correlations.
II. BASIC ASSUMPTIONS

Our formalism will be based on the classical-
path approximation which includes the neglect of
the back reaction of neutral atoms on the plasma
perturbers. The validity of such an approach has
been discussed in Paper I. A further assumption,
also introduced in I, is the possibility of excluding
simultaneous strong collisions. This has to be
understood here in a generalized sense: not only
strong electron-atom collisions, but also strong
electron-electron collisions must be well separated
in time. The strong-collision impact parameter
for electron-atom collisions b.,, is generally on
the order of the Weisskopf radius by, but can be
smaller in some cases of isolated lines,

DminsS by =3n2/2m, Vyy .

Here 7 is the principal quantum number of the ex-
cited state, m, the electron mass, and V,, the
thermal velocity of the electrons. The correspond-
ing parameter for electron-electron collisions is
the Landau length

2 2
by=e*/m, Vi,

where e is the electron charge.

Hence, the validity conditions for the exclusion
of simultaneous strong collisions are (a) by,
«<p3 (b) b, < v'/3, where v is the electron
density.

A further condition needed for our formalism is
imposed by the necessity that the cumulative effect
of simultaneous weak collisions is sufficiently
small as to cause only small changes of the atomic
state during the plasma period w;’. As indicated
in Appendix A, this leads to the inequality (c)
B/ 23 2(b, /6, ) 2In(\ o/ i) << 1, Where A
= (rT,/4mve®)!/? is the Debye length. Note that this
is one of the conditions for the impact theory to be
valid around the line center. Hence, our unified
formalism for electron broadening will be valid
over the whole line profile if the impact theory is
valid in the line core.

Condition (b) is equivalent with the requirement
that the Debye sphere contains a great number of
charged particles (kinetic plasma). Up to now, no
theory of line broadening or plasma kinetics exists
for cases where this condition is not fulfilled. For
not-too-high principal quantum number », con-
dition (c) is included in (a). We have written con-
ditions (a) and (c) for the electrons, for which
they are usually well fulfilled. This would not be
the case for the ions which, therefore, must be
treated by a separate formalism. Following Ref.
3, we assume that the total plasma microfield can
be split up into two stochastically independent
parts: a “low-frequency” component ¥ (being due
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to “dressed” ions and including ion-ion and ion-
electron correlations) and a “high-frequency” com-
ponent arising from a homogeneous gas of electrons
moving in a uniform neutralizing positive back-
ground. The validity of this decomposition has
been discussed in Ref. 23. According to this de-
scription we incorporate the low-frequency com-
ponent ¥ in the unperturbed Hamiltonian of the
radiating atom, H°=H'(F). Neglecting the time
dependence of F, H° then contains a static Stark
effect, The total atomic Hamiltonian is

HoB(E) 43 VE) | 1)
J=1

where V('fj) is the potential due to the presence
of one plasma electron at position F,. The sum
of all electron potentials in the Hamiltonian (1)
represents the contribution of the high-frequency
component of the plasma microfield.

III. FORMALISM

As in I, we start from the general semiclassical
line-shape formula™® which describes the dipole
radiation corresponding to transitions between two
well-separated level groups, a and b, of the atom:

1 ~ - =
—Re Zl paaDaB'D:‘B'
™ aa’ B8

xr et @or @t (0| {T,(OTH(B)} ur| @ BNt |

0
(2)

In this formula, the following notations are used:
w is the angular frequency measured from the line
center wy,. The summation subscripts &, o’ and
B, B’label the substates of the upper and lower
atomic level groups a and b, respectively. pis
the atomic density operator and D the dipole mo-~
ment operator, with p,, and ﬁas denoting corre-
sponding matrix elements. In the direct product
T, T, T, and T, denote the atomic time-evolution
operator at time #, acting only on subspaces a
and b, respectively. {{(aBl| T, T} a’'B’)) (“doubled-
atom” notation’) stands for {a|T*|a’)(BITI8").
The symbol {---},, means ensemble average with
respect to the plasma perturbers.

Equation (2) is based on the neglect of transi-
tions induced by the plasma perturbers between
levels of different groups (no-quenching assump-
tion). The same approximation leads to a “pro-
jected Schrddinger equation” for 7, and T, in the
subspaces a and b of the atomic Hilbert space

L(w) =

] N
%q“-t == ;?(HS,D(F) +12=1 Va.b(?}“))) Ta,b ’

7,,,00)=1 ®)

where Y'J (¢#) describes the trajectory of electron
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j, and HEIQYAIONIIVEN K NI AU L )
H ,=pP, ,HP,,, V.,,=P,,VP
asb asb a,b asb a,b % d371d31)1 L da’}"N da‘UN ) (7)

P, and P, being the projection operators on sub-
spaces a and b, respectively.

According to our decomposition of the plasma
microfield, the ensemble average in (2) is carried
out in two steps,

{Tb T:‘}avz{{Tb T;k}ht}u= fow Wu(F){Tb T¥tn dF ’

~ 4)
where hf and If refer to the high-frequency and
low-frequency components of the microfield, and
W4 (F) is the low-frequency microfield distribu-
tion. The most elaborate evaluations of this func-
tion have been presented in Refs. 4-6.

Our aim is the evaluation of the high-frequency
average {T, T}} . To this end, we consider the
atomic-state vector |z (#)) (with components z”
on some basis) and project it into the Hilbert sub-
spaces a and b:

|xy=P, |2), |9)=P,|2) . (5)

Since we have
[x@)=T,®)]x©0), |y@)=T7,0)|(0))

for any initial values |x(0)) and |y(0)), we may,

in particular, choose the initial vector independent
of the initial configuration of the plasma electrons.
The desired operator average can then be related
to the average of the dyadic product |yx*)) =]y) |x*)
by the equation

{9 Er*E )N} pe={To @) T*E)} ne | ¥ 0)x*(0))) .
(6)
It is shown in I that the quantity on the left-hand
side of Eq. (6) is related to a tensor & (¥, V,...,
Ty, Vy;t) depending on the positions T, and veloc-
ities v, of the N plasma electrons, and on time ¢,
This tensor has been defined in I by means of a
distribution function for the variables of the atom-
plasma system. An alternate definition of &y is
mathematically equivalent24 but may be more trans-
parent for physical interpretation. Let fy(T,, V4,
,Tx, Vy, t) be the distribution function of the
electron gas in the 6N-dimensional phase space
and

,FNv-‘;N;t»

be the atomic state corresponding to a specified

[2())=|2(F, ¥, ...

configuration (¥,,V,,...,Ty,Vy) at time ¢£. Then
[using definitions (5)], one has
‘1’”(;1,61;- .. »Fm‘zv;t)

= , y(t)x*(t))>fN(F1;-‘71: LI »FN);N;t) i

From this it follows immediately that the quantity
we wish to calculate is given by

The tensor &, has been shown to satisfy a dif-
ferential equation of the Liouville type [Eq. (6)
of 1],

9 A= 9
Et— 5 H® ¥ +Z; ( D +Vj 5—1 o,

1 3 ]
- — _I/_KJY_ — & ) 0 , (8)

m, 9T, av,

with the initial condition [chosen in accordance
with (6)]

- -
,rN’vN;O)

= (y(o)x*(o)»f}v(-flyvh e

- >
@N(rl,vl,. .o
> >

’rNrVN;O)

Here, the following abreviations have been used:
H=H) - H*, V(T,)=V,{F)- Vi)

further,

with

W@E)=e/|F|, T,=F,-F ,
denotes the interaction potential of the electron gas.
The action of an operator O, or O, on the tensor
®, has to be understood as follows: If ®5% are
the components of &, and 02, ,. or 0%, the ma-
trix elements of O, or O,, the components of the
tensor O,®, are

(0,84)8% =2000 O%/0e 5%,

and those of 0,®, are
(052 )°% =205 Of 150 B4 *

The next step of our treatment will be similar
to the familiar BBGKY method known in statistical
mechanics.?® For the sake of brevity we shall use
the short-hand notations (1,2...) instead of
(¥y, V1, Tg, Vs, - - - ) and d(j) instead of d% ;d%v;,
and also omit the time argument ¢ when it is not
needed explicitly.

Let us define the tensors &
by

3,1,2,...,5 0= [8,(1,2,

(withs =0,1,...,N)

,N:t)d(s+1)...d(N).

In particular, for s= 0, this expression is identical
with the average dyadic product (7):

] O e - o

Let us also introduce the s-electron distribution
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functions (s =1,2,...,N):

fg(lyzy‘- . ,S t)EffN(l’zy' ce
These functions satisfy the well-known BBGKY

N;t)d(s +1)---d(N).
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hierarchy of equations.?® A similar chain of equa-
tions can be derived for the ®,. By integrating
Eq. (8) over the variables of all but s electrons,
we obtain an equation which couples ¢, to &,

2 i 1 aW(¥,,) )
8t <I>s+ H0¢S+Z( V(j)®, +V/ —::—‘P —ma :LI:I—?F;-'U— Vj
1#
& oW, .0
- 2 (N-5) fv(s+1)<1>s.ld(s+1)+w—s)z, el 2edls+1) . (10)
191 2% 1
. r

Writing this equation for s=0,1,2,...,N yields

a hierarchy of N+1 coupled equations for the func-
tions ®,, ®,, ..., ®,, subject to the initial con-
ditions

®,(1,...,5;0)=8,0)(1,

As usual in kinetic theory, we truncate this
hierarchy after the second (s =1) equation by in-
troducing a closure hypothesis, expressing the
three-body function ®,(1,2) (which couples two elec-
trons to the atom) in terms of two-body and one-
body functions. In our case of electron broaden-
ing, the following closure relation turns out to be
particularly convenient?®:

B,(1, 2)= 2:(1)/1(2) +,(2)£,(1)

+D,/,(1,2) -2, 1,(1)f,(2) .

(or+

ﬁ H0+ V(1)+V1a ) (1;8)=-

.,$;0) (11)

(12)

z(N 1)

9
at

N 1 9£,(1)
ALY
Mg v,

where

£(1,2)=£,01,2) - £,(1)£1(2)

is the two-electron equilibrium correlation func-
tion,

Equations (13) and (14) are closed in &; and &,
and will therefore serve to calculate &, whose

|

e [kl rrrka'?a

b)= f‘”...f

(&, Ky, . .

If % does not depend on time, % is defined as to be
just the Fourier transform, if it depends only on

_;_710) olt) =-——Nf V(3)2,(3;1)d(@) ,

f WE) & (3.1)a(3) -
or,

We show in Appendix A that the approximation con-
nected with this relation corresponds to the ex-
clusion of simultaneous strong electron-atom and
electron-electron collisions, and that its validity
domain is delimited by the conditions (a)-(c) in-
troduced in Sec. IIL

After writing Eq. (10) for s=0 and 1, we insert
the expression (12) for &, in the integral terms on
the right-hand side of the equation for s=1. As-
suming the electron gas to be homogeneous and
in equilibrium over the characteristic lengths of
interest, we may use the first BBGKY equation

for fl(lyt):

N-1
m@

BW(rla)

afz(l 3)

89f1(1,1) _

of d@)=0 ,

and thus obtain

(13)

fl(l)f V(3)&,(3;¢)d(3)

“‘i(};_l)fV(s)g<1,3)d(3>‘I’o(t) , (4)

T

Fourier transform is needed in the line-shape
formula [see Egs. (2), (6), and (9)]. Since in our
formalism Fourier and Laplace transforms of
most of the quantities involved are needed, we in-
troduce a general definition, denoting the Fourier
and Laplace transform of an arbitrary function
h(F,,T,,...;t) of position vectors T, and of time by

d3r,d3~rz--~fo“° e atn(E,, Ty, ... ;1) (15)

[

time, it is just the Laplace transform. For brevity
we shall write V(k)= (k). We further define
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'g;(g,;;a)sff;” ik (F1-Ey) g(1,2)d%, d%, . with initial condition
(16) R(1,2;0)=6(F, ~F,)0(7, - V2) . (18)

To solve Eqs. (13) and (14), we make extensive If we use Eq. (13) to eliminate the first integral
use of Green’s functions. Let us first introduce term on the right-hand side of Eq. (14) (using
an operator R(1,2;¢) defined by the equation N=N-1), the operator R may serve us as a

9 i —p i — . B Green’s function to express @, explicitly in terms
(5'; t7 B+ 7 V)7, ﬁ) R(1,2;¢) of ). Taking the Fourier and Laplace transform

of &;, we obtain
V-1 8A0) W 5) R

my 5%, 07, PS%0de) B, (&, 7,; p)= S0k, 733 pBo(p) (19)
(1) with
L

Sk, vy p)= ffiz(%,%,k’ vz,p)[f1(2)< %—}_I")G(k) (N)3 V)&’ )]dsvad%’ . (20)

i
®,(p) can now be expressed explicitly in terms Xf- 9 - _
; = W(ry, -vy7T)R@3,2;1-7)d@3) .
of ,(0) by combining (19) with the first equation 3 (5 = V17IR 7)d@3)
of the hierarchy [Eq. (13)]. We obtain Taking the Fourier and Laplace transform of this

‘E’o(ﬁ) =[p+G /7 Y + K( £)178,(0) (21) equation and integrating over the velocity vector
¥, leads to
with .
D, k" p) [ RE", %, &, Vp3p) d, Jd% "
K(p)= =50 ff V®)SE, 7 p)d% d I SRR,

From Egs. (2), (4), (6), (9), and (21), it can easily

=QE+K’ Vyp +ik-V) , (23)

be seen that K(p) becomes the electronic collision where the kernel D is given by
operator (“width and shift operator™) of the line DE,E;p)=6( - IE’)
profile if we put p =iw +0.
_}?or the further evaluation of the expression f 81, 1 1) E'w &’
S(k,¥; p), we next determine the operator R from T m, 2’”) v,
Eqs. (17) and (18). To this end, we use the atomic ~
time-evolution operator Q(F,¥;¢) describing the XQE&-K’,V;p+ik-¥,)d%, . (24)
fime development of the atom in the presence of one
perturber moving on the straight line ¥ +V¢, @ is To solve Eq.' (28), we again introduce a Green’s
defined by the Schridinger equation function G(K,K’;p) defined by
'aa? Qi [ +VE+7)]Q=0 , (22) J D&, K”;p)GK" K ;p)d’% "= 0® ~K) . (25)
with the initial condition The unknown in Eq. (23) can then be expressed as
¥,v;0)=1 ~ e - -
QF,¥;0)- fR(k,VnE',Vz;P)ds"H
By an integration along the characteristics [for -
more details of the calculation see Eqs. (9)-(17) —f GE,K";p)QE"” +K' Vo;p +iK"” -V,)d%k" .
of Paper I], Eq. (17) may be given the following
form: (26)
Before determining G from Eqs. (25) and (24),
R(1,2;0) = QF, = V.1, V,; 1)6(Fyp - ¥12)6(F, = ) let us insert the formal expression (26) in Eq. (20)

(after integration over V,). With the help of the

relatlovx (B1) of Appendlx B, and using the fact
N %j;_ J’ QF, ~V,7, ¥ T)dT that G(k 0;p)=06(k), the operator K (p) takes the
me V1 following form:

.K(p):—ﬁ—;—(zly-ﬂ—)s— ﬂff ff(ﬁ)c(ﬁ,ﬁ';p)é(ﬁ'-ﬁ",v;p+i12'.x7)f/(12")(—‘”7(”~)+N§( ",v)>d3kd3k'dak”d% @
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Here,
(0«7.1) - Vf1(1)= (me/ZwkTe)”/z e-meuZ/ZkTG

denotes the Maxwell distribution (V being the
plasma volume),

In order to derive an explicit expression for the
function GEK’; p), we slightly change the form of

1
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Eq. (24). Using the relation (B1) of Appendix B

for K=K~K’, p~p+ik’-V, we obtain a new ex-
pression for the kernel D:

D(K,K";p)=DVK,K";p) + DV (K,K";p) ,

where

D“”(E,E’;p):e(E,p»r%—ﬁ")a(ﬁ—li') ,

v -~ - > e |~ i = - -1
D“’(E,E’;p):—(zﬂ)e';zm J’I a;“l,(v) -E'W(E')Q(E-E",x*zl,p+ik-v1)v(12"-ﬁ’)(p+%H%iﬁ'-v) dPvde" .

Here

ek, s)=1~ % f 9—%—")— EWE)(s +ik - ¥) " d%
(28)
is the dielectric constant of the electron gas.
Equation (25) can now be written in the form

Gk ;p)=€" (E, b+ % 17")

X [5(12 -K’) - fD“’(E,E";p)G(E",E’;p)dSk "]

This equation is particularly suitable for an itera-
tive solution with the lowest-order approximation
G(E,E’;p)=e"(ﬁ,p+?hr17°> 8k -K") . (29)
By writing the corresponding iteration series for
the quantity
[ V®)GE K" p)dk
[which is needed in (27)], it can be shown? that
the relative correction to the lowest-order solution
(29) is on the order of by /A,. Since for a kinetic
plasma »™*/3 is much smaller than X,, we have
by <1, whenever condition (a) is fulfilled. There-
fore, the approximation (29) is less restrictive than
the closure hypothesis (12).

K(P)= G5y J f f @ (&0 E R AR K55 +iK-9)TR) €, 00 @)k a¥' %

For numerical applications, it appears to be
more convenient to invert the Fourier transforms
in the integrand of the expression (32). To this
end, we introduce the “dynamically shielded” po-

tential®®
v, (F,0)=[1/@n)] [ V®)e'(k,p)e'¥F d% . (33)

Using this definition, Eq. (32) becomes

After inserting the expression (29) in Eq. (27),
the operator K(p) still contains the two undeter-
mined functions g(K,v) and Q&,¥;p). The former
is related to the two-electron equilibrium correla-
tion function [see Eq. (16)], which is generally
well approximated® by

£(1,2)~£,(1)£,(2)

1 - -7l
- Tl
x {exp{ *T, W(rlz)exp( " >] 1} .
- (30)
In cases where condition (b) is well fulfilled one
may replace (30) by the linearized Debye-Hiickel
expression® [corresponding to the first two terms

of the series expansion of the outer exponential in
(30)]. This leads to

— - 1
NER,V)=-[¢@)/V] T
and since
€(®,0)=1+1/E%\

we have the relation

NER,V)+o{)/V=€"(K,00F)/V . (31)

Using (29) and (31), the operator K(p) takes the
form

32)

r

K(p):-—;—zf et gt If%(?+-$t,p+;§—§")
0

XQE, T, )% E, 0000 drdy . (34)

We notice that in this expression the two poten-
tial factors Vg are shielded whereas the potential
in the Schrédinger equation (22) for @ is not.
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Therefore, Eq. (34) cannot be obtained from the
former unified theory'®~?! by simply replacing V
everywhere with V5. On the other hand, it cannot
be excluded that such a result would be obtained
if the cluster expansion would be extended to higher
order [instead of just using Eq. (12)] and if the
exact solution for G(K,K’; p) could be used instead
of (29). We were able to show that using an exact
expression for G(&,k’; p) without extending the
cluster expansion would not suffice to replace the
Coulomb potential by a shielded potential in Eq.
(22). Any difference between such a result and Eq.
(34) would be small, however, because shielding
only becomes effective at large distances where
@ can be replaced by the zero-order term of its
perturbation expansion,

For a final evaluation of Eq. (34), the “one-
perturber” atomic time-evolution operator
Q(F,V,?) has to be determined from the Schrddinger

|

ERl

L(w)=
aa’ BB’

We note in conclusion that from the “width and
shift operator” K(iw +0) as given by Eq. (34), we
may reproduce the “unified” result of Refs. 19-21
and the “dynamically shielded” impact formula of
Refs. 14-16 by using corresponding approxima-
tions. The former is obtained from (34) by putting
e(k,p)=11in Eq. (33) and introducing Debye cutoffs
(or Debye potentials) instead. The latter can be
derived by approximating Q(F, ;) by e™*F°/"  the
zero-order term of its perturbation series, and
introducing a strong-collision cutoff. In contrast
to the results of Refs. 14-16, 19-21, the integra-
tions in (34) do not need to be cutoff at either small
or large impact parameters.

APPENDIX A

The closure relation (12) can easily be verified
for the case that two of the three particles (atom,
electron 1, and electron 2) undergo a strong colli-
sion (in the sense as defined in Sec. II) while the
interaction of these particles with the third one
is weak in comparison and thus negligible. Let
us assume that the strong collision occurs between
the atom and electron 1. Then ®,(1,2), ®,(2), and
f»(1,2) factorize to become &,(1)£(2), ®,,(2), and
f1(1)£,(2), respectively, and Eq. (11) is identically
fulfilled. The same argument holds when electron
2 is strongly coupled to-the atom. When the strong
collision occurs between the two electrons, we
have ®,(1,2)=%,1,(1,2), ®,(1)=®,f,(1), and ®,(2)
=®,7,(2), and Eq. (11) is satisfied again.

If the three particles interact simultaneously
but weakly (in the sense as defined in Sec. II),

len

equation (22). Various approximate solutions of
this equation have been discussed in previous in-
vestigations!?:3%2°=31, iy particular, an algorithm
for a sequence of exponential approximate solu-
tions of equations of the type (22) has been de-
rived, *® and the second member of this sequence
has been used in Ref. 19. For the special case
of complete degeneracy of the unperturbed Ham-
iltonian and for a pure dipole interaction V, the
exact solution of Eq. (22) has recently been
found. -3 Therefore, in cases when the level
splitting due to the ionic microfield does not in-
fluence the collision operator significantly, cal-
culations for hydrogen lines on the basis of the
exact operator @ of Refs. 32-34 should be most
promising.

The knowledge of the expression (34) for p =iw +0
permits us to write the line-shape formula explicitly.
Using Egs. (2), (4), (6), (9), and (21), we find

Re X pmaﬁaﬂﬁg.ﬂf" Wyo(F)dF (| i (0 +B/%) + Kliw +0)] | a’B")
0

r

Eg. (12) can be verified by a perturbation treat-
ment of the hierarchy (10) up to first order.?” We
here choose a slightly different method which is
less rigorous but somewhat simpler and physically
more transparent, Let us introduce formal cou-
pling parameters A, A;, and A, (characterizing
the strength of interaction between the atom and
electrons 1 and 2, and between the two electrons,
respectively, ) and let us write ®,, ®,, and f, as

él(l; )\1)! @1(2; )\2)) @2(1, 2; A17 )\2) 7\12)1
(1, 2} M)

In the case that some or all of the A’s vanish,
the three particles are partially or completely
decorrelated:

d:>1(1;0)=¢Dfl(1): <I>2(1,2;0,0,0)=<I>0f1(1)f1(2) ’

(Ala)
fz(1, 270) :fl(l)fl(z))

(Alb)
‘52(1, 2; Aty 0,0):@1(1,)\1)f1(2) ’
®,(1,2;0,0,),)=%,15(1,2; 1), ete. (Alc)

To first order in the coupling parameters we have

#1100 =@0/i(1) + Xy 5= 4N, g +O0D)
(A2a)
61(2§ Ap) =‘b0f1(2)+7\2 :Tzqﬁ(z;)\a)hz:o +0(7\§) ’

(A2Db)
fz(l, 2;2) =f1(1)f1(2)



fon

9
+Agp "y £, 2§7\12)|>¢12=o +0(N%,)

(A2¢)

®,(1, 252, 25, X3p) =B f1(1)£1(2)

9
+)\1 mq)z(lyz;xlyoyo)l;‘l:o

9
+ g a; ®2(1, 2;0,2,, 0)’)‘24,

+hiz = 95(1,250,0,0yp) 220

+00%,23, 7‘?2, MAz, MAgz, Aghyp) . (A3)

Using Egs. (A1) and (A2), we find
9
A1 'a—):‘l"cbz(l,z;)\l,o,o)l)q:o
—fl(Z)Al ®,(1;0, |

A1=0

=f1(2)[<1>1(1; )\1) - q’ofl(l)] + 0(7\ )

and correspondingly

7\1 'éx_lég(l,Z;o,)\z,o)

=f1(1)[‘1>1(2§7\2) - ‘I’ofz(z)]’r 0(7\2) ’

9
M2 le ¢3(1,2;0,0,7\1z)lxlz=0

—q’o[fz(l’ 2; 7\12) _fl(l )fl(z)} +O(7\f2

On inserting these equations in (A3) we obtain the
closure relation (12) to first order in the coupling
parameters Ay, A;, and A,.

Note that Eq. (12) is not valid for the case that
the three particles interact simultaneously and
strongly. Hence, our formalism is valid only if
strong collisions are well separated in time, i.e.,
if conditions (a) and (b) of Sec. II are fulfilled.

A problem still arises from the fact that even
though the perturbation expansion in the coupling
parameters A makes sense for ®,(1,2) (correspond-
ing to two simultaneous weak collisions on the
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atom), the contributions of the higher orders in
the integral terms of the hierarchy do not neces- .
sarily decrease with increasing powers of A, In
fact, the integral terms contain the cumulative
effects of many weak collisions, and we have to
make sure whether our perturbation treatment ac-
counts for these effects. Let us consider the most
pessimistic case of long times (¢ >w;!, w, being
the plasma frequency). Then all collisions are
completed and the perturbation has its largest ef-
fect on the time varigtion 8®,(#)/9f. Our expansion
would then coincide with that used in the derivation
of the collision operator of the impact theory,”™?
The condition for this expansion to be valid is

where ® denotes some characteristic component
of the tensor ®,(¢). Explicitly, this condition is
given by the inequality (c) of Sec. II.

APPENDIX B

Using the identity

QIF,V; -1)=QF -%Vt,V;t)

which follows from Eq. (20), and the relation
4, “ dQ
dt =-Q ’

we obtain

d - - -
7 QT -V, V; t)

= % Q('—Vt,?;t)[ﬁo+f-’(l*‘—w)] .

Taking the Fourier and Laplace transform, this
equation is readily transformed to

3, 7:p +iE-x7)<p N %1?0) _ (216 (®)

fi(21r JQ(E K", V;p+iK-V)V(E") . (B1)
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The ionization energy loss of relativistic heavy nuclei is calculated using the exact Mott
cross section for close collisions. Deviations from the Bloch formula are computed in some
typical cases and found to be significant for nuclei with Z > 20.

I. INTRODUCTION

Methods for calculating ionization energy loss
of charged particles traversing matter predate the
beginning of quantum mechanics. The original
classical calculation by Bohr! was followed by
Bethe’s quantum-mechanical treatment? and Wil-
liams’ method of impact parameters.® Bloch* has
indicated the connection between the classical and
quantum-mechanical methods, and Mott® has dem-
onstrated the equivalence of Bethe’s method and the
method of impact parameters. Elaborations and
extensions of this early work to include such things
as shell corrections and the density effect have
been given, and there are review articles which
give a complete summary of all this work. ¢

One result of these calculations is that the aver-
age energy loss of a particle of charge Ze and ve-
locity 8 is proportional to Z2 when Z /1378« 1,
When this condition is not satisfied, Bloch’s for-
mula’ gives a more general Z dependence which
reduces to the classical result given by Bohr! when
Z/1378>1. Bloch’s correction is present in the
nonrelativistic case and can be thought of as the
result of a modification of the minimum scattering

angle below which no energy transfer takes place.®
If nuclear collisions are ignored, charged parti-
cles lose energy primarily by collisions with atom-
ic electrons. It is convenient to divide these col-
lisions into “distant collisions, ” in which electron-
binding effects are included, and “close collisions, ”
in which the binding energy of the electrons is ig-
nored.® In the relativistic case, there are correc-
tions to the Born approximation for close colli-
sions of electrons with heavy nuclei (20 <Z <120)
which are not included in Bloch’s original calcu-
lation. In this paper, these corrections are com-
puted numerically using the exact Mott cross sec-
tion!® transformed to the frame in which the elec-
tron is initially at rest. The usual treatment of
distant collisions is assumed to be valid here (see
Sec. IIB for a discussion of this assumption).
The total energy loss is computed as a function of
Z and compared with Bloch’s formula in some typi-
cal cases,

II. ENERGY-LOSS CALCULATION
A. Close Collisions

In order to obtain the energy loss of a heavy par-



