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A general two-beam dynamical theory of the elastic scattering of a thermal neutron from arbitrary magnetic
structures is presented. Using a density-matrix formalism, general expressions are developed to compute the
scattering cross section as well as the final state of polarization of the emerging neutron. Emphasis is placed
on those features of scattering which arise due to the spin of the neutron. Detailed calculations have been
carried out for spiral structures, ferromagnetic and antiferromagnetic spin arrangements, and the results are
compared with those of kinematical theory. As anillustration, the calculation for the flipping ratio R for the
MnF, (210) peak in the symmetrical Laue configuration indicates that according to dynamical theory R can
take arbitrary values when the thickness of the crystal or wavelength of the incident neutron is varied.

INTRODUCTION

The dynamical theory of diffraction for x rays
and electrons as probe particles has been known
for almost sixty years,' and the well-known formu-
lation for scalar particles has appeared in many
places. Thermal neutrons as probe particles offer
two main advantages in the analysis of the struc-
ture of materials. The first advantage is that the
spin of the scattered neutron carries information
on the magnetic state of the material. A general
treatment of the polarization dependence of scat-
tering from magnetic materials using the kinemati-
cal theory was given by Blume,? and a comprehen-
sive account of thermal-neutron scattering in the
Van Hove formulation® appears in Marshall and
Lovesey,* and Izyumov and Ozerov.® The second
useful feature of thermal neutrons as probe par-
ticles lies in the fact that the energy analysis of
the scattered beam is possible to a much greater
precision than is commonly done with x rays or
electrons. This has led to the measurement of in-
elastic peaks in the scattered beam and, as a con-
sequence, the phonon dispersion curves of many
solids have been determined accurately.

A general treatment of the thermal-neutron scat-
tering in dynamical theory taking into account the
spin of the neutron and the effect of this theory on
the inelastic peaks has not been given so far. In
this paper (I), we treat the elastic scattering (dif-
fraction) of a neutron from an arbitrary magnetic
structure in dynamical theory; and in a second
paper (II), we evaluate dynamical effects in one-
phonon inelastic peaks. After we completed our
work and were in the process of writing this paper,
we became aware of similar work by Stassis and
Oberteuffer® and by Sivardiere.” Their treatment
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is similar to ours, but the treatment given here
deals with all the magnetic structures, including
spirals, in a comprehensive way. We have also
used the density-matrix formalism to derive the
expressions for intensities of the diffracted beams
and thus have included the case of partially polar-
ized incident beams in our treatment.

In the following, we derive the dynamical theory
of neutron scattering from magnetic materials,
taking into account the spin of the neutron. We are
interested in quantities like the cross section, the
polarization of the diffracted beam, and the flip-
ping ratio. In the past, there have been applica-
tions of the dynamical theory of polarized neutrons
to specific models or materials. Hamilton® com-
puted the extinction effects of dynamical theory
treating the up and down components of the spin
of the neutron separately. Nityananda and Ram-
seshan® took a one-dimensional model of the
continuous magnetization density spiral and ar-
rived at the result that the direction of the spin
of the emerging neutron depended upon the length
of the spiral (or the thickness of the spiral mate-
rial). Felcher'® extended their results to the
spiral in three-dimensional space—a more real-
istic case. However, they did not take their spiral
to be made up of localized spins on a discrete lat-
tice, and some of the qualitative effects are lost
in this case. Brown!! has computed the flipping
ratio for Cr,0, essentially using Hamilton’s ap-
proach. Recently, Alperin'? reported some ex-
periments on rotation of the polarization for
Cr,0,. In the following, we give a systematic
development of the general theory. The basis of
our work is a paper by Ekstein,'®* and we aim at
extending the results of Blume? to dynamical the-
ory.
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14 DYNAMICAL THEORY OF THERMAL NEUTRON..

The arrangement of the material in this paper
is as follows. In Sec. I we determine the wave
function of the neutron in the crystal correspond-
ing to an incident neutron of definite energy. The
wave function is written as a linear combination
of degenerate eigenfunctions of the neutron inside
the crystal; all these eigenfunctions have energy
equal to the incident energy. For perfect crys-
tals, to which we limit our discussion, these
eigenfunctions are simply Bloch wave spinors
with different indices k. For simplicity we take
these Bloch waves in the plane-wave representa-
tion. In Sec. II, we determine the constant am-
plitudes of spinors by matching the total wave
functions to the incident wave and to the scattered
waves at the boundary of the crystal. Once the
wave function inside the crystal is determined,
the intensities, the change in the direction of
polarization, etc., can be easily found. We use
the density-matrix formalism to derive expres-
sions for these quantities.

Section III deals with the application of the
formalism to specific physical examples. We
also consider interference between nuclear and
magnetic scattering. Throughout the paper we
emphasize only those aspects of dynamical the-
ory which arise owing to the spinor nature of the
neutron. The Pendellosung effects which occur
in scalar theory are indicated but are not dis-
cussed in detail, as these are well known and have
been elaborated upon by many workers (for ex-
ample, Refs. 6 and 14).

1. SPINOR WAVE FUNCTION IN THE CRYSTAL

The Hamiltonian for the neutron in the crystal

is given by
kz
H——TV"’+V( X)+V,(%), (1)

where V, and V,, are the nuclear and magnetic
energies of the neutron, respectively, and, in gen-
eral, are operators in the neutron spin space. Fol-
lowing Ekstein,'® we take the wave function of the
neutron inside the crystal to be of the following
form:

zl)(i)= Z ei(E*’s‘)-i Z g i(Esd) X (xg > 2)

Xet

Here, the X, are constant (space-independent)
spinors corresponding to the reciprocal-lattice
vector g of the periodic potential. To take y, as
space independent does not pose any restriction
on the problem, because it can be easily seen
that for more than one nonzero term in the sum
(2) the spin of the neutron is a function of its posi-
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tion X. The spinor solution of Herring'® as em-
ployed by Nityananda® and Felcher!® to investigate
the diffraction from the spiral structures is a
special case of Eq. (2).

In order that y(X) be an eigenfunction of H with
energy E =7i% |k, |?/2m, the spinors y, must satisfy
an homogeneous algebraic equation

[([R+E[*- [k )1+ V(0] x

+> [V, -

g'#g

8+ V,(E- 8]k, =0

(3)

V,(&) and V() are Fourier transforms of the
potential energies V,(X) and V_(X) in units of
2m/%?. Equation (3) is the basic equation of dy-
namical theory and is exactly the same as that of
the band theory of solids except that here V, and
V.., instead of being scalars, are 2 X 2 matrices,
and the y ’s are two-component vectors in the
spin space of the neutron.

For unique solutions of y from the homogeneous
Eq. (3), K must satisfy the well-known vanishing
of the determinant condition

DetD =0, (4)

where the elements of D are
D;=( li;"'gi |2~ lﬁo lz)_];“’ v,(0)+V,(0),
Du = Vn(gi - E]) + Vm(gi - g,)

and 1 is a unit 2 X 2 matrix. Equatlon (4) cannot
be solved for all the components of k nor is it
necessary. From the boundary condmon of the
continuity of the wave function one of the condi-
tions which we obtain is that the tangential com-
ponent of K is the same as that of Eo. In order to
solve Eq. (4) for the normal component of K we
define the following parameters of dynamical
theory:

y=K'@, v,=&+g -7,
Ty=k,'#, Ty= (k +8) 7, (5)

g
rg=+[|iol - I k0+g :l Iz,

where # is the inward normal to the incident plane
f+X=0; note that in general I',+I'?.

It is possible to solve Eq. (4) and then Eq. (3)
for the n-beam case, but in the following we con-
centrate on the two-beam case because the Pendel-
losung phenomenon can be anticipated in the two-
beam case only. Then

. of X e of Xet
ll)(x)=e“"*< ’>+ef<w>-x< ’ > (6)
X4 Xet
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Matrix D for the two-beam case is a 4 X 4 matrix
and its elements in terms of smaller 2 X2 ma-
trices are

D11=(72— rg)l+V(o)y
Dy =y2-T2=[(y+g,) = T2]1+V(0), (7)
D,=V(0-g)=V(-g), D, =V(g-0)=V(+g).

Equation (4) is now an eighth-order polynomial
in y. That means that for an incident plane-wave
spinor represented by wave vector 120 there are
eight, in general different, plane-wave compo-
nents in the forward direction (y) and eight in the
diffracted direction (y,). However, in Laue trans-
mission geometry four of the wave vectors in
each of the two directions are merely reflections
from the boundary 7 *X=7. A detailed analy-
sis® 714 of the amplitudes of various components
shows that the reflected components are of negli-
gible amplitudes compared to the forward-travel-
ing ones. Now, if we take only four y’s and four
'yg’s as describing the state of the neutron inside
the crystal, then, the system of equations ob-
tained by invoking the continuity of the wave func-
tion and its normal derivative across both the
boundaries is an overdetermined system. How-
ever, for such a case, Zachariasen-type boundary
conditions,'® viz. (a) the total amplitude of the
forward traveling waves is equal to the incident
amplitude at 7 *X=0; and (b) no diffracted wave
enters the crystal from the incident side, are
physically and mathematically consistent.!” This
is the system of the boundary conditions which we
shall employ here. To a very good approximation
the four forward-traveling waves in the crystal
can be obtained by writing y=I'y+ 6 and neglecting
the second-order terms appropriately in Eq. (4).
For some special forms of the potentials and
geometry, the matrix D and hence the polynomial
DetD =0 take a simple form and give degenerate
solutions. An obvious example would be if all the
spin-flipping potentials were zero, corresponding
to the neglect of magnetic interactions altogether
and writing nuclear potentials in the scalar form.
Then one has to solve the following equation for
v:

[¥2-T3+V(0)][(r+g,)? - T2+ V(0)]
-V (+E)V, (-8 =0. (8)

This equation and its two forward-traveling y’s
give the Pendellosung phenomena of the scalar
theory.

For the magnetic crystal case when y has four
values corresponding to the traveling plane waves,
and for each of the values, the system of Eq. (3)
can be solved for the components x;, x;, Xt

and x,;. The wave function inside the crystal be-
comes

153) 24: ilri(kef) +Rot o %, ] xi
(X)) = e °n) +kot.x, :
=1 uy x4

i i
4 . . L [Uet Xt
+Ze[(r‘+gn)i-ﬁ+(ko+§)t'1n]< € R
i
Ugy Xt

i=1

(9

xi=uixd, xh=ubyxd, xdh=udixd

Every term in Eq. (9) is known except the four
arbitrary constants xi. In some physical cases
it may be more convenient to choose some other
components as arbitrary constants. In order to
calculate various parameters entering Eq. (9) we
have to know the explicit form of the potentials
V,and V, . These have been given by Halpern and
Johnson.!® We use them in the form given in Ref.
2 (B6). Equations of Ref. 2 henceforth will be de-
noted by (B6), (B7), etc.

For simplification, we shall assume the scalar
form of the nuclear potential, i.e., we shall ne-
glect that part of the potential which gives rise to
polarization in incoherent scattering. This as-
sumption has been made only to delineate the ef-
fects of magnetic scattering.

In the following we write the magnetic part of
the potential V,(g) for some cases of interest and
discuss features of the scattering from these po-
tentials in Sec. III.

A. Simple spiral of continuous magnetization density

This has been discussed by Felcher'® and
Nityananda® and we give results for comparison
with the spiral on a lattice.

- 2 0 itk
Vm(x)=47mNM?m§~< >,
e

i3 X 0

. 2m [ 0
V(5 G) = 4mu M 27 %.q).
) 0

G,=q

With this form of the interaction, where magnetiza-
tion is a continuous function, it is possible to dis-
cuss only (000)* satellites. For a particular peak,
say the + satellite

- 01 - 00
Vm(—q)=C< > vm<+q)=c< >;
00 10
V,(0)=0 for §#0 and C=4mru,M@m/n?).
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B. Ferromagnetic spiral due to spins on a lattice

When the magnetic properties of the crystal
can be described by ions having localized spins
on a lattice the potential is given by (B9)-(B11)

= _2m 2mh? 2ye? 1

Val¥G)= B m m,PV

« (z B 11y, (2B)G x5, x O)) - &,

i
(10)

We have used the notation of Ref. 2 except for a
change of sign in the definition of the Fourier
transform to make it agree with the conventional
definition. G is the general scattering vector at
which the peak is observed, and f; is the form
fgctor of the ion with the spin S;;=1),,S at the site
1,7).

v (3G =C Y eic - Tdy 0)(,,. G ¢Y];

1,i

(11)

= = _= L6 =
¢ ntom merv’ G- 6=0, (12)

Va0 =C (L7, 6 &4).
1,i

This expression shows that the component of the
spin along the direction of the scattering vector
does not contribute to magnetic scattering. This
is also obvious from Eq. (10). So far no fixed set
of coordinate axes has been chosen, nor has the
spin structure on the lattice been fixed. In this
sense expressions (11) and (12) are valid for an
arbitrary spin structure and any experimental
geometry.

For a spiral structure on a Bravais lattice

n,=3(fi.e® 1 +1,e71) sing+§ cosB,

where § is the wave vector of the spiral, 8 is the
angle that the spin direction makes with g, 7.

=, — ill,, #,=4, +ill,, and u, and u, are orthogonal
unit vectors perpendicular to §.

- -

For a + satellite around g, G=g+4,

vi(FG) =C:[3(@, G sing)(S - GY), (13)
and for a - satellite

Vv (+G)=C;[3(#, - G*) sinp] (3 GY), (14)

C;=Cf*(€+Q)), C;=Cf=E-).

This is the most general form of the potential.
However, in order to do computations for dynam-
ical theory we have to choose some geometrical

configuration. For illustration, we choose the
geometry employed by Koehler et al.*®

§=%2; G=3cosp+sing,

Vi(- B =C.l3s,- 3(s,cos¢ +s_ sing) sing]

~cos¢psing 2~ sin?¢
=%c_< . (19)

—-sin’¢  cos¢sing

This potential correctly gives the form factor of
Koehler et al.'® for unpolarized neutrons, i.e.,
$(1 +cos?p)f:. When ¢ is zero, i.e., when the
scattering vector G and spiral wave vector § are
parallel, we get the same form as in Sec. I A.

C. Ferromagnets and antiferromagnets

For ferromagnets as well as for antiferromag-
nets we can write V, from Eq. (11) as

N, +in,

F, is the form factor of the magnetic unit cell
and includes the geometrical structure factor,
which determines the selection rules for antifer-
romagnetic peaks. Here we have chosen é =%, a
convention different from that for spiral case.
Also,

0 n,-in,
V .(0)=CF,(0) )
n,+in, 0

and 7] is the direction of magnetization.

Vm(¢§)=CFm(¥§)< 0 ”x‘“’v). (16)
0

II. INTENSITY AND FINAL POLARIZATION

In this section we derive expressions for the
intensity and the state of polarization of the dif-
fracted beam for the two-beam case of dynamical
theory. The approach followed is a straightfor-
ward extension of the scalar neutron theory. First
we calculate the intensity for a fixed polarization
state of the incident beam and then derive the ex-
pressions for a par-ially polarized incident beam.
We consider the Laue transmission geometry ex-
plicitly, but calculations for the forward beam as
well as for the other experimental geometry
(Bragg reflection) are straightforward and are
given in Sec. III for specific spin structures.

In the Laue transmission geometry we take the
spinor wave function of the neutron in the exit
vacuum region to be

. Xet
b (§)=euro(;-ﬁ)+ko,-+i,.1 ( ¢
¢ Xet

. . L Xet
+ei[1",(x-ﬁ)+(k0¢s)t-x”] ,
Xeet
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where

et(roi-hio,-i,.)=e¢ko-i’

and, since T2+ |(k,+§),|?= |k, |?, v, () satisfies
the free space Schrodinger equation for a neutron
of energy 12 |k, |2/2m.

Since we have taken only four y’s (associated
with the forward-traveling waves) to specify the
wave function inside the crystal, in the following,
we apply approximate (Zachariasen-type) bound-
ary conditions and obtain

4 4

i= . iyi=
Z X3 = Xint s Zu; X;"X(n;y
i=1 i=1

4 4

i i—0- i i—
ZHHX?-O, Z“u xy=0.
i=z1 i=1

The above four inhomogeneous equations unam-
biguously determine the four constants x'; to give
uniquely the wave function inside the crystal.
Finally, from boundary conditions at the exit sur-
face 71 *X=T we obtain the amplitude of the dif-
fracted wave function in the exit region:

4 ; .
Z el Tu;f X;
i=z1
A =gienT . (18)

: irir, i i
i 13
S Tug X

i=1

The intensity of the diffracted beam, and con-
sequently the cross section (except for kinemat-
icalfactors)is ATA, and the orientation of the spin
of the neutron in the diffracted beam is given by
A'(z0)A.

The above procedure, exact for an incident beam
of unit polarization, can be easily cast into the
density-matrix formalism by defining an average
of the incident spinor over the various spin direc-
tions.? If |y) is a spinor representing an inci-
dent neutron, then the density matrix p of the inci-
dent neutron beam is defined by

p=(10{xDav >

where the ( ),, represents an average over the
neutrons in the incident beam. The density matrix
can be written generally as p=31+9 3, where
+p=(3 is the polarization of the incident beam;
similarly if ]x’) is the spin wave function of neu-
tron in the scattered beam then |x')=M |y), where
M is a 2 X2 matrix, and

o = (XXX Ny =MpM *

is proportional to the density matrix of the dif-
fracted beam.
In terms of the density matrix the cross section

is given by
do ,
= = =TrMoM*
70 Trp’=TrMp (19)

and the polarization vector of the diffracted beam
by
B_Trdp’ _TrsMpM’
2 Trp’ TrMpM' "~

(20)

The cross-section for an unpolarized beam would
be simply TrM'M. All the above quantities can be
easily computed once the matrix M, which gives
the amplitude of the diffracted spinor in terms of
the incident spinor of unit polarization, is known.
Various trace relations (B7) in the product ma-
trices of Pauli spin matrices facilitate this compu-
tation.

From the form of the amplitude of the diffracted
beam—Eq. (18)—one can note that since v, in
general, has four values, the usual feature of
dynamical theory associated with two distinct
values of v (Pendellosung phenomena) will not be
observed unless some special geometry or form
of the potential yields only two distinct values of
y. Second, the role played by the matrix M can
be compared with the role played by the interac-
tion potential V.?! Since in kinematical theory the
intensity formula is given by TrpV'V, we observe
that if the structure of the matrix M turns out to
be the same as that of V (for some special physi-
cal example and experimental geometry) the po-
larization features of the scattering will not show
any dynamical effects. More precisely, if M dif-
fers from V only by a thickness-dependent scale
factor, the final state of polarization P’ and the
flipping ratio will be given by the expressions of
kinematical theory.?? In effect, M plays the role
of a scattering matrix as compared to V of the
first Born approximation (kinematical theory).

Finally, the flipping ratio is defined as the ratio
of the intensities for two different directions of
the initial polarization. In many experiments one
measures first the intensity for the polarization
vector parallel to some preferred axis and then
antiparallel to the same axis. This defines two
density matrices p, and p_.. The ratio of the two
intensities, or flipping ratio, is

R=Trp M'M/Trp.M'M. (21)

III. PHYSICAL EXAMPLES

In the following we apply the techniques of dy-
namical theory developed above to three important
spin structures: spirals, ferromagnets, and anti-
ferromagnets. The main emphasis is on the dy-
namical effects in the polarization of the scattered
beam. We first consider two special cases of
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high-symmetry spirals and treat ferromagnets
and antiferromagnets in general in Sec. III A.
A. Spiral structures on a lattice

The potentials in the matrix D for a + satellite
are given by Eq. (15),

—cos¢p sing 2 - sin%¢
D].2= V-g:p . ’

- sin®¢  cos¢ sing
- cospsing - sin®¢
DuV..op* ( ” ‘).
2-sin’¢p cos¢ sing
with
p=3C.sinp=3Cf(~ (§+q))sinp
=27(2ve®/m c*)(v,)Sf. sinp

where v, is the volume per lattice site.

1. Case A

We take ¢ =0, i.e., § -G=1. This occurs when
the axis of the spiral (z axis) is parallel to the
scattering vector. This will be the case for the
(007) satellites of holmium.! Equations (3) are

(= Tx1+2px, =0, (¥*-T3yx,+0=0,
0+[(y+g,)* - I'2]x,4 =0,
2p*xy+[(x+g,)" - TZlx,=0.

The four solutions for y and the corresponding
arbitrary coefficients are

yhE=T,+ 6%
= gy (0% - T2 (e - T e L21)7
aT0 e ar? T+ 11
=IO 4= I" -2
Xye, X;» and ng-

From the form of the potential for the spiral (Sec.
I1A) and the above equations it follows that the
spiral in this configuration acts like a filter. And
the magnetic interaction favors the up component
of the spin in the forward direction, while only

the down component is found in the diffracted beam.

From the boundary conditions the amplitude of the
scattered beam is given by

0

A _=¢itnT unz,

g g inT AN T
I 4 ‘_ X e 71 +___e1.72 xin’
Ug

l_ugl

and the matrix M is

— ginT (giaT_ 1)<0 0

10

U
M= u!‘ Z‘
u“— gl

>=f(T)s-;

f(T)= u2 L ginT (gl 1),

T4 H

The cross section and final polarization are then

%—Tr 31+ D AH(Ds, LAT)s )

= AT P20 +p)),
B0 |y |siz - 36 -202),

or

= _ (1—%p2)/\
p 2—(1+PZ) z.

Therefore, we conclude that the polarization of

the diffracted beam is independent of the thick-
ness. In the above we have made use of the follow-
ing relations:

ForM=a+E~’s’ a.ndp=§1 3
Tr(pM'M) = |[*+ 5| B>+ 3B+ b - (B*x D),
Tr(8MpM') =3 a*B+ 5 aB*
Li[- B*x B+ (BxP)a*+(B*xP)al
+3@ BN B-D(B* B+ B B) B

Exactly the same calculations can be carried out
for the negative satellite, viz., G=g- @, and the
following results are obtained:

M=f(T)s,, L= |fD)[*a-p,),

= _o 1+3ps .
p' =2 —="=3.
1-p,

Two points concerning these results should be
noted. First, we obtain the same ratio of intensity
between the two satellites as obtained by kinemat-
ical theory (Ref. 2). Second, no dynamical effects
have appeared in the polarization dependence of
the intensity. This follows from our earlier as-
sertion (Sec. II) that no dynamical effects in polar-
ization will be observed if the matrices M and V
are proportional.

The matrix M, in the forward direction does,
however, show interesting properties. The am-
plitude of the forward spinor A,, for the + satel-
lite, is given by

eile g% esz
< w2 Z- ug‘ I Xint
A=

iCgT.
ero Xin‘

and



150 SUSHIL KUMAR MENDIRATTA AND M. BLUME 14

2 1
Joou u :
e"17< 5 et ——— £t r e:AT> 0

Mo= Ugy —Ugy Ugy—Ugy

0 eiI‘OT
=3f(T)1+f.(D)s,,

where

fulT) =e™ Ty —ul) 0y - ujye™7)

+oiTor)T]
’

with A =Yy = Yie Then
do _|FAD)|?, |£.D|?, 2.0, fuI2D,

T Af D2+ 80, £ =B 1.2+ 2| .| 2)

b= do/as
and
g oISt L 702 b 122 2( 1]

L+ 1A+, (f 2 fuf D

Here the polarization direction does depend upon
thickness, and we expect oscillations of polariza-
tion direction given by an extinction thickness
proportional to 1/A. For p=2,

PO 0 X5 5 VA
ARG TR

and for the opposite direction of polarization

DM (49 235 AL A
ARV ARSI RN )

The difference in the results for the forward
direction and the diffracted direction is due to the
fact that in the forward direction there is inter-
ference between the incident beam and the forward
scattered beam, while such interference does not
occur in the diffracted direction. All the above
results are also found for Bragg geometry, which
differs from Laue geometry only in the boundary
conditions.'® The diffracted amplitude A, and ma-
trix M for Bragg geometry are

0

1 .2 ,inyT i
ug‘ude 1 Xint »
irp T

A= uhul;ewz
irpyT _

- 7+
2 ir 2 1 ,ir. T
Ugy€ ut et € 17 Ugy€ —Ugie'L

00
Mg=f(T)<1 0> =f(T)s.,

UgyUZy @4T_1).
u,,e -U

AT)=-
Fal

Except for trivial changes, this gives the same
results as obtained for Laue geometry because M
is the same in both cases, except for the redefi-
nition of f(7).

2. Case B

This will be the approximate situation for the
(100)* satellites when [ is large (Ref. 19). In Laue
geometry, the amplitude of the diffracted wave is

given by
e""lT(l :AT) cf“gf <Xin* >,
ugf" Xin*
leading to
0 1
M,:f(T)< )=zf<T)s,,
-10

=AM, 7=26-2- )

This result is remarkable for the fact that the
cross section is independent of polarization, but
the final state of polarization is different from the
initial state. We also note that since the axis of
the spiral is perpendicular to the scattering vec-
tor, from the point of view of the magnetic inter-
action there is no preferred component of the
spinor. As a consequence, both the components,
up and down, are affected equally. Similar re-
sults can be easily obtained for the — satellite and
for the Bragg geometry.

3. Case C: spiral, general case: ¢ + 0 and ¢ # %ﬂ

As an illustration we give the formalism for
general potential when V(0) =0. Equations (3) are

(YZ - Fg)X’* V(_ §)X,= O ’ (22)
VE)x+[(y+g,)% - T2x,=0. (23)

For y=T,+ 6, 0 being a small deviation, Eqs. (22)
and (23) can be transformed to the following set of
eigenvalue equations

V. -

?xg=—26x; V.=V(-8); (24)
(ro?- -

1" =5 X+ ——r—-— Xe=—20X,; V,=V(H+§). (25)

4

The problem of determining y (or 6) is reduced
to solving the above eigenvalue problem. The
eigenvalues 6 (or the values of y) are given by

26T(20T 0+ T2 - T5) = 1,,,=0, (26)
where 1, , are eigenvalues of the matrix
=[p|A(1+ cos’¢)1 - 2cos*po, - sin2¢0, ],
27
2= |p|?(1 £ cos)?. (28)
Finally, from Eq. (26) we obtain the following four
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values of y:

1 r\. 1
y=To+ 4(1" —-1:—)*@([(1"0)2 2P

0

2

]pl (licosqb)) . (29)

If $+0 and ¢ #37, all the values of v are distinct. The neutron wave function inside the crystal is

1 1
2
¥(z) = (e“’]-gxl’ rei? zxz’) V= +(e 4133)“ + eirtz, 4 V=2,
Via Vie
1
1 ivkz 1 2, iv2z.,2 3,iv3z,,3 4, ivdz 4 (30)
=Vl vy - e X vueTEXR) - Vo y J, |@geTEXY rueTExY)
V].Z V12
ug=—[(y+g,)? - oIt >[20T0+ (TP - T2
Applying the boundary conditions,
1 1
ulu 1 .
Ap=V\V, - Yu-M (ew T~ 17'27')_2_6’.___2_)\ W [(Vie = X)X int = VieXint 1+ V. Vii=2, (3'74T— e'r’T)
V12 Vi
utud 1
X'Jf,i——;f m[(Vxx = M)Xint = VieXini |5
Vii- X, =V Xint V-2 -V Xint (31)
=f(DV, LA N IVACS W | +fs DVl (v, = 2)(Vy, = 1) _—— _
Vs 1= A1/ \ Xin+4 - Vs 1= A2/ \Xint

Within the small 6 approximation,

eirlT(l_eiAT) 1

f12(T) = 5A (Xl" )\2) l}

eiy‘*T(l_ e-iA'T) 1
D =g (32)
Asyioyt, Al=yioyt.

The matrix M for the diffracted beam is, finally,
given by

M= V[ 1f12(T)+A2f34(T)] (33)

It is easy to observe then that the diffracted inten-
sity

TrpM'M = Trp[Alf,,(T) + AL £ 3(T)]
xViv,[A xfxz(T)“‘Asz(T)]

is different from the kinematical expression
TrpV'V. If we define

A, f12(T)+ A, f:3,(T) =F(T)

then we observe that all the formulas of kinemati-
cal theory are valid if we compute them with a
new density matrix

p=F(T)pF'(T). (34)

r
The cross section and other quantities are given
by this new density matrix p. Also, if F(T)=£(T)4,

where f(7) is a scalar function, then there is no
thickness-dependent rotation of the polarization
direction of the incident beam as it passes through
the crystal, but the final direction of polarization
is different from that given by the kinematical ex-
pression TrpV '8V by a constant angle.

B. Ferromagnets and antiferromagnets

First, we find y (or 6) using techniques similar
to those used for spirals. The matrix D can be
easily written using the potentials given in Eq.
(16). Finding the values of 6 is equivalent to find-
ing the eigenvalues of the following partitioned
matrix:

<Coo(A+§-5) C.(A+B3) > (35)
\CA+B9) Cod+B-)+C,1
where
CF,(0) CF,(0) r2_T12
Co=— M C == M C, =-_f__¢,
00 2T, og '_ZF;_ 14 210
_CF B _CF-B)
Co=—=rv » &==3r, -

A=0, B=(n,, 7,,0). (See Sec. IIA for the con-
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vention.) We have written the matrix in this form
so that it may be applicable to a general case, in-
cluding the nuclear interaction.

We compute the matrix M by a procedure quite
similar to the one detailed in the preceding sec-
tions. The matrix M is given by

(flz(T) 0 >
M=ht n,
0 f34(T)

where & is a unitary matrix which diagonalizes the
Hermetian matrix

( 0 nx—iny>
Ne+1m, 0

The matrix % is the spin-z representation of the
rotation operator which brings the projection of
spin 7 onto the x-y plane (or more precisely the
vector [ - (5« 6)G]) into the z axis (or in the dir-
ection of G). If this projection makes an angle 8
with the x axis, then

e+iB/2 e-iB/z

ad 2, (36)
o*iBl/2 gmiB/2
T i

M—< S+ 34 (f12“f34)e'i3>
(fra=fse™®  fu+fa
=2(f12 +f3)1+ (fi2 = f34) (cosBs, + sinBs,) .

(37
The cross section is given by
292 = (| fual*+ D+ (| il = [ 7a])
Bli- @6)C] 8)

sin¢

Obviously, for P in the direction of the scattering
vector the last term is zero, and there is no po-
larization dependence of the scattering.

The flipping ratio for p in the scattering plane,
but perpendicular to Gis given by

R=(lflzlz+ |f34,2)+(lf12’2— |f34lz)(cosﬁ/Sin¢)'
('f12'2+ |f34,2)" (,flzlz— If34[2)(cosB/sincb)
(39)

In the above,

Sr2=f12(T) =ei'T.

(1 ~eia T)
—a O+

1- eiA'
S3a=fs(T) =ei73TL——A—'__T)-C+A2 ’

Ay, 2=%8ing.

C. Calculations for MnF,

For an antiferromagnet we obtain some inter-
esting results so far as rotation of the polarization
direction is concerned. We illustrate this by tak-
ing the case of MnF,. The various elements of the
matrix D are given by

D, = [ - T+ V,,(O)]l , Dpp=[lv+g,)?*- I‘§,+ V,,(O)]l ’

( Va(-8)
Dy,=

cF (- 8)(n, - im))
cF (- 8)(n,+in,) (40)

Val=8)

( V,(+8)
D,, =

cFy(+8)(n,~in,) ) _
cFy(+ ) (n,+in,)

V,+8)

We have studied this case in detail and therefore
have included nuclear potentials in the matrix D.
If we analyze a purely magnetic peak, i.e.,
V,(+g)=0, then the two equations [similar to Eq.
(26)] determining 6 are degenerate, leading to the
conclusion that | f,,|2=| f;|2 This will happen
only if the form factor of the ion is real and spher-
ical. In the following, we assume that covalency
effects and the nonsphericity of the form factor
can be neglected. Therefore, we observe that for
purely magnetic peaks the flipping ratio will be
one and the cross section will not depend upon the
polarization—a fact borne out by kinematical the-
ory also.

The strongest mixed peak in MnF, is (210). For
this peak the following numerical values of the
structure factors can be easily evaluated.?®

Fy(8) = - 4bg sin(2muh)sin(2muk) ,
u=0.31~73,

(hkl) =(210); by, the scattering length for flourine
ions, is 0.55 X 10™'% cm.

Fy(¥%)=1.39x10"" cm;
Fy(0)=2by, +4b;=1.52x10""% cm;

Byn=—0.36X 10712 cm ;

-> 2 22 i 4 1+
Fy-8) =Ly S(1 - i)y,
e

Taking f=0.7 and S=3 (Ref. 24)
F,(¥8)=3.8x10"*% cm

V=F X 4r/(v,); v,, the volume of the unit cell, is
114 A3, For illustration, we choose a simple ge-
ometry. We take a crystal oriented in the (001)
direction (the direction of 7) and analyze the (210)
peak in symmetrical Laue geometry, i.e., the
scattering vector G is parallel to the incident face
of the crystal. For this case eigenvalues A, and
X, are (Fy+F,)4n/v, and (F - F,)47/v,, respec-
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tively. At the peak

Az:lFN4“FM éz Al = FN'“FM éﬁ (41)
T, v’ T, vy’
and
1 . [|Fy+F,]| 4r
=~ sin( ¥ Tul “Zp
flz(T) 4 Sln< ZI‘O vo ) ’
1 . (|Fy=—Fyl 4n
f34(T)—:}'SIn< 21“,, UOT .

Next we compute the flipping ratio for p-H==1.
In this case P will be automatically perpendicular
to G if we choose it to be parallel to 7.

polfu@]?

IAGIE

2
- (Snte)
where
p=Fy/Fy,, x=(F,/2T)4n/v,)T.
For the (210) reflection of MnF,
Fy/F,=0.366~0.37.

The flipping ratio versus x is shown in Fig. 1,
where

x=0.033(AT/cosby) ,

A is in ;\, T is in um.

IV. CONCLUSION

We have extended the dynamical theory of dif-
fraction to include the effects of magnetic ordering
on the polarization dependence of the scattered
intensity and on the polarization of the scattered
beam. The theory is given for arbitrary magni-
tude and direction of incident polarization, and for
arbitrary spin arrangement.

The theory appears very similar to kinematical
theory except that the interaction potential V be-
tween neutron and crystal is replaced by a matrix
which can be written as a product of V and some
thickness-dependent matrix F(7). Calculations of
M have been carried out in detail, for the case of

0 0| o 0 ®
i £ VA S
1 2 3 4
x—>
| ! L 1 |
0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
T (um)

FIG. 1. Flipping ratio R for MnF, (210) peak in sym-
metrical Laue configuration. x is a dimensionless pa-
rameter (see text). Thickness T is for incident neutrons
of wavelength 2.5 A.

spiral spin structures, ferromagnets, and anti-
ferromagnets. Intensity as well as final polariza-
tion states have been computed for some impor-
tant experimental geometries. When M contains
the thickness dependence as a scalar multiple then
there is no rotation of the spin direction of the
neutron as it comes out of the crystal after passing
through the magnetic structure. In this aspect the
results presented here are different from those of
Nityananda, for simple spiral structures. In sim-
ple spirals, there is no rotation in the forward
diffracted beam, but the forward transmitted beam
does undergo a rotation of the spin direction which
depends upon the thickness. In the case of an anti-
ferromagnet on a body- centered lattice (e.g.,
MnF,) there is a rotation of the spin direction only
for mixed peaks, i.e., those peaks where both
magnetic and nuclear interactions contribute.
Throughout this paper we have concentrated on
the phenomenon of rotation of the spin of the neu-
tron and, therefore, have not discussed such top-
ics as depolarization of the diffracted beam, for
example. However, the formulation presented is
general and these effects can be readily computed.
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