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Experimental investigation of thermal emittance components of copper photocathode
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With progress of photoinjector technology, thermal emittance has become the primary limitation of
electron beam brightness. Extensive efforts have been devoted to study thermal emittance, but
experiment results differ between research groups and few can be well interpreted. Besides the ambiguity
of photoemission mechanism, variations of cathode surface conditions during cathode preparation, such
as work function, field enhancement factor, and surface roughness, will cause thermal emittance
differences. In this paper, we report an experimental study of electric field dependence of copper
cathode quantum efficiency (QE) and thermal emittance in a radio frequency (rf) gun, through which in
situ cathode surface parameters and thermal emittance contributions from photon energy, Schottky
effect, and surface roughness are extracted. It is found the QE of a copper cathode illuminated by a
266 nm UV laser increased substantially to 1.5 X 10~* after cathode cleaning during rf conditioning, and
a copper work function of 4.16 eV, which is much lower than nominal value (4.65 eV), was measured.
Experimental results also show a thermal emittance growth as much as 0.92 mm mrad/mm at 50 MV /m
due to the cathode surface roughness effect, which is consistent with cathode surface morphology

measurements.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Photoinjector technology has witnessed enormous im-
provements during the past decade [1-6] and its sensa-
tional beam brightness has enabled the success of linac
coherent light sources (LCLS) [7], the first hard x-ray free
electron laser, and many other light sources [8,9]. With
interests growing on compact and high duty factor free
electron laser light sources [10,11], both peak and average
beam brightness of photoinjector need further upgrade.
While the average beam brightness relies on high average
power laser system and high quantum efficiency (QE)
photocathodes [12], the peak beam brightness is limited
by the rf gun acceleration gradient and thermal emittance
[13]. The acceleration gradient is boosted by moving to
higher frequencies, such as X-band and C-band [14,15],
and a gradient of 200 MV/m has been realized in an
X-band rf gun [14], which is predicted by simulation to
deliver an electron beam with beam brightness a factor of
~5 higher than that from the LCLS photoinjector [16].
Thermal emittance depends on a lot of factors, and first of
all the photoemission mechanism, surface photoemission,
or volume photoemission [17]. Surface photoemission
mediated by a p polarized laser or surface plasmon is
expected to enhance the cathode QE and meanwhile
keep a small thermal emittance [18-21], which is
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ideal for photoinjector cathode. The volume photo-
emission cathode, as the current workhorse of
photoinjectors, is extensively studied [12]. Volume photo-
emission thermal emittance depends on photon energy,
cathode work function, Schottky effect, and surface
roughness [22-26], and it was proposed to minimize
the thermal emittance by matching the photon energy
with the effective work function at the sacrifice of QE
[27,28].

Experimental studies of photoemission emittance are
rich but diverge between research groups, and few can be
well interpreted [12], even for the most commonly
studied copper cathode [6,29]. One possibility for ther-
mal emittance data divergence is the variations of cath-
ode surface conditions, such as work function, field
enhancement factor, and surface roughness, which may
be caused by different cathode preparation techniques
and working conditions. The uncertainties of work func-
tion and field enhancement factor will cause variations in
both QE and thermal emittance. Surface roughness not
only increases the field enhancement factor, but also
introduces a transverse electric field that increases the
transverse energy of the electron, which finally causes
thermal emittance growth [24-26]. In this paper, electric
field dependence of QE and thermal emittance of copper
are measured in a photocathode rf gun, and thermal
emittances contributed by the gap between photon energy
and work function, Schottky effect, and surface rough-
ness are numerically fitted, which in turn extract work
function and field enhancement factor. The rest of
this paper is organized as follows: Section II explains
the models of QE and thermal emittance. Section III
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introduces the experiment setup and beam parameter
optimizations. Section IV presents the experiment results
and discussions.

II. MODEL OF QE AND THERMAL EMITTANCE

The QE of a metal photocathode near the photoemission
threshold can generally be expressed in the following form
[22]:

2
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where hw is photon energy, ¢ is effective work function,
Ep is Fermi energy, R is laser reflection, Ay is laser
absorption length, and A,_, is electron-electron scattering
mean-free path. In most cases of photoinjector, photon
energy is kept constant, and ¢ is varied in a small range
due to Schottky effect. When hw is near ¢.¢, Eq. (1) can
be approximated as
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where ¢,, is work function, S is field enhancement factor,
and E is the electric field at cathode. Numerical calcu-
lations show coefficient A is insensitive to E between 10
and 100 MV/m, and /QE is linearly proportional to v/E,
so p can be extracted by measuring electric field depen-
dence of QE. The gap between photon energy and work
function can be evaluated by the Schottky effect, as in
Eq. (3), which gives an upper limit of cathode work
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Equation (3) is numerically tested on a copper model with
parameters shown in Table I of Ref. [22]. The field
enhancement factor is assumed to be one, and electric
field is varied between 10 and 60 MV/m. QE is calcu-
lated by Eq. (1), and p is linearly fitted according to the
model of Eq. (2). The work function calculated by Eq. (3)
is 4.35 eV, which is very close to the set value of 4.31 eV.

Within the 3-step model theory for volume photoemis-
sion [22], the thermal emittance due to excessive photon
energy is formulated in Eq. (4),
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where o, 1S rms laser spot size on the cathode.
Considering the copper example in Table I of Ref. [22],
Eq. (4) predicts a thermal emittance of 0.73 mm mrad/mm.
The practical cathode has surface roughness, and the
roughness induced emittance growth has been theoretically
studied in many papers [24-26]. Considering a simplified
two dimensional (2D) roughness model, as in Eq. (5),

= acos(Zw%), 5

where a is roughness amplitude and A is roughness period.
Because of surface roughness, the local surface normal
direction is divergent relative to the macrocathode surface,
so is the electron emission angle and electric field termi-
nated on the surface, which increase transverse energy of
the electrons and thus the thermal emittance. The total
thermal emittance after considering the emission angle
diffusion due to the microsurface roughness is

€, “2D,roughness — 5 , : (6)
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where 6 is the angle between the microsurface normal and
macrosurface normal, pjoca .y and pjoc, . are the momenta
parallel and perpendicular to the microsurface, respec-
tively. Following Eq. (4),
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Then Eq. (6) can be written as
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assuming a roughness pattern of @ = 100 nm and A =
10 pm, and Eq. (6) predicts a thermal emittance increase
no more than 0.3%, which is negligible.

When 277/A < 1, the electric field near the microsur-
face could be approximated as [30]

2
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Then the maximum surface enhancement factor is
Boax =1+ 2%. (12)

Emittance growth induced by transverse electric field is
formulated as [25,26]

E-field 2 2
AS2D roughness __ em a_ (13)
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Since the transverse energy imparted to the electrons is
linearly proportional to electric field intensity, the trans-
verse momentum growth is square root proportional to E,
as shown in Eq. (13). Assuming the same roughness pattern
mentioned above and a typical gradient of 50 MV /m in the
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rf gun, Eq. (13) predicts an emittance growth of
0.69 mm mrad/mm, which is remarkable. Since a practical
surface roughness is more complex than Eq. (5), the emit-
tance growth induced by transverse electric field can be
formulated as

E-field
A 8roughness — XgE 14
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where X, is the unknown geometry factor of the roughness
emittance.

Based on the above analysis, if the roughness emittance
growth due to emission angle diffusion [Eq. (9)] is
neglected and there is little correlation between emittances
caused by photoexcitation [Eq. (4)] and roughness
[Eq. (13)], the total thermal emittance is

total
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From Eq. (15), we can see the relationship between square
of the total thermal emittance and +/E is a parabola. If the
total thermal emittance is characterized as a function of E,
work function, field enhancement factor, and roughness
emittance can be numerically fitted, and this will help
understand the cathode status and thermal emittance data.
When the surface roughness pattern is defined, such as that
in Eq. (5), field enhancement factor 8 and the geometry
factor X, are correlated, and they cannot be viewed as
independent parameters. The practical roughness pattern
is random, as shown later in Sec. IV, so the correlation
between the field enhancement factor and the geometry
factor varies with the roughness pattern. In the following,
the two factors are taken as independent parameters in the
thermal emittance model fitting.

It is well known that parabola fitting is very sensitive to
errors if data points are not distributed at both sides of the
bottom of the parabola, just like the emittance fitting in
quadruple or solenoid scan. Unfortunately, direct fitting of
Eq. (15) falls into the sensitive category. A simulation of
such a direct fitting is done numerically, and the nominal
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TABLE I. Nominal parameters of a copper cathode for thermal
emittance model fitting simulation.

Parameter Value
hw 4.86 eV
b, 4.31 eV
B 1.5
ASE‘ﬁe]d

roughness
Tlaser

0.57 wm/mm at 50 MV/m

parameters are shown in Table I. Thermal emittance is
assumed to be measured with laser-rf phases of 10, 20,
30, 40, and 50 deg from zero crossing in a rf gun with peak
gradient of 50 MV /m, and thermal emittance values are
calculated by Eq. (15), while a 5% (rms) measurement
error is added. The histogram of 10 000 numerical tests is
shown in Fig. 1, which is obviously no good. Except
work function, the fitting results of maximum probability
for field enhancement factor and surface roughness emit-
tance are far away from the nominal values listed in
Table I.

If the QE fitting [Eq. (2)] result is employed, Eq. (15)
can be rewritten as

total 2 1
<8thermal) _ > <€ €B (]7 + \/E) + XgE) (16)
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The parameters to be fitted are left with only the field
enhancement factor 8 and the roughness emittance coeffi-
cient X,, and Eq. (16) is not a pure parabola fitting any-
more, thus is expected to be less sensitive to emittance
error. A simulation of Eq. (16) fitting (Fig. 2) is done with
the same conditions as that for Fig. 1, and the fitting results
are much better with a tighter distribution around the
nominal value. Besides, by adding reasonable experimen-
tal errors to p, the sensitivity of Eq. (16) fitting to error
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FIG. 1. 10* simulated fitting for model of Eq. (15) with 5%
(rms) emittance data error: (a) histogram of work function fitting
results, (b) histogram of field enhancement factor fitting results,

and (c) histogram of roughness emittance fitting results at
50 MV/m.
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FIG. 2. 10* simulated fitting for model of Eq. (16) with 5%
(rms) emittance data error: (a) histogram of work function fitting
results, (b) histogram of field enhancement factor fitting results,
and (c) histogram of roughness emittance fitting results at
50 MV/m.

of p is found to be low. In the following sections, Eq. (16)
will be applied in a thermal emittance model fitting
experiment.

III. EXPERIMENT SETUP AND OPTIMIZATION

Tsinghua University has been developing Thomson scat-
tering x-ray sources, and a ~45 MeV photoinjector was
built, which consists of a Brookhaven National Lab type
S-band rf gun, a Stanford Linear Accelerator Center type 3
meter traveling wave linac, and a terawatt Ti:sapphire laser
system [31]. The thermal emittance measurement was
done at the front end of the Thomson scattering beam
line (Fig. 3), and electron beam is generated by a near
normal incident UV laser (266 nm) on a copper cathode.
Beam charge is measured with a Faraday cup, and thermal
emittance is measured by a solenoid scan technique
[29,32], which consists of the combination of the gun
solenoid and a YAG screen (100 wm thick) 105 cm down-
stream the cathode.

Photocathode rf gun emittance consists of thermal emit-
tance, rf emittance, and space charge emittance [33],
and in order to measure thermal emittance at gun exit by
solenoid scan, both rf and space charge emittance have to
be reduced. For space charge emittance reduction, the

average energy of dark current is lower than the photo-
electrons, and the interference of dark current with photo-
electron beam size measurement exists when dark current
is focused on the YAG screen, so solenoid strength is kept
away from this region as much as possible during emit-
tance measurement.

The rf effect induced emittance growth is squarely de-
pendent on bunch length [33], and the actual growth with
UV laser pulse length is studied by ASTRA simulations [35],
which show a pulse length less than 1 ps (FWHM) will
hold the maximum rf emittance growth at 40 deg gun phase
less than 5%. A UV pulse length of ~100 fs (FWHM) is
employed in our experiment and accordingly beam charge
is lowered to ~0.1 pC to reduce the space charge effect.
The experiment parameters are summarized in Table II.

To facilitate such a low charge experiment, a high sen-
sitivity electron multiplying (EM) CCD camera is em-
ployed for beam profile imaging [36]. The EMCCD
features large EM gain (1-1000), 16-bit digitization, and
low read noise (< le™), which enables imaging of a large
dynamic range and is ideal for low charge beam profile
imaging.

TABLE II. Thermal emittance experiment settings.
Parameter Value
UV wavelength 266 nm
UV distribution Gaussian
UV spot size (rms) 0.2-0.4 mm
UV pulse length (FWHM) ~100 fs
Beam charge ~0.1 pC
rf gun gradient 40 MV/m

rf gun phase 10-40 degree
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IV. EXPERIMENT RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

The experiment was conducted in May and August of
2011; in between the gun vacuum was degraded due to
improper vacuum restore after a new part installation at the
gun exit region. After the vacuum accident, 1f breakdowns
occurred frequently when the gun operated at ~75 MV/m
with 10 Hz repetition rate. The gun was rf conditioned for
about one month before the original performance was
restored.

A. QE measurement

QE was measured before and after the vacuum acci-
dent, but QE dependence on the electric field was only
measured after the accident. The QE data and fitting to
Eq. (2) is shown in Fig. 4. The copper cathode QE rose
by a factor of ~3.5 to 10™# after gun conditioning, which
is the highest QE reported at this wavelength for a copper
cathode [37]. The increase of the cathode QE during
gun conditioning is also observed in other groups
[5,38], which indicates gun conditioning along with rf
breakdowns or high intensity UV laser illumination on
the cathode has similar effects as ion cleaning or laser
cleaning [37,39]. The QE fitting to Eq. (2) shows p =
12.2 + 1.3 (MV/m)'/2, and this means the upper limit
of ¢, is 420 = 0.05 eV after the cathode cleaning.
The work function upper limit is much lower than the
nominal 4.65 eV of polycrystalline copper [40], and a
similar phenomenon was reported for both copper and
other metals after ion cleaning [37,40,41]. It is well
known that the work function is sensitive to crystal
structure and perfection, and ion bombardment damage
can produce work function reduction on the order of
several hundred meV [40,41]. The low work function in
our experiment may be caused by the aggressive ion
bombardment during rf breakdowns, and is also sup-
ported by the highest QE for copper measured at this
wavelength [37].
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0.014+ Linear fit 1
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FIG. 4. QE before and after the vacuum accident.

B. Thermal emittance measurement and
model fitting

Emittance fitting is sensitive to beam size calculation,
and different methods for beam profile image processing,
such as background noise subtraction and beam tail cut-
ting, have been developed, out of which emittance results
could differ as much as 50% [42]. In this paper, the beam
size calculation algorithm for both electron and UV laser is
similar to that used at LCLS, and a 5% area cutoff beam
profile is applied [5].

The thermal emittance was compared before and after
the vacuum accident, and a thermal emittance increase
following the QE change was observed. As shown in
Fig. 5, thermal emittance increased from 0.83 to
0.95 mm mrad/mm at a gradient of 25.7 MV/m.

After QE increase, thermal emittances corresponding to
different electric fields were measured by changing the
photoemission gun phase (Fig. 6), and fitting of Eq. (16)
extracted cathode parameters, as shown in Table III. The
fitting results show the online copper work function
(4.16 eV) is much lower than its nominal value
(4.65 eV), and the thermal emittance at 50 MV/m
(1.17 mm mrad/mm) is mainly contributed by roughness
emittance (0.92 mm mrad/mm).

0.30 T T T
O after QE increase
0.25{ —— 0.95+0.01 pm/mm 4
0.20 i
'E 0.15- |
=
w
== 0.104 4
0.051 O before QE increase |
0.83+0.01 um/mm
0.00 T T T
0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4

UV rms size [mm]

FIG. 5. Thermal emittance increase following QE change at
25.7 MV /m.

[um/mm]

laser

yelo

0.6 O thermal emittance data p
—— thermal emittance model fitting

0.5 T T T T
0 10 20 30 40 50

Electric field at photoemission [MV/m]

FIG. 6. Fitting of thermal emittance model by Eq. (16).
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C. Cathode surface morphology measurement
and analysis

The photocathode rf gun was removed from the
Thomson scattering beam line during a gun upgrade in
March 2012, and the cathode was taken out for examina-
tion. The cathode surface is finished by off-axis diamond
turning, and the cathode center was mirrorlike when put
into the gun. After over three years of operation, the
cathode center has been damaged, and surface defects are
visible. A similar phenomenon was also observed for the
first cathode of the LCLS gun [43]. The more detailed
surface morphology measured by the white light interfer-
ometer is shown in Fig. 7, and shows nonuniform surface
damage distribution. The typical undamaged surface, such
as Fig. 7(d), shows an rms roughness of 36.5 nm, and the
typical damaged surface, such as Fig. 7(c), shows an rms
roughness of 1420 nm, which is a factor of 39 larger. For a
first order analysis of the cathode roughness effect by
Egs. (12) and (13), surface heights along the dashed line
of Figs. 7(c) and 7(d) are lined out, and Fourier analysis
gives the spatial frequencies and corresponding ampli-
tudes, which were used to calculate field enhancement
factor and roughness emittance growth, as shown in
Figs. 8 and 9. For the damaged surface (Fig. 8), the field
enhancement factor is between 1 and 1.2, and the rough-
ness emittance is between 0 and 3.5 mm mrad/mm. For the
undamaged surface (Fig. 8), the field enhancement factor
is between 1 and 1.01, and the roughness emittance is
between 0 and 0.15 mmmrad/mm. Compared with the
thermal emittance fitting results (Table III), the roughness
emittance theory predicts bigger roughness emittance for
the damaged surface and smaller roughness emittance
for the undamaged surface. Since the area illuminated by
the UV laser consists of both damaged and undamaged

Zrange: 10.36 um Zrange: 12.37 um

Y range: 2.57 mm
Y range: 638 um

Xrange: 857 um
Zrange: 201.8 nm

Xrange: 3.46 mm

Zrange: 12.86 um
b

Y range: 128 um
Y range: 128 um

L (d)

Xrange: 173 um Xrange: 173 um

FIG. 7. Cathode surface morphology measured by a white light
interferometer, and rms roughnesses are (a) 233 nm, (b) 653 nm,
(c) 1420 nm, and (d) 36.5 nm.

surfaces, the roughness emittance should be a weighted
average of the two, which is consistent with the measured
roughness emittance of 0.92 mm mrad/mm. The above
comparison shows Eq. (13) is effective in a first order
evaluation of the cathode roughness emittance.
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FIG. 8. Surface roughness analysis of the dashed line in

Fig. 7(c): (a) surface perturbation profile, (b) spatial frequency
spectrum, (c) field enhancement factor, and (d) roughness emit-
tance growth at 50 MV /m.
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FIG. 9. Surface roughness analysis of the dashed line in
Fig. 7(d): (a) surface perturbation profile, (b) spatial frequency
spectrum, (c) field enhancement factor, and (d) roughness emit-
tance growth at 50 MV /m.
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TABLE III. Cathode parameters extracted from thermal emit-
tance model fitting.

Parameter Value
Work function ¢, 4.16 = 0.05 eV
Field enhancement factor 8 1.2+0.2

Roughness emittance 0.92 = 0.05 mm mrad/mm
at 50 MV/m

Thermal emittance due to
excessive photon energy
Thermal emittance due to
Schottky effect at 50 MV/m

Total emittance at 50 MV/m

0.57 + 0.03 mm mrad/mm
0.44 = 0.02 mm mrad/mm

1.17 = 0.05 mm mrad/mm

V. SUMMARY

This work presents a method to study in situ cathode
parameters and surface roughness induced thermal emit-
tance growth without any initial assumption of cathode
work function or surface enhancement factor, which is
common in other thermal emittance studies [28,29]. By
measuring the electric field dependence of QE and thermal
emittance, work function, surface enhancement factor, and
roughness emittance can be extracted, which not only
explains the thermal emittance data but also indicates
where the thermal emittance growth comes from.
Besides, fitting results can be employed to predict thermal
emittance at the higher electric field. This method was
implemented on a copper cathode, and reveals a work
function of 4.16 = 0.05 eV, which is much lower than
the nominal value of 4.65 eV, and a roughness emittance
as much as 0.92 mm mrad/mm at 50 MV /m. These values
explain a high QE (~1.5X107%) and a big thermal
emittance for our copper cathode. This method is also
applicable for investigating other cathodes whose QE and
thermal emittance can be expressed in the form of
Egs. (2) and (15).

The cathode morphology is measured off-line by a white
light interferometer, which shows severe surface damages
and further explains the big roughness emittance, and a first
order analysis of the roughness emittance by Eq. (13) is
consistent with the emittance measurement results.
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