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The paper explores the Rutherford scattering shadow in an entire class of comoving frames—inertial
frames moving along the initial projectile direction—of which the laboratory frame, where the
target is initially at rest, is a representative example. The paper is a continuation of the previous
work addressing the scattering shadow in the fixed-target and the center-of-mass frame. It is shown
that the transition from these frames is technically quite involved, due to the scattering shadow
forming at an infinite distance from an initial target position. The central procedure involves
solving the 5th degree polynomial as a part of an associated extremization procedure. The shadow
existence itself is subject to certain conditions, dependent on a given comoving frame. A new and
unexpected phenomenon is found within a certain set of comoving frames, including the laboratory
frame itself. It consists of a phase transition between an entirely smooth type of shadow and the
one characterized by a formation of a sharp edge.

I. INTRODUCTION

The famous historical experiments by Geiger and
Marsden [1–3], dealing with the scattering of α-particles
by thin metal foils, are appropriately considered not only
as the turning points in physics, but also as the turning
points of a rare kind in the development of the modern
civilization. These experiments have, in a most direct
manner and for the first time in a history of mankind,
allowed Rutherford to reveal the inner structure of the
atom [4], thus discovering the existence of the atomic nu-
cleus and ushering the age of nuclear technology. Aside
from the obvious social benefits of having discovered a
novel and usable source of energy, these achievements
have inadvertently had an unprecedented influence upon
our understanding of the entire universe—from a very
start of its existence (the primordial nucleosynthesis) to
the origin of life on Earth (the stellar nucleosynthesis
from the Sun, as a source of all life-sustaining energy on
Earth).

In a recent work [5] a remarkable feature of this
scattering—nowadays known as the Rutherford scatter-
ing and understood to be the scattering the electric
charges due to the Coulomb interaction—was analyzed in
some detail. This feature consist in the repulsive Ruther-
ford scattering casting a proverbial shadow, shielding
(under appropriately defined conditions) an entire por-
tion of space from admitting any charged particle trajec-
tory. The form of this shadow was first investigated in
the fixed-target frame and the center-of-mass frame, and
was shown to be paraboloidal in both frames. Though
the Rutherford scattering itself is a regular subject of
(under)graduate physics courses, as a very cornerstone of
nuclear physics, and though its shadowing effect is at the
center of a material surface investigation method known
as Low-Energy Ion Scattering Spectroscopy [6, 7], the
shadowing feature seems to be little known throughout
the educational literature. And all this despite it being
fully within the mathematical capabilities of any (un-
der)graduate student in physical sciences. The latest at-
tempt at rekindling the interest in this worthy educa-
tional subject has already attracted attention and has
lead to further illuminating expositions [8, 9]. We have

high hopes that all these efforts will lead to a widespread
recognition of this topic’s deserved place in physical stud-
ies.

There have been earlier isolated attempts at drawing
attention to the Rutherford scattering shadow [10–13],
mostly limited to the fixed-target frame—an accelerated
frame of the charged target itself, where the target is at
rest at all times. One of the earliest such references, by
Adolph et al. [10], comments upon the particle trajec-
tories in the laboratory frame—an inertial frame where
the charged target is at rest only at the initial moment—
stating that ‘the construction of the orbits [in the labora-
tory frame] is beyond the reach of simple geometry.’ We
will obtain these trajectories by a Galilean transforma-
tion of the trajectories from the fixed-target frame. Even
more generally, we will analyze it within an entire class of
comoving frames, consisting of any inertial frame moving
in an appropriate direction, with the constant speed rela-
tive to the center-of-mass frame, i.e. to the particle-target
system as a whole.

We adopt here a classical nonrelativistic approach. We
hope to demonstrate that many, to our knowledge new
results may yet be gained within this approach. We will
show that, as far as the Rutherford scattering shadow is
concerned, the transition between the frames in relative
motion is not just a technical challenge from which no fur-
ther insight could be gained. Quite the contrary: in oppo-
sition to the naive idea that the scattering shadow in the
comoving frame might be obtained by some simple ma-
nipulation of the parabolic shadow from the fixed-target
frame, we will find that: (1) several technical challenges
appear, consisting of a divergent integral and the 5th de-
gree polynomial; (2) the resulting shadow is no longer
parabolic; (3) the scattering shadow cannot form in just
any inertial frame; (4) there appears a qualitative alter-
ation in the shadow behavior, akin to a certain type of
phase transition, consisting in a formation of a sharp edge
along the shadow caustic.

We face some instructive challenges in the derivation
of the projectile trajectories (restricted to Appendix A).
The first challenge is the appearance of a divergent in-
tegral, that we overcome by a careful and disciplined
parametrization of the emerging divergence. The second
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challenge is the necessity for finding numerical solutions
to the 5th degree polynomial, since there exists no so-
lution in radicals for a general polynomial of a degree
greater than 4. There is a certain educational benefit in
the ability to demonstrate the practical utilization of the
modern computer resources in solving a particular, very
well defined physical problem, appropriate even at lower
levels of the (under)graduate studies where the Ruther-
ford scattering is a regular subject.

Returning to the issue of the nonrelativistic approach,
there is a rich discussion to be had, carried out in Sec-
tion II. In Section III we illustrate the procedure for ob-
taining the projectile trajectories in the comoving frame.
The technical derivation is presented in Appendix A.
In Section IV a procedure for obtaining the scattering
shadow from these trajectories is presented. Section V
addresses and identifies the necessary conditions for the
existence of the scattering shadow. Section VI focuses on
the laboratory frame, as one of the most prominent ex-
amples of comoving frames. Section VII summarizes the
main conclusions of this work.

This paper is accompanied by the Supplementary note,
expanding upon the main material presented herein. We
stress that this paper is self-contained and that address-
ing the Supplementary note is by no means necessary for
following the main content. Still, the Supplementary note
offers deep, exciting and—to our knowledge—many novel
expositions of various aspects of the repulsive Rutherford
scattering in the comoving frame, to be appreciated by
an interested reader.

II. THE (NON)RELATIVISTIC TREATMENT

In the laboratory frame the charged target is put into
motion by the recoil, which leads both to the transfor-
mation of its electric field and the additional induction of
the magnetic field. The electric field transforms not only
due to the target’s non-zero speed, but also obtains a ra-
diative component due to the target’s acceleration. This
is clearly seen from a well known, relativistically correct
expression for the electric field of an arbitrarily moving
point charge [14, 15]:

E(r, t) =
q

4πε0

[
n̂− β

γ2K3R2
+

n̂× ((n̂− β)× a)

c2K3R

]

τ

, (1)

where q is the value of the charge and ε0 is the vac-
uum permittivity. With R as a position-vector of a point
at which the field is to be calculated (r) relative to the
position of the point charge (r′): R = r− r′ = R n̂, the
terms R and n̂ appearing in (1) are its norm and unit di-
rection, respectively: R = |R| and n̂ = R/R. Alongside
v = dr′/dt as the velocity of the point charge, a = dv/dt
as its acceleration and c as the speed of light in vac-
uum, β = v/c is the standard relativistic notation, to-
gether with the Lorentz factor γ = (1− β · β)−1/2 and
K = 1− n̂ · β. Finally, [·]τ denotes that all quantities
within the square brackets are to be calculated at the
retarded time τ such that τ +R(τ)/c = t, since it takes
finite time for the information to propagate from r′ to r.
It is to be noted that the first term in square brackets

(∝ 1/R2) is the field transformation solely due the mo-
tion of the charge, while the second one (∝ 1/R) is the
radiative component due to its acceleration. This separa-
tion of contributions to the electric field due to the ‘levels’
of motion is even more clearly seen from an equivalent
Feynman’s formula [16]:

E(r, t) =
q

4πε0

([
n̂

R2

]

τ

+
[R]τ
c

d

dt

[
n̂

R2

]

τ

+
1

c2
d2[n̂]τ

dt2

)
,

(2)
where the first term is evidently the pure Coulomb field
(electrostatic in form), the second term takes into ac-
count the general motion of the charge, while only the
third term may produce the dependence upon the charge
acceleration. The associated magnetic field of the point
charge may be calculated from its electric field as:

B(r, t) =
[n̂]τ ×E(r, t)

c
. (3)

It is worth noting that in case of the charge moving with
the constant velocity, (3) may also be expressed as:

Ba=0 =
β ×Ea=0

c
. (4)

This is easily seen since applying the vector products
from either relation leaves only β× n̂ in place of the first
term from (1). In fact, the relation from (4) holds not
only for the point charge, but for any charge distribution
moving with the constant velocity [17].

If we were to calculate the scattering trajectories by
solving the relativistic equations of motion in the labora-
tory (or any other inertial) frame, we would simply use
the correct field expressions (1) and (3), properly tak-
ing into account all aspects of the field transformations
(the departure from the electrostatic form, the induction
of the magnetic field and the appearance of the radia-
tive component). However, would we have to account for
these effects if we treated the problem nonrelativistically,
staying within the confines of Galilean mechanics? This
can be judged based on the relative magnitude between
the electric and magnetic forces in a given frame. In the
nonrelativistic case any effect from the charge acceler-
ation upon the electric field from (1) is suppressed by
1/c2, thus being negligible. In the absence of this term
the magnetic field may be expressed as in (4), mean-
ing that for the nonrelativistic charge it always holds
B ≈ v ×E/c2. Now it is simple enough to inspect the
relative magnitude between the forces exerted upon the
charged projectile (p) by the charged target (t):

FB

FE
=
|qpvp ×Bt|
|qpEt|

∝ vpvt

c2
. (5)

Thus, in the nonrelativistic limit (vp, vt � c) the Lorentz
force is negligible, relative to an electric one, fully justi-
fying the Galilean treatment that we adopt in this work.

Once the nonrelativistic treatment has been justified
and adopted based on (5), the Lorentz force must not
be taken into account (assuming that the magnetic field
appears due to the transformation of the electric field
between the frames in relative motion). The reason is
the Galilean invariance of force, combined with the fact
that—within the Galilean framework—the electric field
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retains the electrostatic form E(r, t) = (q/4πε0)n̂/R2 in
all frames, which is easily seen from the nonrelativistic
limit of (1). The short argument is this. Consider the elec-
trostatic force exerted upon the point charge q: F = qE.
When the transition is made to a frame moving with the
relative velocity v, the force is furnished by an additional,
Lorentz component: F′ = qE′ + qv ×B′. However, from
the demonstrated nonrelativistic invariance of the elec-
trostatic field (E = E′) and the Galilean invariance of
force (F = F′) it follows that qv ×B′ = 0, i.e. there is
no room left for any kind of effect by the magnetic field.

The previous argument is closely related to one of the
two independent Galilean limits to the classical electro-
dynamics [18–20], the so-called electric limit wherein the
electric effects are dominant (|E| � c|B|). It was formally
shown in a famous paper by Le Bellac and Lévy-Leblond
[18] that if the Galilean invariance is to be preserved
in the electric limit, one must indeed contend with the
magnetic field exerting no force upon the electric charge,
rather than taking any kind of low-velocity limit of the
electric field that would account for the necessity of an
additional, Lorentz force (qv ×B′ 6= 0 due to E 6= E′).
However, this argument is not strictly applicable to our
case, since the Galilean limits to the classical electrody-
namics apply to the inertial frames in relative motion.
We, on the other hand, will be concerned with the tran-
sition between the accelerated (fixed-target) frame and
the inertial (comoving) frame.

Related to the approach that we adopt in this work—
boosting the charged particle trajectories from the fixed-
target into the comoving frame by means of a Galilean
transformation—let us suppose for a moment that we at-
tempted to perform this procedure relativistically. If we
managed to obtain the relativistic particle trajectories in
the fixed-target frame, we would have to perform the rela-
tivistic boost into the comoving frame by employing the
generalized Lorentz transformations for the noninertial
frames [21]. Although the correct field transformations
between the frames would be implicitly accounted for by
thus transformed trajectories, it would make little sense
attempting to perform a relativistic boost of the classical
hyperbolic trajectories—as they are not the relativistic
solutions themselves—unless one were to use them as the
reasonable approximations to the fully relativistic trajec-
tories in the fixed-target frame.

III. COULOMB TRAJECTORIES IN THE
COMOVING FRAME

We will obtain the charged particle trajectories in the
comoving frame by a Galilean boost of well known hyper-
bolic trajectories from the fixed-target frame. We remind
the reader of the basic steps leading to these hyperbolic
solutions. With projectile and target charges Zp and Zt,
respectively, in units of the elementary charge e, and ε0
as the vacuum permittivity, one starts from a Coulomb
force Ft→p exerted upon the charged projectile:

Ft→p =
ZpZte

2

4πε0

rp − rt

|rp − rt|3
, (6)

and performs a standard separation of variables
by introducing the target-relative projectile posi-
tion1 r ≡ rp − rt and the center-of-mass position
R ≡ (mprp +mtrt)/(mp +mt). In doing so the motion
of the system as a whole (R) decouples from he rela-
tive motion (r). The equation of the relative motion then
reads:

r̈ =
ZpZte

2

4πε0µ

r

r3
, (7)

where the reduced mass µ of a projectile-target system
appears, determined by the projectile and target masses
mp and mt as µ−1 ≡ m−1

p +m−1
t . With the appropriate

set of initial conditions expressed in cylindrical coordi-
nates:

r(t = 0) = %0ρ̂−
(

lim
z0→∞

z0

)
ẑ, (8)

ṙ(t = 0) = v0ẑ, (9)

the solution for the radial component of the target-
relative projectile position r reduces to:

r(θ) =
%2

0

2(%0 tan θ
2 − χ) cos2 θ

2

, (10)

with this particular form being the most convenient to
this work. The polar angle θ is a conventionally de-
fined spherical coordinate relative to the z-axis oriented
along the projectile’s initial velocity. An impact parame-
ter %0 determines a specific projectile trajectory and cor-
responds to the initial distance from the z-axis. The cen-
tral parameter χ is defined as:

χ ≡ ZpZte
2

4πε0µv2
0

, (11)

with v0 as the initial relative speed between the tar-
get and projectile, that remains invariant under Galilean
transformations. The infinity from the z-component of
the initial relative position (8) will propagate into later
calculations, therefore we need to carefully parameterize
so as to formally keep it under control. In this work we
choose to parameterize it by a positive parameter z0.

In the absence of external forces a center-of-mass po-
sition R satisfies the equation of motion R̈ = 0, mean-
ing that the system as a whole cannot accelerate spon-
taneously. In other words, the total linear momentum of
the isolated system is conserved. Immediately introduc-
ing the shorthands:

ηp,t ≡
mp,t

mp +mt
, (12)

1 Our term for the ‘fixed-target frame’ comes from a definition of a
relative position r: in a frame where we can equate the projectile
position with r, the target is by construction at rest, fixed at the
origin of the frame. Therefore, the ‘fixed-target’ term should not
be confused with target being infinitively massive or held in place
by an external force. For a finitely massive target the fixed-target
frame is accelerated, as the target is continuously being recoiled
from the incoming projectile. An alternative, somewhat mouthful
term to be found in literature for this frame is the ‘instantaneous
rest frame (of the charge)’.
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the definitions of r and R may be inverted in order to
recover the absolute projectile and target coordinates in
any reference frame:

rp = R + ηtr, (13)

rt = R− ηpr, (14)

where the motion of the frame itself—or, equivalently,
of the entire physical system within the given frame—is
reflected solely through R. Given the initial center-of-
mass position R0, the solution to R̈ = 0 is a rectilinear
motion with the constant velocity Vcm:

R(t) = R0 + Vcmt. (15)

Among all possible inertial frames, we limit our attention
only to those moving along the z-axis (Vcm = Vcmẑ), cor-
responding to the projectile’s initial direction of motion.
In addition, the origin of the coordinate frame will co-
incide with the target’s initial position. Specifically, the
final solution in the laboratory frame—where the target

is at rest at the initial moment, so that ṙ
(lab)
t (t = 0) = 0

and ṙ
(lab)
p (t = 0) = v0ẑ—may always be recovered from

the general solution by taking V
(lab)
cm = ηpv0.

In order to specify that the target is initially at the
origin of the comoving frame, we complement the initial
relative position (8) by a consistent set of initial absolute
positions:

rp(t = 0) = %0ρ̂−
(

lim
z0→∞

z0

)
ẑ, (16)

rt(t = 0) = 0. (17)

From a definition of the center-of-mass position it now
trivially follows that: R0 = ηprp(t = 0).

Though compelling due to several interesting techni-
cal changeless, the derivation of the Coulomb trajecto-
ries in the comoving frame is rather tedious and results
in somewhat lengthy expressions. However, it is of central
importance to this work so we present it in Appendix A
(instead of the Supplementary note). For conciseness we
only sketch here the general procedure and present the
final results.

• Starting from the known projectile trajectories (10) in
the fixed-target frame, use the nonrelativistic kinemat-
ics from (13) and (14) in order to obtain a Galilean
boost into the comoving frame.

• In performing a Galilean transformation, a divergent
integral appears; carefully parameterize this divergence
by means of a well defined limit:

Z0 =

(
Vcm

v0
− ηp

)
lim
z0→∞

z0 +
Vcm

v0
χ lim
z0→∞

ln
2z0

eL , (18)

in order to isolate it from the relevant part of expres-
sion. In that, an arbitrary length scale L appears, for-
mally required for an argument of the logarithm to be
dimensionless. A natural logarithm base e also appears
here, not to be confused with the unit charge e.

• Separate the parameterized divergence from the z-
component zp of the particle trajectory such that:

zp = Zp + Z0, (19)

which is equivalent to the shift in coordinate origin
by Z0. Continue calculations with the remaining, finite
part of the expression:

Zp(ρp) =
Vcm

v0
χ

(
ρp

ηt%0
+ ln

L(ρp − %0)

ηtχ%0
− ηp

ηt

)
+

(
Vcm

ηtv0
+ 1

)(
%0(ρp − %0)

2χ
− χ(ρp − ηp%0)2

2%0(ρp − %0)

)
,

(20)

corresponding to the axial component of a projectile
trajectory in the comoving frame where the center of
mass moves along the z-axis with the speed Vcm. The
boosted projectile trajectory is now fully determined:

rp(ρp) = ρpρ̂ + [Zp(ρp) + Z0]ẑ (21)

as a function of a radial distance ρp from the z-axis.

IV. SCATTERING SHADOW

We now ask: at the radial distance ρp from the Z-axis,
which trajectory reaches an extremal distance along the
same axis (i.e. the extremal distance from the xy-plane),
thus defining the point along the shadow caustic?
The problem boils down to finding the extremum2 of
Zp(ρp) in respect to the impact parameter %0, for a con-
stant ρp. This is done by finding the zero of the associated
derivative, i.e. by solving:

dZp

d%0

∣∣∣∣
%̃0

=
{

(ηtv0 + Vcm)%̃2
0(ρp − 2%̃0)(ρp − %̃0)2+

[
ηt(ηtv0 + Vcm)%̃0 − (ηtv0 − Vcm)(ρp − %̃0)

]
×

χ2ρp(ηp%̃0 − ρp)
}/[

2ηtv0χ%̃
2
0(ρp − %̃0)2

]
= 0

(22)

for %̃0. We see that, in general case, we need to find the
zero(s) of the 5th degree polynomial in %̃0. The general so-
lution cannot be expressed in radicals. Even if it could, al-
ready the general solutions to the 3rd and 4th degree poly-
nomial (Cardano formula and Ferrari method, respec-
tively) are excessively long and incomprehensible. There-
fore, we need to proceed numerically from this point.

2 The only (and inconsequential) difference in respect to the ex-
tremization procedure from [5] is that the angular parameter θ
was kept constant therein, as in both the fixed-target and the
center-of-mass frame it corresponds to a true angular coordi-
nate. In any particular frame the extremization procedure must
be performed by keeping some appropriate geometric parameter
from the same frame constant, as we are interested in the point
of the extremal approach (among all possible trajectories) to a
given point, axis or plane within that frame. Since we already
have an explicit dependence Zp(ρp) from (20), we can directly
extremize the trajectories’ distance from the xy-plane by keep-
ing ρp constant, instead of first having to find the angular co-
ordinate θp = arccot(Zp/ρp) and then having to extremize the
distance from the coordinate origin by keeping θp constant. In
that, it should be noted that the extremization procedure from [5]
was a minimization of the distance from the coordinate origin,
while (22) leads to the maximization of the trajectories’ reach in
the Z-direction, and only because of the selected direction of the
initial projectile velocity.
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In order to avoid the confusion between the trajectory
equation Zp(ρp; %0) and the shadow equation, we will use
the notation Zp(ρp) for shadow caustic, in a sense:

Zp(ρp) ≡ Zp[ρp; %̃0(ρp)]. (23)

Evidently, the shadow caustic is obtained by adopting
the extremizing value %̃0(ρp) from (22). There is one con-
straint upon the sought solution:

0 ≤ %̃0(ρp) ≤ ρp, (24)

that one might hope to use in eliminating the spurious so-
lutions. It follows from purely geometric considerations:
in order to have reached the radial distance ρp, the pro-
jectile must have started from a lesser %̃0, due to the re-
pulsive scattering away from the z-axis. However, there

may still be multiple branches %̃
(i)
0 consistent with (24),

among which only one yields a sought solution at any
given point. A detailed numerical investigation leads to
a simple procedure for obtaining the shadow boundary
under such conditions:

Zp(ρp) = max
i

{
Zp[ρp; %̃

(i)
0 (ρp)]

}
, (25)

where i enumerates all the solutions consistent with (24).
The basic reasoning behind this procedure may be easily
understood. All nonnegative solutions to the extremiza-
tion problem (22) do indeed yield some meaningful, local
extremum. However, the shadow caustic is determined by
the global maximum, beyond which no additional trajec-
tories are to be found (we recall that the maximum is the
relevant extremum only because of the selected direction
of initial projectile velocity). Thus, beyond the maximum
of all local extrema no other extremum, as a candidate
for a point on a shadow caustic, can be found.

V. EXISTENCE CONDITIONS

Let us try to anticipate any possible conditions for
the existence of the scattering shadow in a given comov-
ing frame. In attempting this, a shadow vertex—a sin-
gle shadow point lying on the Z-axis, i.e. Zp(ρp = 0)—
will be of special importance. To this end let us consider
what happens with the projectile trajectory impinging
frontally upon the target (%0 = 0). It is to be noted that
the shadow vertex is completely determined by precisely
this one trajectory, which is entirely confined along the
Z-axis. If, in a given comoving frame, the projectile with
the impact parameter %0 = 0 can be backscattered (re-
coiled backwards off the target), then the shadow ver-
tex stays at some finite position along the Z-axis. On
the other hand, if the backscattering is kinematically im-
possible (due to the projectile being too massive or the
forward center-of-mass speed Vcm being too high), the
projectile keeps moving in a forward direction, implying
that the shadow vertex escapes to infinity, even after the
primary shift to infinity by Z0!

It is now a simple matter to argue that if the %0 = 0 tra-
jectory is entirely forward directed, than all other %0 > 0
trajectories also retain the forward motion without ever
bending backwards. To this end we first consider the

motion in the center-of-mass frame. At the initial mo-
ment all projectiles are put into motion with the velocity

v
(cm)
p (0) = ηtv0ẑ. This speed value also corresponds to a

maximum speed component V(max)
z along the same axis,

for any trajectory and among all trajectories (for any %0):

V(max)
z ≡ max

t,%0

[
v(cm)

p (t; %0)
]
z

=
[
v(cm)

p (0; %0)
]
z

= ηtv0.

(26)
The same speed is also reached asymptotically by all pro-

jectile trajectories: v
(cm)
p (∞) = ηtv0. Yet, due to the par-

ticular scattering angle, only for the frontal trajectory
(%0 = 0) is the final velocity directed entirely along the
z-axis, meaning that this particular case yields the mini-

mum speed component V(min)
z , for this particular trajec-

tory and among all possible trajectories:

V(min)
z ≡ min

t,%0

[
v(cm)

p (t; %0)
]
z

=
[
v(cm)

p (∞; 0)
]
z

= −ηtv0.

(27)
Therefore, if the center-of-mass speed Vcm is sufficient
to boost forward the asymptotic state of the frontal

trajectory (i.e. if V(min)
z + Vcm ≥ 0, being equivalent to

Vcm ≥ ηtv0) then all other trajectories will also be for-
ward directed. This has a remarkable consequence: there
will be no back-bending of any trajectory, so that when
the frontal trajectory escapes to infinity (beyond Z0),
there is a continuum of entirely-forward-directed trajec-
tories sweeping the entire geometric space. Thus, the
scattering shadow cannot exist at all in comoving frames
with Vcm ≥ ηtv0!

There is another extreme to this condition. As V(max)
z is

the maximum speed along the z-axis for any and all tra-

jectories, consider what happens when V(max)
z + Vcm ≤ 0,

i.e. when Vcm ≤ −ηtv0. In such frames all the projectiles
are immediately boosted backwards and the entire geo-
metric space beyond their initial position is shielded from
their trajectories. This means that the scattering shadow
spans the entire geometric space. Its form may still be
properly parameterized, being trivial3 in itself. One only
needs to note that the shadow caustic is now a plane
spanning the geometric place of all initial projectile posi-
tions. Ever since (16), we have had these positions param-
eterized as: zp(t = 0; %0) = − limz0→∞ z0. By the virtue

3 It is not as trivial to obtain it formally as a limit
limVcm→−ηtv0 Zp(ρp;Vcm) of the procedure from the Section IV.
Taking another glance at (22), we may notice that precisely in
the limiting case Vcm = −ηtv0 the extremization condition sim-
plifies from the 5th degree to the 2nd degree polynomial, i.e. the

quadratic equation in %̃0, yielding the two solutions: %̃
(1)
0 = ρp

and %̃
(2)
0 = ρp/ηp. The second solution is clearly unacceptable, as

seen from (24), since 0 ≤ ηp ≤ 1. Though the first solution is also
unacceptable—as %̃0 = ρp can only be for the frontal trajectory
(%0 = 0)—it clearly represents the limit of the acceptable solu-
tions, as Vcm approaches −ηtv0. However, one can easily check
that plugging this solution into (23) does not help in identifying
the trivial-shadow equation (28), due to no apparent connection
between ρp − %̃0 and z0 in the limit Vcm → −ηtv0. Finally, it
is interesting to explicitly state the physical meaning behind the
frame defined by Vcm = −ηtv0. From the definition of the center-
of-mass speed we can easily see that in this frame, instead of the
target, the projectile is at rest at the initial moment. Thus, we
may think of it as the inverse-laboratory frame.
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of (19) and (23) we may immediately write:

Zp(ρp;Vcm ≤ −ηtv0) = − lim
z0→∞

z0 −Z0, (28)

which we call a trivial scattering shadow.
In summary, the scattering shadow in the comoving

frame can exist and take a nontrivial form if and only if:

− ηtv0 < Vcm < ηtv0 ⇔ ηt >
|Vcm|
v0

. (29)

The left expression is to be interpreted as the condition
upon the center-of-mass speed, given the projectile and
target masses. The right expression is the condition upon
their respective masses, given the center-of-mass speed.
Since 0 ≤ ηt ≤ 1, these conditions mean that there can-
not possibly exist a (nontrivial) scattering shadow in the
comoving frames such that |Vcm| ≥ v0, regardless of the
selection of the projectile and target masses.

VI. LABORATORY FRAME

In this section we commit ourselves to the laboratory
frame, where the target is at rest at the initial moment:

v
(lab)
t (0) = 0. Since the projectile carries all of the initial

relative speed: v
(lab)
p (0) = v0, the center-of-mass speed

in the laboratory frame is: V
(lab)
cm = ηpv0. Plugging this

into (20) and choosing L = χ for an arbitrary length
scale, we obtain the particle trajectories in the labora-
tory frame:

Z(lab)
p (ρp) =

χ(ρp − ηp%0)[(ηp − ηt)ρp − ηp%0]

2ηt%0(ρp − %0)

+
%0(ρp − %0)

2ηtχ
+ ηpχ ln

ρp − %0

ηt%0
.

(30)

It should be noted that after selecting the natural scale
L = χ, the trajectory and and all the results following
from it may be expressed in a scaled, dimensionless coor-
dinates x̄ ≡ x/χ, where x ∈ {%0, ρp,t, zp,t,Zp,t,Zp,t, . . . }.
Though this universal form—independent of the under-
lying parameters from χ—may already be applied to a
general case from (20), for illustrative purposes we only
give the example of a scaled version of (30):

Z̄(lab)
p (ρ̄p) =

(ρ̄p − ηp%̄0)[(ηp − ηt)ρ̄p − ηp%̄0]

2ηt%̄0(ρ̄p − %̄0)

+
%̄0(ρ̄p − %̄0)

2ηt
+ ηp ln

ρ̄p − %̄0

ηt%̄0
.

(31)

We use such scaled coordinates for displaying all graph-
ical results. In that, figure 1 shows examples of the pro-
jectile trajectories in the laboratory frame—according
to (31)—for several values of ηp. According to the ex-
istence conditions from (29) the scattering shadow in the
laboratory frame exists only for ηp < 0.5.

Figure 2 recovers several selected shadow forms di-
rectly, by following all the steps required by the shadow
determination procedure from (25). The central part of
this procedure is the numerical identification of the rele-

vant roots to the 5th degree polynomial from the associ-
ated extremization condition for determining %̃0:

dZ(lab)
p

d%0

∣∣∣∣
%̃0

=
{
%̃2

0(ρp − 2%̃0)(ρp − %̃0)2 − χ2ρp×
[
ηp(ηp − 2ηt)%

2
0 + 2(ηt − η2

p)%0ρp+

(ηp − ηt)ρ
2
p

]}/ [
2ηtχ%̃

2
0(ρp − %̃0)2

]
= 0.

(32)

It should be noted that both in figure 1 and 2 each par-
ticular shadow has been shifted by a separate value of
Z0, so that in a transformed coordinate Zp the separate
shadows do not reflect their true relative geometric posi-
tioning, as they do in a true spatial coordinate zp.

Something remarkable may be observed in figures 1
and 2. For the values of ηp above approximately 0.49
there is a discontinuity among the projectile trajectories
which contribute to the formation of a shadow caustic,
causing the scattering shadow to exhibit a sharp edge.
This is indeed the case and not just the visual artifact.
The sudden breakdown of the shadow smoothness is di-
rectly related to a qualitative change in the behavior of
solutions to the extremization problem (22) and the ap-

pearance of the multiple roots %̃
(i)
0 consistent with (24).

Singling out the relevant root is the precise purpose of
the method from (25). Based on these observations, one
can rightly claim that this effect has a mathematical form
of a phase transition—a new and by no means obvious
phenomenon that does not manifest itself either in the
fixed-target or the center-of-mass frame.

For a few selected values of ηp, figure 3 shows the
behavior of the solutions %̃0(ρp)—consistent with (24)—
to the extremization condition (32) from the laboratory
frame. In order to reinforce the notion of a phase tran-
sition, at least by mathematical analogy, the inverse de-
pendence ρp(%̃0) is deliberately shown, so as to remind
the reader of a phase transition in a well known van der
Waals equation of state, describing the thermodynamic
behavior of real gases. Within this analogy, each curve
from figure 3 is reminiscent of a particular isotherm from
a pressure-volume diagram of the van der Waals model.
Thus, the following analogies may be identified between
its thermodynamic parameters—temperature T , (molar)
volume V and pressure p—and the Rutherford scattering
parameters: ηp/t ↔ T , %̃0 ↔ V and ρp ↔ p.

A phase transition in the van der Waals model clearly
corresponds to a thermodynamic transition between the
liquid and gaseous state of matter. A physical interpre-
tation of a phase transition in the Rutherford scattering
shadow is more difficult to identify. The reason is the na-
ture of parameters governing the phase states. The phase
transition in the scattering shadow can be achieved4

4 It is shown in Section F of the Supplementary note that for a
given mass ratio (ηp or, equivalently, ηt) one can always achieve
a a phase transition by varying the ratio Vcm/v0. However, for a
given Vcm/v0 one can achieve a phase transition by varying the
mass ratio only if Vcm/ηtv0 /∈ [0, 6

√
15/25] ≈ [0, 0.9295]. This

demonstration is outside of the scope of calculations presented
herein.



7

−1 0 1 2 3 4
Z (lab)

p /χ

5

4

3

2

1

0

1

2

3

4

5
ρ

p
/χ ηp = 0.400

−1 0 1 2 3 4
Z (lab)

p /χ

5

4

3

2

1

0

1

2

3

4

5

ρ
p
/χ ηp = 0.465

−1 0 1 2 3 4
Z (lab)

p /χ

5

4

3

2

1

0

1

2

3

4

5

ρ
p
/χ ηp = 0.480

−1 0 1 2 3 4
Z (lab)

p /χ

5

4

3

2

1

0

1

2

3

4

5

ρ
p
/χ ηp = 0.495

FIG. 1. Examples of the projectile trajectories in the laboratory frame for several selected values of ηp. The trajectories’ envelope
forms a scattering shadow caustic. For visual purposes the impact parameters are not all selected as equidistant, thus the plots
do not display the true density of the trajectories. For each separate value of ηp, the origin shift Z0 from (18) is different,

therefore the care should be taken in interpreting the transformed coordinate Z(lab)
p . The scattering shadow in the laboratory

frame exists only for ηp < 0.5, otherwise the trajectories sweep the entire geometric space.

(1) by varying the projectile/target mass ratio from ηp,
(2) by varying the ratio Vcm/v0 of relevant speeds, thus
switching between the comoving frames, (3) or by vary-
ing both ratios simultaneously, as in the case of all possi-

ble laboratory frames, defined by V
(lab)
cm /v0 = ηp. Unlike

the thermodynamic parameters from the van der Waals
model, the projectile and target masses can hardly be
varied—either continuously or at all—thus obscuring the
physical interpretation of the phase transition by preclud-
ing its realization in practice. On the other hand, induc-
ing a phase transition by switching between the comoving
frames makes both the shadow itself and (the possibility
of) its phase transition observer-dependent. This means
that the shadow phase is determined by the observer’s
point of view, rather than being an intrinsic property of
the scattering shadow itself, again obstructing the phys-
ical interpretation of its phase transition. For this reason
it should be reemphasized that the phase transition in
the scattering shadow is only a matter of a mathemati-
cal analogy, lacking in physically meaningful ‘parameters

of state’ that would uniquely determine the shadow state
upon which all observers could agree. Rather, the phase
transition occurs in the observer’s own kinematic rela-
tion to (and in his/her own perception of) the portion
of space shielded from the projectile trajectories. This
is because—for simultaneously released projectiles—the
shadow caustic is not formed simultaneously. It ensues
from the intersection of the trajectories’ geometric forms,
without them actually passing through the same point
in space at the same point in time. For a moving ob-
server different points alongside the projectile trajectory
are shifted by a different amount (Vcmt), thus affecting
the shape of the entire trajectory, rather than just trans-
lating it between the frames in relative motion. Since the
trajectories themselves deform, so does the locus of their
geometric intersections. This justifies any and all shadow
caustic distortions between the frames in relative motion,
including the possibility of a sudden and significant qual-
itative change, mathematically manifested as a type of a
phase transition.
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FIG. 2. Examples of the scattering shadow in the laboratory
frame, obtained by solving (32) for %̃0 and employing (25).
The shadow exists in the laboratory frame only for ηp < 0.5.
The relative positioning of shadows in a transformed coordi-

nate Z(lab)
p does not reflect their true geometric positioning.

The case η
(A)
p = 0 corresponds to an infinitely massive tar-

get, when the laboratory frame coincides both with the fixed-
target and the center-of-mass frame, with the shadow taking

a simple paraboloidal form Z(lab)
p /χ = (ρp/χ)2/8− 2 from [5].

We have already noted that after selecting the natural
scale L = χ in general expressions (18) and (20), just as
we have done in (30), the Rutherford scattering problem
becomes scale invariant. Van der Waals equation also
exhibits the scale invariance when expressed in terms
of the so-called reduced thermodynamic variables:
(p̄+ 3/V̄ 2)(3V̄ − 1) = 8T̄ , each scaled by an appropriate
critical value: T̄ = T/Tc, p̄/pc, V̄ = V/Vc. By now it
should not be surprising at all that that the phase
transition in the scattering shadow also features its
own (analogies of) critical parameters. Axes labels in
figure 3 help in observing that for both ρp and %̃0 the
analogy of the critical, scaling parameter is the length
scale χ. The existence and the value of the critical
projectile/target mass ratio is dependent on a particular
comoving frame, but when it exists it is a critical value

in a true sense. The constraint V
(lab)
cm = ηpv0 defining

the laboratory frame for a particular value of ηp is
such that the critical value of ηp does exist among all
possible laboratory frames (for different ηp). In figure 3
the critical value ηp ≈ 0.489756, i.e. mp/mt ≈ 0.959846
is illustrated by a thick line corresponding to the case E.

The parallels with the van der Waals model go so far
that the phase transition in the scattering shadow even
features its own analogy of the Maxwell construction.
Within the van der Waals model the Maxwell construc-
tion consists of a manual correction of the smooth but un-
physical p(V ) dependence below the critical temperature
Tc, when the phase transition just becomes possible to
achieve. The analogy of the Maxwell construction for the
scattering shadow—that we call a Maxwellian construc-
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η
(J)
p = 0.25

η
(K)
p = 0

FIG. 3. Solutions %̃0(ρp)—consistent with (24)—to the ex-
tremization condition (32) from the laboratory frame, for dif-
ferent values of the projectile/target mass ratio, expressed
through ηp. Inverse dependence ρp(%̃0) is shown in order to
illustrate the analogy with the thermodynamic van der Waals
model. Cases A–D show a split shadow phase; cases F–K show
a smooth shadow phase. Case E (a thick line) corresponds to
a critical value of ηp, when a phase transition between the
shadow phase states occurs. Examples of the Maxwellian con-
struction are shown by horizontal line segments.

tion—comes about as a consequence of the recipe (25)
for selecting the appropriate, shadow related solution %̃0.
In figure 3 the examples of the Maxwellian construc-
tion are shown by horizontal segments, appearing be-
yond (and only beyond) the critical value of ηp. In case of
the scattering shadow the solution %̃0(ρp) discontinuously
switches between the leftmost and rightmost branch, so
that no solution %̃0, i.e. no projectile trajectory within the
range of Maxwellian construction takes part the shadow
formation. Precisely this discontinuity leads to the ap-
pearance of a sharp edge along the shadow caustic.

There are two related differences in respect to the
van der Waals model that need to be clarified, so as to
avoid any confusion. The first, inessential one is a mat-
ter of nomenclature: what we regard as a phase transi-
tion, i.e. what we consider as distinct phases in the scat-
tering shadow. The second, essential one is related to
the attainability of the thermodynamic states along the
Maxwell construction and of the solutions %̃0(ρp) along
the Maxwellian construction. In the van der Waals model
the p(V ) dependences from each side of the Maxwell con-
struction correspond to the separate, liquid and gaseous
phase states. The Maxwell construction corresponds to
a phase transition itself, representing a realistic mixture
of these phase states, through which the evolution of a
thermodynamic system progresses in reality. In case of
the scattering shadow we consider the entire %̃0(ρp) de-
pendences for particular values of ηp as separate phases,
based on the (non)existence of the sharp edge along
the shadow caustic. Recalling the shadow existence con-
dition (29), we distinguish between four phase states:
a smooth shadow phase, a split shadow phase, a triv-
ial shadow phase and no shadow phase. In this sense,
only the critical line (case E) from figure 3 represents
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the phase transition, between a split (cases A–D) and
a smooth (cases F–K) shadow. It also bears repeating
that the solutions %̃0(ρp) along the Maxwellian construc-
tion are excluded from the shadow formation, i.e. are
not attainable in a sense of a liquid-gas mixture from
the van der Waals model. In a direct analogy with the
van der Walls model, the smooth shadow would repre-
sent a pure gaseous state, the only one present above the
critical temperature. Within the split shadow phase the
sharp edge along the shadow caustic—manifested in the
Maxwellian construction—would correspond to the mix-
ture of phase states, while the two split shadow branches
would correspond to a pure liquid and a pure gaseous
state. In that, the branch containing the shadow vertex
(ρp = 0) is reminiscent of a liquid state—as its portion
increases by driving the relevant ηp parameter away from
the smooth shadow phase—leaving the other, asymptoti-
cally paraboloidal branch to represent a gaseous state. If
one’s imagination was let to run free, one could make fur-
ther comparisons of a trivial and no shadow phase with
the plasma and solid state of matter, respectively.

VII. CONCLUSION

We have established a method for obtaining the
Rutherford scattering shadow in the comoving frame—
an inertial frame moving along the initial projectile direc-
tion, with the charged target initially being at the origin
of the frame. The laboratory frame fits this categoriza-
tion perfectly, being defined by an additional requirement
that the target be initially at rest. The method itself con-
sists of the extermization procedure related to the pro-
jectile trajectories in the comoving frame and involves
solving the 5th degree polynomial. We have identified the
condition for the existence of the (nontrivial) scattering
shadow in a given comoving frame, which puts a limita-
tion on its speed of motion, relative to the center-of-mass
frame. The trivial scattering shadow refers to the entire
geometric space being shadowed, when all the projectile
trajectories are immediately boosted backwards due to
the excessive center-of-mass speed in a backward direc-
tion. In the laboratory frame, in particular, the scattering
shadow exists only if the target is more massive than the
projectile (mt > mp). Otherwise, the projectile trajec-
tories sweep the entire geometric space, not forming any
shadow at all. A new phenomenon was identified, related
to a transition between the comoving frames or, alter-
natively, to a varying ratio of the projectile and target
masses. It consists of a phase transition between an en-
tirely smooth type of scattering shadow and the one char-
acterized by a loss of smoothness at the point where the
shadow caustic splits, forming a sharp edge. This find-
ing shows that the transition between the frames is not
just a technical challenge to be carried out for the sake
of completeness. Rather, it is a rewarding venture, offer-
ing a novel insight into otherwise well known scattering
process.

Appendix A: Derivation of the Coulomb trajectories
in the comoving frame

We need to determine the time dependence of the tra-
jectories in order to be able to boost them via the R(t)
term from (15). We start from (see, for example [5]):

dθ

dt
= − %0v0

r2(θ)
⇒

∫ t(θ)

0

dt′ = − 1

%0v0
lim
θ0→π

∫ θ

θ0

r2(θ′)dθ′,

(A.1)
which is equivalent to the conservation of the angular
momentum. It is to be noted that the angular coordi-
nate θ is still the one from the fixed-target frame and
will remain so throughout the entirety of our calcula-
tions. Therefore, it is not to be confused with the ac-
tual angular coordinate from the given comoving frame.
Since the initial angular coordinate of the projectile
(θ0 → π) leads to the divergence in the right-hand-
side integral, based on (16) we parameterize it as:
limθ0→π θ0 = π − limz0→∞ arctan(%0/z0), so that:

t(θ) = − 1

%0v0
lim
z0→∞

∫ θ

π−arctan(%0/z0)

r2(θ′)dθ′. (A.2)

It should be stated that for finite z0 (i.e. θ0 6→ π) the
solution (10) for r(θ) does not hold any more. However,
we will keep z0 infinite at all times, while this parame-
terization only serves to do so in a strictly controlled and
formally correct manner. The antiderivative of r2(θ) is:

∫ θ

r2(θ′)dθ′ =−
(
%0 cos θ + χ sin θ

)
r(θ)

+ χ%0 ln
[(
%0 tan θ

2 − χ
)
/L
]
,

(A.3)

with L as an arbitrary length scale, formally required
for an argument of the logarithm to be dimensionless. In
entering the lower integration bound from (A.2) we make
use of the following limits:

lim
θ0→π

r(θ0) sin θ0 = %0, (A.4)

lim
θ0→π

r(θ0) cos θ0 = − lim
z0→∞

z0, (A.5)

lim
θ0→π

ln
[(
%0 tan θ0

2 − χ
)
/L
]

= lim
z0→∞

ln
(
2z0/L

)
. (A.6)

Using these in the context of (A.2), we have:

t(θ) =
1

v0

[(
cos θ + χ

%0
sin θ

)
r(θ)

− χ ln
[(
%0 tan θ

2 − χ
)
/L
]

+ lim
z0→∞

z0 + χ lim
z0→∞

ln
(
2z0/eL

)]
.

(A.7)

Here we have absorbed an additional −χ term—related
to the limit (A.4)—within the last logarithm by intro-
ducing the natural logarithm base e (not to be confused
with the unit charge e).

Combining (13) and (16), and recalling that
R0 = ηprp(t = 0), a particle trajectory in an arbitrary
comoving frame where the center of mass moves along
the z-axis with the velocity Vcm = Vcmẑ:

rp(θ) = R0 + Vcmt(θ) + ηtr(θ) (A.8)
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is easily decomposed into the cylindrical components as:

ρp(θ) = rp(θ) · ρ̂ = ηp%0 + ηtr(θ) sin θ, (A.9)

together with:

zp(θ) =rp(θ) · ẑ = −ηp lim
z0→∞

z0 + Vcmt(θ) + ηtr(θ) cos θ

=Zp(θ) + Z0,

(A.10)

where we have absorbed all the infinities into:

Z0 ≡
(
Vcm

v0
− ηp

)
lim
z0→∞

z0 +
Vcm

v0
χ lim
z0→∞

ln
2z0

eL , (A.11)

and isolated all the relevant dependence by:

Zp(θ) ≡
(
Vcm

v0
+ ηt

)
r(θ) cos θ +

Vcm

v0

χ

%0
r(θ) sin θ

− Vcm

v0
χ ln

[(
%0 tan θ

2 − χ
)
/L
]
.

(A.12)

It bears repeating that the angle θ is still the one from
the fixed-target frame, parameterizing the trajectory in
a selected comoving frame. This is precisely why the pro-
jections of a target-relative projectile position r(θ) may
be and have been performed simply by taking r(θ) sin θ
and r(θ) cos θ. From Z0 and rt = rp − r we see that that
the Coulomb interaction is strong enough that the target
is pushed infinitely far by a recoil before the projectile
manages to approach it at some finite distance (θ < π).
This may have been suspected, but not a priori expected
from the fixed-target and the center-of-mass frame. In all
frames the infinite distance must be negotiated between
the projectile and the target, but that does not mean in
advance that the target itself is shifted by an infinite dis-
tance from its initial position. Seeing now that it is in any
of the comoving frames, we introduced the new coordi-
nate origin Z0, thus defining the new, transformed coor-
dinate Z ≡ z −Z0. In other words, we are now observing
the scattering around the point Z0 at an infinite distance
from the target’s initial position, so that the transformed
coordinate Z is entirely under control. Since θ is an an-
gular coordinate from a fixed-target frame, rather than
from the comoving frame, no geometric redefinition of it
needs to take place due to this origin shift.

We now have the projectile trajectory parameterized
by the cylindrical coordinates from (A.9) and (A.12), de-
pendent on the angle θ from the fixed-target frame. In
order to determine the scattering shadow in the comov-
ing fame, we need to find the extremum of some specific
trajectory distance by keeping fixed some geometric pa-
rameter from the same frame. For example, we might
extremize the distance from the origin by keeping fixed
an angle relative to the Z-axis, or the distance along the
Z-axis by keeping fixed the distance ρp from the same
axis. To this end, we aim to translate the dependence
Zp(θ) from (A.12) into Zp(ρp). For brevity of expres-
sions we temporarily define the projectile distance from
the z-axis in a fixed-target frame as:

ξp ≡ ρ(fix)
p = r(θ) sin θ. (A.13)

Using (10), one easily obtains:

ξp =
%2

0 tan θ
2

%0 tan θ
2 − χ

⇒ tan θ
2 =

χξp
%0(ξp − %0)

, (A.14)

so that:

r(θ) cos θ =
%2

0(1− tan2 θ
2 )

2(%0 tan θ
2 − χ)

=
%2

0(ξp − %0)2 − χ2ξ2
p

2χ%0(ξp − %0)
.

(A.15)
Combining these results within (A.12) and using the re-
lation for ξp(ρp) from (A.9):

ξp(ρp) =
ρp − ηp%0

ηt
, (A.16)

we finally arrive at:

Zp(ρp) =
Vcm

v0
χ

(
ρp

ηt%0
+ ln

L(ρp − %0)

ηtχ%0
− ηp

ηt

)
+

(
Vcm

ηtv0
+ 1

)(
%0(ρp − %0)

2χ
− χ(ρp − ηp%0)2

2%0(ρp − %0)

)
,

(A.17)

which is a projectile trajectory in the comoving frame
where the center of mass moves along the Z-axis with
the speed Vcm.
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This note presents the supplementary material to the main paper. The references to fig-
ures and equations not starting with the alphabetical character or starting with ‘A.’—such
as (1) or (A.1)—refer to those from the main paper and its Appendix, while those starting with
the appropriate letter intermediately followed by a number—e.g. (A1)—refer to those from this note.

A. THE INFINITELY-MASSIVE-TARGET AND
THE CENTER-OF-MASS FRAME

Let us first confirm that the procedure from (22) suc-
cessfully recreates the familiar solutions from [S1]. In
that, we cannot reconstruct the general solution from
a fixed-target frame, as for the finite mass target the
fixed-target frame is accelerated due to the Coulomb re-
coil. However, in a special case of an infinitely massive
target (mt →∞) the fixed-target frame, the center-of-
mass frame and the laboratory frame all coincide and
are thus entirely within the domain of the earlier pro-
cedure. This case is realized by introducing ηp = 0 and
ηt = 1 into previous equations, yielding as the first conse-

quence: R
(∞)
0 = 0 and V

(∞)
cm = 0. Though we can imme-

diately proceed to (22), let us first note that by virtue of
plugging all these values into (18), it immediately follows:

Z(∞)
0 = 0, i.e. the geometry is immediately ‘renormal-

ized’ and we can switch back to the original coordinate

z
(∞)
p (ρp), in place of Z(∞)

p (ρp) from (20):

z(∞)
p (ρp) =

%0(ρp − %0)

2χ
− χρ2

p

2%0(ρp − %0)
. (A1)

This is a trajectory equation in the cylindrical coor-
dinates from the infinitely-massive-target frame. The
associated extremization condition is easily obtained

from (22) by inserting ηp = 0, ηt = 1 and V
(∞)
cm = 0:

dz
(∞)
p

d%0

∣∣∣∣
%̃0

=
(ρp − 2%̃0)(%̃4

0 − 2%̃3
0ρp + %̃2

0ρ
2
p + χ2ρ2

p)

2χ%̃2
0(ρp − %̃0)2

= 0.

(A2)
There is a single real solution to this equationS1:

%̃
(∞)
0 =

ρp

2
, (A3)

yielding a familiar shadow equation:

Z(∞)
p (ρp) = z(∞)

p [ρp; %̃
(∞)
0 (ρp)] =

ρ2
p

8χ
− 2χ, (A4)

that corresponds to equation (20) from [S1].

S1 Four remaining complex solutions to (A2) are:

[%̃
(∞)
0 ]1,2,3,4 =

ρp ±
√
ρp(ρp ± 4iχ)

2
.

As opposed to the fixed-target frame, the center-of-
mass frame is partially within the domain of (20) and
(22), as it is certainly comoving with itself. However,
there are some qualitative differences to be taken into
account. By the very definition, the center of mass
is at rest in and at the origin of the same frame:

R
(cm)
0 = 0 and V

(cm)
cm = 0, leading again to Z(cm)

0 = 0
and the ‘renormalization’ of geometry. It should be
noted that—unlike the infinitely-massive-target frame,

where R
(∞)
0 = 0 was consistent with the initial condi-

tions from (16) and (17) due to mt →∞—for finite
mt the center-of-mass frame necessarily invalidates these

conditions, since ηpr
(cm)
p = −ηtr

(cm)
t holds at any mo-

ment, including the initial one. Furthermore, we also need
to take into account that the z-axis in the center-of-mass
frame lies in between the projectile and the target, as
opposed to passing through the target, as we have ex-
plicitly assumed in earlier calculations. This is reflected
through the redefinition of the cylindrical radial coordi-
nate from (A.9), so that the same radial coordinate in

the center-of-mass frame (Pp ≡ ρ(cm)
p , for brevity) reads:

Pp = ηtr(θ) sin θ. Thus, alongside V
(cm)
cm = 0, one needs

to use ξp(Pp) = Pp/ηt in place of (A.16), in order to ar-
rive at the trajectory in the center-of-mass coordinates:

z(cm)
p (Pp) =

%0(Pp − ηt%0)

2χ
− χP2

p

2%0(Pp − ηt%0)
. (A5)

The corresponding extremization condition is:

dz
(cm)
p

d%0

∣∣∣∣
%̃0

= 0

=
(Pp − 2ηt%̃0)(η2

t %̃
4
0 − 2ηt%̃

3
0Pp + %̃2

0P2
p + χ2P2

p)

2χ%̃2
0(Pp − ηt%̃0)2

,

(A6)

yielding a single real solutionS2:

%̃
(cm)
0 =

Pp

2ηt
, (A7)

S2 Four remaining complex solutions to (A6) are:

[%̃
(cm)
0 ]1,2,3,4 =

Pp ±
√

Pp(Pp ± 4iηtχ)

2ηt
.
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ultimately leading to the familiar shadow equation in the
center-of-mass frame:

Z(cm)
p (Pp) = z(cm)

p [Pp; %̃
(cm)
0 (Pp)] =

P2
p

8ηtχ
− 2ηtχ, (A8)

in a perfect agreement with equation (29) from [S1].

B. SCATTERING ANGLE

Let us investigate the projectile scattering angle in
the comoving frame, and its connection to the scattering
shadow. From a trajectory derivative over the relevant
geometric variable ρp:

dZp

dρp
=
{

(ηtv0 + Vcm)%2
0(ρp − %0)2 + χ2(ρp − ηp%0)×

[
ηt(ηtv0 + Vcm)%0 − (ηtv0 − Vcm)(ρp − %0)

]}/

[
2ηtv0χ%0(ρp − %0)2

]
,

(B1)

the asymptotic scattering angle ϑp relative to the Z-axis
is quickly obtained asS3:

cotϑp = lim
ρp→∞

dZp

dρp
=

(
ηtv0 + Vcm

)
%2

0 −
(
ηtv0 − Vcm

)
χ2

2ηtv0χ%0
.

(B2)
In an attempt to display this dependence for all possible
trajectories, we introduce the transformation:

%0

χ
=

λ

1− λ ⇔ λ =
%0/χ

1 + %0/χ
, (B3)

S3 The scattering angle from (B2) may also be obtained by a kine-
matic boost from the center-of-mass frame. It is a commonly
recognized fact (see, for example, [S2]) that the projectile scat-
tering angle in the center-of-mass frame:

ϑ
(cm)
p = 2 arctan(χ/%0)

is equal to a well known scattering angle from a fixed-target
frame, corresponding to equation (13) from [S1]. This is due

to the transformation r
(cm)
p = ηtr from (13) not affecting the

definition of the geometric angle θ between those frames, by
the virtue of R(cm) = 0. Knowing the initial projectile velocity

v
(cm)
p (t = 0) = ηtv0ẑ, one can easily write out the final, asymp-

totic velocity:

v
(cm)
p (t→∞) = ηtv0

(
sinϑ

(cm)
p ρ̂ + cosϑ

(cm)
p ẑ

)
from a symmetry between the initial and final states of motion
in the center-of-mass frame. Galilean boost into the desired co-
moving frame at any point in time is now trivially performed as:

vp = v
(cm)
p + Vcm, with Vcm = Vcmẑ, leading to the asymptotic

velocity:

vp(t→∞) = ηtv0 sinϑ
(cm)
p ρ̂ +

(
ηtv0 cosϑ

(cm)
p + Vcm

)
ẑ.

The cotangent of the scattering angle ϑp in a comoving frame is
now read out as the ratio of the velocity components:

cotϑp =
ηtv0 cosϑ

(cm)
p + Vcm

ηtv0 sinϑ
(cm)
p

.

Plugging in ϑ
(cm)
p yields the result identical to (B2).
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FIG. B1. Projectile scattering angle dependence from (B5) in
a transformed variable λ from (B3), for a few selected comov-
ing frames defined by ν = Vcm/ηtv0. A remarkable symmetry
may be observed for the values of ν of opposing signs (i.e.
for the same center-of-mass-relative speed, but in opposite
directions), which is captured by (B6).

which maps an infinite domain %0 ∈ [0,∞〉 onto a finite
range λ ∈ [0, 1〉. Together with the following shorthand:

ν ≡ Vcm

ηtv0
, (B4)

equation (B2) takes on the more universal form:

cotϑp =
ν[1− 2λ(1− λ)] + λ− (1− λ)

2λ(1− λ)
. (B5)

We have purposefully elected to write it in this par-
ticular manner, for reasons that will soon become evi-
dent. Using a conventional definition of the arcus cotan-
gent function—equivalent to arccotx = π/2− arctanx,
thus yielding the values ϑp ∈ 〈0, π〉—figure B1 shows thus
transformed dependence of the scattering angle ϑp itself,
for a few values of ν selected symmetrically around 0.
We now see that the transition from %0 to λ was most
fortuitous, as even a purely visual inspection of figure B1
reveals a particular symmetry between the scattering an-
gles for values of ν of opposing signs, allowing us to draw
the following conjecture:

ϑp(λ; ν) + ϑp(1− λ;−ν) = π. (B6)

This conjecture is readily proven to be true, as it implies:

cot[ϑp(1− λ;−ν)] = − cot[ϑp(λ; ν)], (B7)

which is easily confirmed even by a simple glance at (B5).
Figure B1 also impels us to identify the minimum and

the maximum projectile scattering angle in a given co-
moving frame. This is easily done by a simple extremiza-
tion procedure:

dϑp

d%0

∣∣∣
%?0

= 0 ⇒ %?0 = χ

√
ν − 1

ν + 1
, (B8)
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FIG. B2. Projectile scattering angles accessible in a given co-
moving frame. The (nontrivial) scattering shadow exists only
within the range −1 < ν < 1, i.e. only when the entire solid
angle is accessible to the scattered projectiles.

yielding, upon little deliberation:

ϑ(min)
p =

{
arccot

(
−
√
ν2 − 1

)
if ν ≤ −1

0 if ν > −1
, (B9)

ϑ(max)
p =

{
π if ν < 1

arccot
(√
ν2 − 1

)
if ν ≥ 1

. (B10)

Figure B2 shows the range of the scattering angles acces-
sible in a given comoving frame. We see that the entire
angular range 0 ≤ ϑp ≤ π is accessible to the projectile
only for −1 < ν < 1, which is equivalent to the (nontriv-
ial) shadow existence condition from (29). Therefore, the
(nontrivial) scattering shadow in a comoving frame exists
if and only if the scattered projectiles sweep the entire
solid angle!

C. SHADOW VERTEX

We now analyze in some detail the behavior of the
shadow vertex, i.e. the shadow characteristics in an im-
mediate vicinity of the z-axis. We aim to investigate its
position, sharpness and curvature. To this end we con-
sider the extremization condition from (22) in the limit
ρp → 0, in order to obtain the limiting behavior of the
solution %̃0(ρp). The fact that this extremization condi-
tion is a polynomial in %̃0, whose own coefficients are
polynomials in ρp, in conjunction with the obvious fact
that %̃0(0) = 0, necessitates the limiting dependence to
follow some specific power-law: %̃0(ρp → 0) ∝ ρnp . This
can be thought of as the smallest power from a prover-
bial series expansion (not necessarily in integer pow-
ers) of %̃0(ρp). Since there are two separate length scales
present: ρp and χ (alongside the sought %̃0), we must al-
low for the general dependence: %̃0(ρp → 0) = κ0χ

1−nρnp ,
following from purely dimensional considerations. How-
ever, we may immediately impose a physical constraint
n ≥ 1, as the sought impact parameter must be an in-
creasing function of ρp (eliminating n ≤ 0), but never
greater than ρp, thus not increasing faster than ρp

(eliminating n < 1 for ρp → 0). Using the abbreviations
α± ≡ (ηtv0 ± Vcm)/2ηtv0 and ρ̄p ≡ ρp/χ, and carefully

examining the limit of (22) within a priori permissible
range of exponents:

lim
ρp→0

dZp

d%0
=





(ηpκ0 − 1)[(ηtα+ + α−)κ0 − α−]

κ2
0(1− κ0)2ρ̄p

if n = 1

α− − ηtα+κ0ρ̄
n−1
p

κ2
0ρ̄

2n−1
p

if n > 1

(C1)
we see that n = 1 remains the only admissible solution,
as for n > 1 the extremization condition (the vanishing
of the derivative) cannot be satisfied for any finite κ0

independent of ρp. Among the two solutions following
from n = 1 case, κ0 = 1/ηp is unacceptable one, as due
to ηp ≤ 1 it would lead to %̃0(ρp) increasing faster than
ρp. Therefore, a unique solution remains:

κ0 =
ηtv0 − Vcm

(1 + ηt)ηtv0 − ηpVcm
, (C2)

meaning that:

lim
ρp→0

%̃0(ρp) = κ0ρp. (C3)

Now it is simple enough to obtain any shadow prop-
erty at its vertex. We start with the vertex position Zp,
defined in accordance with (23) as:

Zp ≡ Z(0) = lim
ρp→0

Zp(ρp;κ0ρp). (C4)

With little calculation it is easily shown thatS4:

Zp = −2ηtχ+
Vcm

v0
χ ln
L(ηtv0 + Vcm)

χ(ηtv0 − Vcm)
. (C5)

As for the vertex sharpness Z′p:

Z′p ≡
dZ
dρp

∣∣∣∣
0

= lim
ρp→0

dZp(ρp;κ0ρp)

dρp
, (C6)

it simply follows as:

Z′p = lim
ρp→0

(ηtv0 − Vcm)(ηtv0 + Vcm)2

v0χ[(1 + ηt)ηtv0 − ηpVcm]2
ρp = 0. (C7)

Therefore, the scattering shadow is smooth at its ver-
texS5, as already suggested by the shadow examples from

S4 There are many alternative methods for obtaining the vertex po-
sition (C5). One of them is taking the limit of the back-bending
curves, as prescribed by (H4) from Section H. The other is a
direct integration of the equation of motion for a frontally im-
pinging projectile (%0 = 0), which is rather straightforward, save
for one sensitive step. In order to obtain a result consistent
with (C5), the following limit—appearing during the evaluation
of integrals—must be carefully taken:

lim
z0→∞

√
z0(z0 − 2χ) = lim

z0→∞
z0 − χ,

where the delicate step consists in not discarding the finite
term χ.

S5 There is no a priori reason to expect that the shadow should not
end sharply at ρp = 0, as the vertex is at the very edge of ra-
dial coordinate domain ρp ∈ [0,∞〉. In other words, the function
Zp(ρp) does not extend into negative arguments, so it cannot be
expected in advance that it should reach the vertex smoothly.
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FIG. C1. Vertex position in a particular comoving frame, as
determined by a frame speed Vcm from ν = Vcm/ηtv0.

figure 2. Finally, the vertex curvature Z′′p:

Z′′p ≡
d2Z
dρ2

p

∣∣∣∣
0

= lim
ρp→0

d2Zp(ρp;κ0ρp)

dρ2
p

(C8)

is directly obtained as:

Z′′p =
(ηtv0 − Vcm)(ηtv0 + Vcm)2

v0χ[(1 + ηt)ηtv0 − ηpVcm]2
. (C9)

Figure C1 shows the dependence of the vertex posi-
tion (C5), assuming the specific but natural selection
L = χ. It may be observed that the function is even in
ν (though only for L = χ), meaning that the vertex is
at the same position for the frames moving with the
same speed |Vcm|, but in opposite directions. It should
be noted that this dependence is by no means of some
fundamental physical significance or meaning, but just
an additional, finite remnant after the subtraction of
the initial, arbitrarily extracted divergence Z0 from (18).
The connection is also to be made with the long-since-
recognized fact that the (nontrivial) shadow form exists
only for −1 < ν < 1, clearly reflected through the vertex’
escape to infinity for ν = ±1, even beyond the initially
subtracted Z0.

In figure 2 we have already shown several shadow ex-
amples for varying ηp, while the definition of the labora-
tory frame required the parameter ν from (B4) to vary
accordingly: ν(lab) = ηp/ηt. Only now, after understand-
ing the behavior of the vertex position, do we wish to
inspect the shadow both in forward-moving (ν > 0) and
backward-moving (ν < 0) frames. Figure C2 shows sev-
eral such examples for freely varied ν, the fixed value
of ηp = 0.25 and L = χ. From the fact that the ver-
tex position is even in ν (as observed in figure C1),
we now understand why the vertices for the same ab-
solute value of ν in figure C2 coincide. In addition, for
systematically decreasing values of ν—most prominently
for ν(C−) = −0.95 and ν(D−) = −0.99—one may ob-
serve the significant shadow flattening, consistent with
the expected (trivial) asymptotic state from (28). While
in a true geometric coordinate zp this asymptotic form
stays at the initial, infinitely distant projectile position
zp(0) = − limz0→∞ z0 at the negative side of the z-axis,
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FIG. C2. Scattering shadow for ηp = 0.25, as seen from differ-
ent comoving frames. As ν → −1, the shadow flattens towards
the (trivial) asymptotic form from (28), i.e. (C10).

both figures C1 and C2 suggest that in the transformed
coordinate Zp the same asymptotic form escapes to the
positive infinity. This may be easily corroborated by plug-
ging Z0 from (18) into (28):

Zp(ρp; ν ≤ −1) = −ηt lim
z0→∞

(
(ν + 1)z0 + νχ ln

2z0

eL

)

(C10)
and noting that the entire expression under the limit is
negative due to ν ≤ 1, thus making the final result posi-
tiveS6.

Finally, figure C3 shows the vertex curvature
from (C9). Unlike the vertex position, the curvature de-
pendence on ηt cannot be factored out and its dependence
on ν remains contingent on a particular value of ηt. We
may observe that the ν = 0 case bears no specific rele-
vance for the vertex curvature. Though, it may be used
in conjunction with an infinitely massive target (ηt = 1)
in order to confirm that the result from (C9) recovers
the known result from (A4): Z′′p(ν = 0; ηt = 1) = 1/4χ.
It is to be noted that the general result for ν = 0:
Z′′p(ν = 0) = ηt/χ(1 + ηt)

2 cannot be directly compared
with (A8) from the center-of-mass frame, due to the shift
in the coordinate origin from the center-of-mass frame
(see Section A). For ν = ±1 the shadow flattens at its
vertex, as seen from the fact that in both cases its cur-

S6 From (C10) one may also observe a subtle difference between the
general ν < −1 and the specific ν = −1 case:

Zp(ρp; ν = −1) = ηtχ lim
z0→∞

ln
2z0

eL
,

yielding the asymptotic parametrization of the vertex position
from (C5). Since the canceling of the term limz0→∞ z0 occurs
only for ν = −1, as soon as this value is exceeded, the shadow in
a transformed Zp coordinate is immediately pushed to ‘farther
infinity’. However, there is no such discontinuous behavior in a
true geometric coordinate zp, where the trivial shadow caustic
stays at he initial projectile position zp(0) = − limz0→∞ z0 for
every ν ≤ −1.
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FIG. C3. Vertex curvature dependence for several selected
values of ηt. The scaled-curvature maxima γ(ν̃)—each at the
position ν̃ from (C11)—are confined along the dashed curve
γ(ν̃) = (3− ν̃)(1 + ν̃)2/16. The specially designated coordi-
nates for the ηt = 1 maximum are: (ν̃, γ) = (1/3, 8/27).

vature drops to 0. This is easily understood from fig-
ure C2—most prominently from examples C± and D±—
corroborating that the flattening at the vertex is the con-
sequence of the entire shadow gradually flattening. Fig-
ure C3 clearly shows that, for a given ηt, the vertex cur-
vature reaches a maximum which is easily determined by
a simple extremization procedure:

dZ′′p
dν

∣∣∣
ν̃

= 0 ⇒ ν̃ =
2 + ηt −

√
1 + 8ηt

1− ηt
, (C11)

yielding a maximum dimensionless curvature γ:

γ ≡ max
ν

(
Z′′pχ

)
=

1− 20ηt − 8η2
t +

√
(1 + 8ηt)3

4(1− ηt)3
.

(C12)
Equation (C11) reveals that the maximizing
value ν̃ is confined between ν̃(ηt → 1) = 1/3 and
ν̃(ηt → 0) = 1, yielding the maximum curvature between
γ(ηt → 1) = 8/27 and γ(ηt → 0) = 1/2. By solving (C11)
for ηt and plugging the result ηt = (ν̃2 − 4ν̃ + 3)/(1 + ν̃)2

into (C12), an explicit dependence γ(ν̃) may be ob-
tained: γ(ν̃) = (3− ν̃)(1 + ν̃)2/16. This curve, along
which the curvature maxima slide, is shown in figure C3
by a dashed line. Already the simple visual inspection
of figure C3 reveals that the absolute maximum vertex
curvature equals γmax = 1/2, that is:

max
ηt,ν

(
Z′′p
)

= lim
ηt→0

lim
ν→1

Z′′p =
χ

2
. (C13)

D. ASYMPTOTIC FORM

Let us investigate the asymptotic shadow form, as
ρp →∞. For the same reason as the limiting depen-
dence at the vertex—due to the extremization condi-
tion from (22) being polynomial in %̃0 with coefficients
as polynomials in ρp—the asymptotic dependence %̃0(ρp)
must follow some specific power-law: %̃0(ρp →∞) ∝ ρnp .
Again, we must allow for a general dependence of the

form: %̃0(ρp →∞) = κ∞χ
1−nρnp , due to two separate

length scales ρp and χ being present. This time we
may immediately impose a physical constraint 0 < n ≤ 1,
as the sought impact parameter must still be an in-
creasing function of ρp (eliminating n ≤ 0), while never
greater than ρp, thus not increasing asymptotically faster
than ρp (eliminating n > 1). Using the abbreviations
α± ≡ (ηtv0 ± Vcm)/2ηtv0 and ρ̄p ≡ ρp/χ, as in (C1), and
examining (22) in the limit ρp →∞:

lim
ρp→∞

dZp

d%0
=




α+ρ̄p + α−ρ̄

1−2n
p /κ2

∞ if 0 < n ≤ 1
2

α+ρ̄p if 1
2 < n < 1

(1− 2κ∞)α+ρ̄p if n = 1
(D1)

we see yet again that n = 1 remains the only admissi-
ble solution, as neither of the alternative forms supports
the extremization condition for any κ∞ independent of
ρp. For n = 1 this requirement also provides the value
κ∞ = 1/2, finally yieldingS7:

lim
ρp→∞

%̃0(ρp) =
ρp

2
. (D2)

It may be noted that the same dependence has already
been encountered in (A3), as the exact dependence from
the infinitely-massive-target frame. Passing this solution
into (23), the asymptotic shadow form is immediately
obtained as Zp(ρp; ρp/2):

lim
ρp→∞

Zp(ρp) =
ηtv0 + Vcm

8ηtv0χ
ρ2

p +
Vcm

v0
χ ln

L
ηtχ
−

χ(1 + ηt)[ηt(ηtv0 + Vcm) + (ηtv0 − Vcm)]

2ηtv0
,

(D3)

evidently being is purely parabolic in ρp! Since the scat-
tering shadow is also parabolic in the infinitely-massive-
target frame, the asymptotic form must agree with it
in its entirety. Indeed, it is easy to check that plugging
ηt = 1 and ν = 0 into (D3) immediately recovers a known
result from (A4).

Figure D1 shows a comparison between several true-
shadow forms and the associated asymptotic ones, for
ηt = 0.5 and L = χ. Expectedly, the asymptotic form
does not reproduce accurately the true shadow caustic
around the vertex, at least not for the extreme parame-
ter values. It is also interesting to note from (D3) that as
Vcm → ±ηtv0 (i.e. ν → ±1) the vertex of the asymptotic
form does not even feature a true vertex’ escape to infin-
ity. Rather, in both cases it stays at some finite position
along the Z-axis. Finally, one can confirm from ν = 0 case
that not even in the Vcm = 0 frame is the shadow caustic
parabolic; if it were, it would agree with the asymptotic
form in its entirety.

S7 It may be noted that though the extremization condition
from (22) is the 5th degree polynomial in %̃0, it is only of the
3rd degree in ρp. Thus, one could find an explicit inverse depen-
dence ρp(%̃0) by means of Cardano formula and obtain (C3) and
(D2) by taking it to limits ρp → 0 and ρp →∞. However, the
general form of Cardano formula is long and tiresome. Further-
more, the approach from (C1) and (D1) is more general, as it
may be carried out for a polynomial dependence of any degree,
instead of relying on (22) to be at most the 4th degree polynomial
either in ρp or %̃0 (still solvable in radicals).
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FIG. D1. Comparison between several scattering shadows (full
line) and their parabolic asymptotic forms (dashed line) for
ηt = 0.5.

E. ERRONEOUS PROCEDURE

Instead of employing the correct extremization pro-
cedure from (22), we might be tempted to obtain the
scattering shadow in the comoving frame by straightfor-
ward geometric manipulations of the known paraboloidal
caustic from the fixed-target frame. However, this proce-
dure is incorrect, as we will soon demonstrate. In order
to understand why, consider some particular point on
the shadow boundary as an intersectionS8 of different—if
need be, infinitesimally separate—projectile trajectories.
The problem lies in these trajectories not passing through
their intersection point simultaneously. In other words,
the intersection of trajectories refers only to the cross-
ing of their geometric shapes, rather than their passing
through the same point in space and time. Thus, boost-
ing the same intersection point, when treated as lying
on separate trajectories, would have to be performed at
different points in time, leading to its separation into dis-
tinct points. We may conclude that between the frames
in relative motion, the shadow caustic is determined by
an intersection of entirely different sets of trajectories.

There are very simple examples illustrating not only
(1) that the two trajectories whose geometric shapes in-
tersect at different points in time, may intersect at differ-
ent points in space within the separate comoving frames,
but also (2) that the number of intersection points may
vary, and drastically so between the frames, as well as
(3) that if they do intersect in one frame, they do not
necessarily intersect in any other frame. Some of those ex-
amples are illustrated in figure E1. In all cases the boost

S8 Formally speaking, the concept of the intersection of trajecto-
ries used here is more of the convergence of separate trajectories
around (infinitesimally close to), rather than through the same
point. This is easily understood from a fact that there is a unique
solution to the extremizing impact parameter %̃0, corresponding
to only one of these (infinitesimally close) trajectories.

velocity between the frames is clearly designated as ±v→ .
The case (A) shows an example where the entire intersec-
tion line from one frame is replaced by a single intersec-
tion point in another. This one point endures in all other
frames, as it is the only one where the two trajectories
intersect simultaneously. The case (B) shows that the en-
tire intersection line from one frame does not necessarily
imply any intersection at all in any other frame. The case
(C) shows how a single intersection point in one frame
may lead to no intersection in another. The case (D),
which is the most pertinent to our considerations, shows
how the position of the intersection point may change
between the frames in relative motion. This is most ev-
ident from the fact that the v↑ -trajectory intersects the
initial position of the v→ -trajectory in one frame, while
some later position on the boosted v−→-trajectory serves
as the intersection point in another frame.

Returning to our attempt at demonstrating the er-
roneous shadow derivation, we first note that boosting
the shadow from any starting frame does not alter the
fact that all points on its boundary come from the spe-
cific particle trajectories. Thus, we may readily use the
boosted trajectories from (20), that we already have at

A

B

C

D

v→ v← 0 v←−

v↑

v↑

v↗

v↗

v↑

v→

v↖

0

v↑

v→

v↗

v−→

−v→
====⇒

+v→
====⇒

−v→
====⇒

+v→
====⇒
+v→

====⇒

FIG. E1. Simple examples illustrating how the intersection
of the trajectories’ geometric shapes may change between the
frames in relative motion when their crossing is not simulta-
neous. The cases show: (A) an infinite number of intersection
points replaced by a single point; (B) an infinite number of
intersection points replaced by no intersection at all; (C) a
single intersection point replaced by no intersection at all;
(D) a change in the position of the intersection point.
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our disposal. The only item that may change in respect to
a correct derivation procedure is the form of the extrem-
izing value %̃0(ρp), to be inserted into (23). From [S1]—
in particular, from its equations (16) and (18), together
with figure B1 from its Supplementary note—we already
know that the trajectories with the impact parameter %̃0

give rise to the shadow points at the radial distance:

ξ̃p = 2%̃0 (E1)

from the z-axis in the fixed-target frame. As the param-
eter ξp has been an integral part of a correct derivation
ever since (A.13), we introduce the previous value (sup-
posing that it still holds in a comoving frame) into (A.16),
thus obtaining:

ρp(ξ̃p) = ηtξ̃p + ηp%̃0 ⇒ %̃0(ρp) =
ρp

1 + ηt
, (E2)

which is a sought relation %̃0(ρp) following from an erro-
neous assumption that the shadow in the comoving frame
could be obtained by a straightforward geometric trans-
formation between the frames in relative motion. Plug-
ging this value into (23) immediately yields a supposed
shadow caustic as Z(ρp) = Zp[ρp; ρp/(1 + ηt)]:

Zp(ρp) =
ηtv0 + Vcm

2(1 + ηt)2v0χ
ρ2

p +
Vcm

v0
χ ln
L
χ
− 2ηtχ, (E3)

which does not even agree with the correct asymptotic
form (D3)! It should be clearly stated that this procedure
does not even correctly recover the shadow caustic from
the Vcm = 0 frame, as (E3) again disagrees with (D3).
Moreover, recall from ν = 0 case in figure D1 that in the
Vcm = 0 frame the shadow caustic is not parabolic, to
start with.

The only instance when this erroneous procedure
agrees at least with the correct asymptotic form (D3)
is the case of the infinitively massive target (ηt = 1),
since the supposed relation from (E2) reduces to
%̃0(ρp) = ρp/2, as in (D2). However, not even in that case
does (E3) agree with the general shadow form, which
is easily confirmed by observing that the supposed rela-
tion %̃0(ρp) = ρp/2 is not the extremizing value consistent
with (22):

dZp

d%0

∣∣∣∣
(ηt=1)

ρp/2

= −8Vcmχ

v0ρp
6= 0. (E4)

The only case when the previous relation does yield zero
is Vcm = 0, when (E3) reduces to a known (A4) from
the infinitely-massive-target frame. However, this is only
because the infinitely-massive-target frame also corre-
sponds to the fixed-target frame (as well as to the center-
of-mass and the laboratory frame), so that the correct re-
sult is a simple consequence of no shadow transformation
having been performed at all!

Finally, we may ask is there, for any other ηt, at least
some particular frame speed Vcm for which (22) identi-
cally vanishes under the assumption of %̃0(ρp) from (E2)?
In other words, could that relation be correct at least
under some very stringent circumstances? Attempting to

solve (22) for Vcm in such case:

dZp

d%0

∣∣∣∣ ρp
1+ηt

= 0 ⇒ Vcm = − ηpηtv0ρ
2
p

4(1 + ηt)3χ2 + ηpρ2
p

(E5)
reveals that the answer is negative, as the obtained value
is not independent of ρp! Therefore, the erroneously ob-
tained shadow from (E3) is so utterly incorrect that it
cannot even incidentally reproduce the correct solution!

F. IDENTIFYING THE CORRECT ROOT

The central extremization condition from (22) for find-
ing the scattering shadow in a comoving frame requires
solving the 5th degree polynomial in %̃0:

P(%̃0) =(1 + ν)(ρp − 2%̃0)(ρp − %̃0)2%̃2
0+

χ2ρp(ηp%̃0 − ρp)
[
ηt(1 + ν)%̃0 − (1− ν)(ρp − %̃0)

]
.

(F1)

Searching for a unique solution, one would certainly hope

that four out of five solutions %̃
(i)
0 to this equation could

systematically be eliminated by turning out to be com-
plex, negative or out of range set by (24). Regrettably,
this is not so. Thus, a special care should be taken if

one were interested in identifying the correct root %̃
(i)
0 it-

self, which is, thanks to a procedure from (25), not even
necessary for obtaining the correct shadow form.

Figure F1 shows the behavior of the real roots %̃
(i)
0 to

the extremization condition from (32), related to the lab-
oratory frame examples from Section VI of the main pa-
per. With the exception of the last plot (for ηp = 0.550),

only the solutions satisfying the confine 0 ≤ %̃(i)
0 ≤ ρp are

shown. One can observe that under certain conditions
there is indeed only a single acceptable root (ηp = 0.450
and ηp ≈ 0.490 examples). In that, the ηp ≈ 0.490 ex-
ample (more precisely ηp ≈ 0.489756, a value that will
be discussed later) is the borderline case, just before
the additional roots start appearing, as demonstrated by
the ηp = 0.497 example. The full line shows the ‘flow’ of
the correct shadow-related root, that switches discontin-

uously between the two branches designated as %̃
(A)
0 and

%̃
(C)
0 , and does so at the point ρ

(0)
p that is in no easily

discernible manner related to the branches’ ending points

ρ
(1)
p and ρ

(2)
p . Finally, the ηp = 0.550 case shows the ex-

ample of the roots’ behavior above the shadow existence
limit (ηp = 0.5 in the laboratory frame). We see that the
shadow disappearance is signaled when the only branch
providing the real solution at low ρp drops to the nega-
tive values, leaving no root consistent with 0 ≤ %̃0 ≤ ρp

within that range.
Let us pay a closer attention to the ηp = 0.497 example

from figure F1, representative of other such cases appear-
ing for the extreme values of ηp and ν. Three separate

branches consistent with 0 ≤ %̃(i)
0 ≤ ρp are clearly desig-

nated as %̃
(A)
0 , %̃

(B)
0 and %̃

(C)
0 . The first branch ‘flows’ from

0 to ρ
(2)
p , the second one from ρ

(1)
p to ρ

(2)
p and the third

one from ρ
(1)
p to infinity. Figure F2—which is a backbone
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FIG. F1. Numerical investigation of the relevant roots to the extremization condition from (32) (the laboratory frame). Under
the regular conditions (here: ηp = 0.450 and ηp ≈ 0.490) there is a single solution to the 5th degree polynomial, that satisfies
the geometric confine 0 ≤ %̃0 ≤ ρp. As ηp starts approaching the shadow disappearance limit (the ηp = 0.497 example), the
additional roots start appearing. As the shadow disappearance limit ηp = 0.5 is exceeded (the ηp = 0.550 example), the only
branch providing the real solution at low ρp drops to the negative values.

of the simple method from (25)—shows how the recon-
structed shadow would look if, in search for the correct

root %̃0, we were to switch between the branches %̃
(A)
0

and %̃
(C)
0 either at the point ρ

(1)
p (the lower shadow form)

or at ρ
(2)
p (the upper shadow form). Each branch cor-

rectly describes the shadow within the range where they

are the only acceptable solution: %̃
(A)
0 up to ρ

(1)
p and %̃

(C)
0

from ρ
(2)
p . However, within the range ρ

(1)
p < ρp < ρ

(2)
p one

needs to switch between the branches at the point where
the shadow features a sharp edge, this point being pre-

cisely ρ
(0)
p from figure F1. We note that the behavior

of solutions from figure F1 is characteristic of the phase
transition, wherein we have identified four possible phase
states: a smooth shadow phase, a split shadow phase, a
trivial shadow phase, and no shadow phase.

Figure F2 clearly shows that the shadow-unrelated

portions of the solutions %̃
(A)
0 and %̃

(C)
0 are, in fact, mean-

ingful. They are, indeed, local extremes of Zp(ρp; %0) for
a given ρp, which can be seen from the trajectories piling
up along the superfluous lines (inside the portion of space
swept by the trajectories). However, the shadow caustic
is determined by the global extremes, beyond which no
additional trajectories are admitted. This is the reasoning
behind the simple procedure from (25): of all the points
satisfying any extremization condition, those yielding the

highest extremum are those beyond which no more tra-
jectories can be found.

Since the shadow forms Z(A)
p (ρp) and Z(C)

p (ρp) pre-

dicted by branches %̃
(A)
0 and %̃

(C)
0 intersect at the switch-

ing point ρ
(0)
p , this point is to be found by solving the

equation: Z(A)
p

(
ρ

(0)
p

)
= Z(C)

p

(
ρ

(0)
p

)
, i.e. by finding the nu-

merical solution to:

Zp

[
ρ(0)

p ; %̃
(A)
0

(
ρ(0)

p

)]
= Zp

[
ρ(0)

p ; %̃
(C)
0

(
ρ(0)

p

)]
, (F2)

as per the shadow definition from (23). Since the sought

solution for %̃0 features a discontinuous jump at ρ
(0)
p , the

intermediate values of %0 do not contribute to the for-
mation of the shadow caustic. This means that when the
branches separate, i.e. when the shadow features a sharp
edge (a split shadow phase), there exists a range of tra-
jectories:

%0 ∈
〈
%̃

(A)
0

(
ρ(0)

p

)
, %̃

(C)
0

(
ρ(0)

p

)〉
(F3)

which do not make contact with the shadow caustic at
any point, i.e. do not take part in its formation!

Let us now identify the conditions for the existence of

multiple branches %̃
(i)
0 , together with the procedure for

obtaining ρ
(1)
p and ρ

(2)
p , and thus ρ

(0)
p . As is evident from

figure F1, in particular from the ηp = 0.497 case, when
the multiple branches exist, there are points where the
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FIG. F2. Projectile trajectories in the laboratory frame for
ηp = 0.497, in comparison with the shadow forms predicted

by the root branches %̃
(A)
0 and %̃

(C)
0 from figure F1, if these

branches were switched between either at ρ
(1)
p (the lower

shadow form) or at at ρ
(2)
p (the upper shadow form). The

switch needs to be made somewhere in between, at the point

ρ
(0)
p where the two shadow forms would intersect if overlapped.

Precisely these observations are the basis behind (25).

two branches meet (precisely ρ
(1)
p and ρ

(2)
p ), making these

points multiple roots to the polynomial P(%̃0) from (F1).
Since the discriminant of a polynomial vanishes whenever
the polynomial exhibits multiple roots, we observe the
associated discriminant DP(%̃0):

DP(%̃0)(ρp) = ρ8
pQ(ρ2

p) (F4)

and obtain ρ
(1)
p and ρ

(2)
p by finding its zeros, i.e. by solving

the equation:

DP(%̃0)

(
ρ(1,2)

p

)
= 0. (F5)

In (F4) we have indicated the structure of the discrimi-
nant without writing it out in its entirety, due to the ex-
pression being quite long (the full expression may easily
be obtained and manipulated with the help of any avail-
able symbolic programming code, such as sympy from
Python, to name just one). As the polynomial P is a
function of both %̃0 and ρp, in treating it as a polynomial
in %̃0 its discriminant remains a function of ρp, of indi-
cated form. In that, Q(ρ2

p) is the 4th degree polynomial in

ρ2
p (a ‘biquartic’ function). Evidently, any nontrivial so-

lution to (F5) is a root of a polynomial Q, i.e. the sought

points ρ
(1)
p and ρ

(2)
p follow from:Q

[(
ρ

(1,2)
p

)2]
= 0. We fur-

ther pose the question: when does this equation have any
acceptable (positive) solutions, i.e. when do the multiple

branches %̃
(i)
0 even appear? Consider what happens at

the limit, just before the multiple branches separate (the

ηp ≈ 0.490 case from figure F1): ρ
(1)
p and ρ

(2)
p start sepa-

rating from the same point. In other words, they start as
the multiple roots to (F5)! Therefore, we might identify
the limiting case by observing the discriminant of the
discriminant from (F4). However, as ρp = 0 is always
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FIG. F3. Range of parameters ν and ηt (the shaded area) for

which there are multiple branches %̃
(i)
0 satisfying the confine

0 ≤ %̃(i)0 ≤ ρp. The laboratory frame is represented by a point

at η̃
(lab)
t ≈ 0.510244, i.e. ν

(lab)
0 ≈ 0.959846.

its multiple (octuple) root, the discriminant of DP(%̃0) is
always zero. Hence, we must isolate the discriminant of

that part from which the solutions ρ
(1)
p and ρ

(2)
p origi-

nateS9: of the polynomial Q(ρ2
p). Without writing it out

in its fullness, we again indicate the form of the nontrivial
part of this discriminant:

DQ(ρ2p) (ηt, ν) ∝ [ηt(1 + ν)− (1− ν)]R2(ηt, ν)S3(ηt, ν),

(F6)
where R(ηt, ν) is a polynomial of the 4th degree in both
ηt and ν, while S(ηt, ν) is a polynomial of the 4th de-
gree in ηt and the 5th degree in ν. Finding the rele-
vant zero of this discriminant—i.e. solving the equation

DQ(ρ2p) (η̃t, ν) = 0 as a condition for ρ
(1)
p and ρ

(2)
p start-

ing to appear as multiple roots—one obtains the value

η̃t(ν) at which, for a given ν, multiple branches %̃
(i)
0 start

separating. The detailed numerical investigation shows
that the sought η̃t(ν) is a solution to the polynomial S
from (F6). In that, one of the four solutions to S yields
a correct η̃t(ν) for ν > 0, while the separate solution ap-
plies for ν < 0. We denote these two relevant branches as

η̃
(+)
t and η̃

(−)
t (for positive and negative ν, respectively)

and display them in figure F3, so that the readers follow-
ing our methodology may immediately recognize them
among their own solutions.

S9 Ideally, instead of the discriminant of the entire polynomial
Q(ρ2p), we would only need a discriminant of a reduced polyno-

mial
(
ρp − ρ(1)p

)(
ρp − ρ(2)p

)
yielding the relevant solutions ρ

(1)
p

and ρ
(2)
p . However, the sporadic solutions to Q(ρ2p) are not easily

factored out, so we identify the relevant zeros of DQ(ρ2p)
by a

detailed numerical analysis.
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The full description of figure F3 requires some fur-

ther explanations. In their part, the branches η̃
(±)
t yield

the solutions greater than 1, while ηt by its definition
cannot exceed this value. Therefore, we wish to iden-
tify the values of ν, at which the solutions for η̃t need

to be truncated from η̃
(±)
t to unity. This is easily done

by observing the relevant condition S(η̃t, ν) = 0 at
η̃t = 1, where the polynomial S takes the simple form:
S(η̃t = 1, ν) = 16ν(125ν2 − 108), yielding two relevant
solutions:

ν± = ±6
√

15

25
≈ ±0.929516. (F7)

Since η̃
(−)
t > 1 for ν < ν− and η̃

(+)
t > 1 for ν < ν+,

the physical constraint η̃t = 1 must be forced for
−1 < ν < ν− and 0 < ν < ν+. Thus, we may write the
final form for η̃t as:

η̃t(ν) =





1 if − 1 < ν ≤ ν−
η̃

(−)
t if ν− < ν < 0
1 if 0 < ν ≤ ν+

η̃
(+)
t if ν+ < ν < 1

. (F8)

A numerical investigation further reveals that for ν > 0

the multiple branches %̃
(i)
0 appear when ηt > η̃t, while for

ν < 0 when ηt < η̃t, which is a range of values shown in
figure F3 by the shaded area. It is easily seen that for
−1 < ν ≤ ν− there are multiple branches for every ηt,
while for 0 < ν ≤ ν+, and in particular for ν = 0, there is
always a single branch such that 0 ≤ %̃0 ≤ ρp. All these
claims may be elegantly compacted by saying that the
separation of multiple branches appears if and only if
ηt sgn(ν) > η̃t sgn(ν), with the signum function sgn(·) re-
turning the sign of the argument (−1, 0, 1).

In a sense of a phase transition, figure F3 represents
a phase diagram—clear and shaded area corresponding
to a smooth and split shadow, respectively—with η̃t(ν)
as a critical line separating the phase states. In that,
figure F3 additionally shows the position of the point

η̃
(lab)
t corresponding to a phase transition in the labora-

tory frame. Since ν(lab) = ηp/ηt = (1− ηt)/ηt by defini-
tion of the laboratory frame, one needs to solve the equa-

tion S
[
η̃

(lab)
t ,

(
1− η̃(lab)

t

)
/η̃

(lab)
t

]
= 0 in a single variable.

Numerical procedure yields the value η̃
(lab)
t ≈ 0.510244—

as the solution to the sextic equation 31x6 + 623x5 +
742x4−322x3−373x2 +195x−32 = 0—thus also provid-

ing ν
(lab)
0 ≈ 0.959846, which defines a laboratory frame in

which the shadow starts featuring a sharp edge, i.e. the

phase transition occurs. This value of η̃
(lab)
t is in a direct

connection with the ηp ≈ 0.490 case from figure F1, which

more precisely corresponds to ηp = 1− η̃(lab)
t ≈ 0.489756.

Once it has been determined whether the multiple

%̃
(i)
0 branches appear, one can find their bounds ρ

(1)
p

and ρ
(2)
p by solving (F5)—more precisely, the equation

Q
[(
ρ

(1,2)
p

)2]
= 0—and identify the branches’ interchange

point ρ
(0)
p by searching for a solution to (F2) within the

range ρ
(1)
p < ρ

(0)
p < ρ

(2)
p . Figure F4 shows an example of

thus found solutions in a laboratory frame. The meaning

of η̃
(lab)
t —previously determined as η̃

(lab)
t ≈ 0.510244—

is clearly seen as a limiting value for which these so-
lutions exist. One could have already intuited from the
ηp = 0.550 case in figure F1, when the scattering shadow

does not exist in the laboratory frame, that ρ
(0)
p and ρ

(2)
p

must diverge as the underlying parameters approach the
shadow disappearance limit |ν| = 1 (i.e. ηt = 0.5 in the
laboratory frame). It can also be confirmed from the same

case in figure F1 that ρ
(1)
p may indeed stay finite un-

der the same conditions (being represented by the two
branches’ meeting point around ρp/χ ≈ 3, even though
the shadow has long since disappeared), thus supporting
the finite limit suggested by figure F4. Returning to the

divergence of the shadow ‘breaking’ point ρ
(0)
p , where it

features a sharp edge as two of the branches %̃
(i)
0 discon-

tinuously interchange, figure F4 suggests that its diver-
gence may be quite sharp. In fact, the nature of this di-
vergence may be clearly identified from the approximate

expression for ρ
(0)
p . Figure D1 suggests that as ν → ±1,

the estimate for ρ
(0)
p might be obtained by intersecting

the asymptotic shadow form (D3) with the limiting form
around the shadow vertex:

[
lim
ρp→0

Zp(ρp)
]
ρ
(0)
p

=
[

lim
ρp→∞

Zp(ρp)
]
ρ
(0)
p

, (F9)

where limρp→0 Zp(ρp) = 1
2Z′′pρ

2
p + Zp, with the vertex po-

sition Zp and curvature Z′′p given by (C5) and (C9). Solv-
ing this simple equation yields an approximation:

ρ(0)
p ≈ 2χ

1 + ηt − ηpν

|(1 + ηt)ν − ηp|
×

√
ηp[ηp − (1 + ηt)ν] + 2ηtν ln[ηt(1 + ν)/(1− ν)]

1 + ν
.

(F10)

Notice: limν→ηp/(1+ηt) ρ
(0)
p = 2

√
2ηt(1 + ηt). Figure F4

reveals this approximation as rather poor, in general case.
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ηt

2.0

2.5

3.0

3.5

4.0

4.5

5.0

ρ
(0
,1
,2

)
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η̃
(lab)
t

ρ
(0)
p /χ

ρ
(1)
p /χ

ρ
(2)
p /χ

≈ ρ̄
(0)
p

FIG. F4. Boundary points ρ
(1)
p and ρ

(2)
p of the multiple root-

branches %̃
(i)
0 in the laboratory frame (η̃

(lab)
t ≈ 0.510244),

together with the shadow ‘breaking’ point ρ
(0)
p , where

the branches discontinuously interchange. As ηt → 0.5 (the

shadow disappearance limit in the laboratory frame), ρ
(0)
p and

ρ
(2)
p diverge, while: limηt→0.5 ρ

(1)
p /χ ≈ 2.42. The approxima-

tion to ρ
(0)
p from (F10) is also shown, revealing the divergence

of the form: limηt→0.5 ρ
(0)
p ∝

√
− ln(2ηt − 1).
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However, it does become increasingly appropriate as the
shadow flattens (ν → ±1), allowing us to identify the
form of the divergence for ν → 1:

lim
ν→1

ρ(0)
p ∝

√
− ln(1− ν), (F11)

as well as for ν → −1:

lim
ν→−1

ρ(0)
p ∝

√
− ln(1 + ν)

1 + ν
. (F12)

In the laboratory frame, where ν(lab) = ηp/ηt, this can

be translated into: limηt→0.5 ρ
(0)
p ∝

√
− ln(2ηt − 1).

In summary, even in the presence of multiple branches

%̃
(i)
0 satisfying 0 ≤ %̃(i)

0 ≤ ρp, the entire procedure lead-

ing to the identification of the ‘breaking’ point ρ
(0)
p may

be safely circumvented by the virtue of the very sim-
ple and efficient method from (25), based on the obser-
vations from figure F2. However, if the procedure was
followed to the letter—reflecting all the underlying com-
putational intricacies—the calculation of the scattering
shadow caustic in the comoving frame could be decom-
posed into the following steps:

(1) determine if the (nontrivial) shadow exists by
checking if −1 < ν < 1;

(2) determine if multiple relevant branches %̃
(i)
0 appear

by checking if ηt sgn(ν) > η̃t sgn(ν) [see (F8)];

(3a) if (2) is satisfied, determine the branches’ boundary

points ρ
(1)
p and ρ

(2)
p by solving (F5), in order to find

their interchange point ρ
(0)
p by solving (F2) within

the range ρ
(1)
p < ρ

(0)
p < ρ

(2)
p ;

(3b) otherwise, use a single available branch such that
0 ≤ %̃0 ≤ ρp;

(4) calculate the scattering shadow from (23) using the
relevant branch(es).

G. THE CLOSEST APPROACH

We now extend our analysis to the points of the closest
approach between the projectile and target. In [S1] we
have already shown that in the fixed-target frame the
projectile comes closest to the target when passing at an
angle:

θ̃(%0) = π/2 + arctan(χ/%0). (G1)

From (A.9) and (A.12) the closest approach curve (i.e.
the geometric place of all the closest approach points)
in the comoving frame is easily obtained in a parametric
form. We only need to use the inverse relation:

%0

(
θ̃
)

= −χ tan θ̃ (G2)

in order to establish the connection between the partic-
ular projectile trajectory and its angle of the closest ap-
proach. The parametric equations for the coordinates Rp

and Zp of the projectiles’ points of the closest approach
may now be defined as:

Rp

(
θ̃
)
≡ ρp

[
θ̃; %0

(
θ̃
)]
, (G3)

Zp

(
θ̃
)
≡ Zp

[
θ̃; %0

(
θ̃
)]
. (G4)
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FIG. G1. Projectile and target closest approach curves for
ηp = 0.5 and several values of ν. The target curve for ν = 0 is
bounded by the dotted coordinates (Rt/χ,Zt/χ) = (ηp, ηp).

Since the charged target is put into motion by the re-
coil in the comoving frame, we may also observe its clos-
est approach curve, which is obtained using the relative
projectile-target distance from (10):

Rt

(
θ̃
)
≡ r
(
θ̃
)

sin θ̃ − Rp

(
θ̃
)
, (G5)

Zt

(
θ̃
)
≡ Zp

(
θ̃
)
− r
(
θ̃
)

cos θ̃. (G6)

It is to be noted from (G1) that (G3)–(G6) may be mean-

ingfully evaluated only for π/2 < θ̃ < π. Using (G1) we

might also translate the parametric dependences over θ̃
into equivalent dependences over %0:

Rp(%0) = %0 +
ηtχ%0√
χ2 + %2

0

, (G7)

Zp(%0) = −ηtχ

(
1 +

χ√
χ2 + %2

0

)
− ηtνχ ln

√
χ2 + %2

0

L ,

(G8)

Rt(%0) =
ηpχ%0√
χ2 + %2

0

, (G9)

Zt(%0) = ηpχ

(
1 +

χ√
χ2 + %2

0

)
− ηtνχ ln

√
χ2 + %2

0

L .

(G10)

Though these relations might further be used to obtain
the explicit dependences between the coordinates them-
selves, (G7) leads to a quartic equation for %0(Rp), mak-
ing the final expression for Zp(Rp) long and tiresome.

Figure G1 shows the closest approach curves for
ηt = 0.5 and several selected values of ν. It is to be noted
that the closest approach curves are well defined for any
ν, not being limited by a scattering shadow existence
condition −1 < ν < 1. Equations (G8) and (G10) reveal
that only in the ν = 0 frame (where the center of mass is
at rest) the closest approach curves span a limited range
along the Z-axis. In that, the projectile curve has a ver-
tical asymptote at:

lim
%0→∞

Z(ν=0)
p (%0) = −ηtχ, (G11)
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while the target curve is entirely bounded by:

lim
%0→∞

R
(ν=0)
t (%0) = lim

%0→∞
Z

(ν=0)
t (%0) = ηpχ. (G12)

For ν 6= 0 both the projectile and target curves extend
indefinitely, in a direction determined by ν. The target
curves still retain the horizontal asymptote from (G12):
lim%0→∞ Rt(%0) = ηpχ, regardless of ν. Though figure G1
might suggest that the projectile curves might have
an asymptote under some particular skew angle, this
is easily disproved by closely inspecting their asymp-
totic behavior. Since: lim%0→∞ Rp(%0) = %0, it follows
that: limRp→∞ Zp(Rp) = −(ηtνχ/2) lnRp, i.e. the projec-
tile curves asymptotically feature a logarithmic behavior.
Finally, it should be noted that the vertex of the projec-
tiles’ closest approach curve, Zp(0) = −ηtχ[2 + ln(χ/L)],
does not correspond to a shadow vertex from (C5). The
reason is that the shadow vertex is determined by a point
where the frontal (%0 = 0) projectile comes to a rest in
the comoving frame, while the closest approach vertex by
a point where the frontal projectile comes to a rest in the
center-of-mass frame.

H. BACK-BENDING

Here we investigate the back-bending of trajectories
and the geometric place ζp(%0) of the back-bending
points. The radial coordinate ρ̃p at which the back-
bending occurs, i.e. the trajectory changes its direction, is
to be found as the solution to the extremization problem:

dZp

dρp

∣∣∣∣
ρ̃p

= 0. (H1)

The required derivative is already at hand from (B1),
yielding a quadratic equation for ρ̃p. Out of the two so-
lutions, only the one with the positive root-related sign:

ρ̃p = %0 + ηtχ%0
χν +

√
χ2 − %2

0(1 + ν)2

χ2(1− ν)− %2
0(1 + ν)

(H2)

systematically satisfies ρ̃p ≥ %0 around %0 = 0S10. The ge-
ometric place of the back-bending points is easily ob-
tained by plugging ρ̃p into (20):

ζp(%0) = Zp[ρ̃p(%0); %0]. (H3)

S10 The negative sign counterpart ρ̃
(−)
p to the positive root-related-

sign solution from (H2)—that we denote here as ρ̃
(+)
p —is not sys-

tematically consistent with the requirement ρ̃p ≥ %0. This is eas-
ily confirmed by inspecting the behavior of the two roots around
%0 = 0. To this end let us observe their derivatives, actively using
the fact that the scattering shadow exists only for |ν| < 1:

dρ̃
(+)
p

d%0

∣∣∣∣
0

= 1 +
1 + ν

1− ν
ηt ≥ 1,

dρ̃
(−)
p

d%0

∣∣∣∣
0

= 1− ηt ≤ 1.

As both roots start at ρ̃
(±)
p (0) = 0, the negative sign solution be-

haves as: lim%0→0 ρ̃
(−)
p = (1− ηt)%0 ≤ %0. It will be shown that

under appropriate circumstances the solution ρ̃
(−)
p may, in fact,

provide a second bending point, which will be identified with the

forward-bending after the initial back -bending, governed by ρ̃
(+)
p .

As the expression is long an tedious, we do not write it
here in its completeness. However, it is to be noted that
by taking the limit %0 → 0, we immediately recover the
vertex position from (C5):

Zp = lim
%0→0

ζp(%0) = ηtχ

(
ν ln
L(1 + ν)

χ(1− ν)
− 2

)
. (H4)

Now we analyze the solution ρ̃p in order to deter-
mine which trajectories are subject to back-bending in
the given comoving frame. At this point we purposefully
rewrite it as:

ρ̃p =
N (%0)

D(%0)
=

%0

[
χ2(1− ηpν)− %2

0(1 + ν) + ηtχ
√
χ2 − %2

0(1 + ν)2
]

χ2(1− ν)− %2
0(1 + ν)

,

(H5)

in order to be able to separate the numerator N (%0) from
the denominator D(%0). As the discriminant vanishes for:

%
(dis)
0 ≡ χ

1 + ν
, (H6)

the positive discriminant condition for the existence of

real solutions requires: %0 < %
(dis)
0 . However, there may

be a prior qualitative change in the solutions—signaled
by the vanishing of the denominator—which occurs for:

%
(den)
0 ≡ χ

√
1− ν
1 + ν

(H7)

and commonly leads to the divergence and the abrupt
change in the sign of the entire expression, unless the
numerator undergoes the same behavior at this point.
We now ask: can such canceling of zeros actually occur,
based on the value of the control parameter ν? At close
inspection:

N
(
%

(den)
0

)
= ηtχ

3(ν + |ν|)
√

1− ν
1 + ν

(H8)

we see that indeed it may: for every −1 < ν ≤ 0! We have
yet to confirm if under such circumstances the limit of
the entire solution ρ̃p is finite, which is simply done by
employing the l’Hôpital rule:

ρ̃(den)
p ≡ lim

%0→%(den)0

ρ̃p(%0; ν ≤ 0) =
dN/d%0

dD/d%0

∣∣∣∣
%
(den)
0

= χ
2ν − ηt(1 + ν)

2ν

√
1− ν
1 + ν

.

(H9)

It is! Thus, for −1 < ν < 0 no significant change takes

place at %
(den)
0 , and ρ̃p continues unhindered until %

(dis)
0 .

This suggests that there are two separate domains of va-
lidity, depending on value of ν: one determined by the
zero in denominator, the other by the zero in discrim-
inant. On the other hand, let us consider the scatter-
ing angle ϑp from (B2). If one were to expect only the
backscattered trajectories (ϑp > π/2) to undergo back-
bending, then the implied requirement cotϑp < 0 imme-

diately leads to a unique condition: %0 < %
(den)
0 , thus giv-

ing dominance to the zero in the denominator, whether
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FIG. H1. Relevant trajectory examples in the backward-
moving frame, for ηt = 0.7 and ν = −0.75. The trajectory B
is a borderline backscattering case, its asymptotic scattering
angle being ϑp = π/2. The trajectory D is a borderline back-
bending case, its bending-point being the point of inflection.
The trajectory C is a prime example of a forward-scattered
trajectory back-bending. The second bending point along the
trajectory C is the forward-bending point, which we do not
consider in this analysis.

or not its appearance has any effect upon the solution.
In order to resolve this conundrum, we need to inspect
the behavior of the projectile trajectories for some ν < 1.
Figure H1 shows several representative trajectories for
ηt = 0.7 and ν = −0.75. The trajectory A shows the ex-
pected case of the backscattered trajectory back-bending.
The trajectory B is the one asymptotically scattered un-
der ϑp = π/2, at the limit of the backscattering regime.
The trajectory C shows a clear case of a forward-scattered
trajectory back-bending, thus invalidating the earlier as-
sumption about the backscattered trajectories being a
sole subject to back-bendingS11. The trajectory D shows
the borderline case of back-bending, when the back-
bending point becomes the point of inflection. The tra-
jectory E shows the typical case of a forward-scattered
trajectory without back-bending. Based on this observa-
tions, we may safely conclude that there are indeed two
separate conditions for the validity of ρ̃p, determined by

S11 It may be observed from figure H1 that within the domain

%
(den)
0 < %0 < %

(dis)
0 corresponding to the trajectory C, there are

in fact two bending points. As the second one is also a solu-
tion to the extremization problem from (H1), it is described
by the second solution to the associated quadratic equation,
i.e. by the negative root-related-sign counterpart to (H2). We
do not consider them in the analysis, as they are forward-
bending, rather than the back -bending points. Since the trajec-
tories from this range are ultimately scattered forwards, only

for the backscattered trajectories (i.e. for %0 < %
(den)
0 ) could the

back-bending points be identified not only with the local, but
also with the global maximum of the trajectory equation, in a
sense: ζp(%0) = maxρp [Zp(ρp; %0)].
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√

1−ν
1+ν

FIG. H2. Impact parameter of the last back-bending trajec-
tory, dependent on the motion of the reference frame. There is
a qualitative difference between the frames moving forwards
(ν > 0) and those moving backwards (ν < 0).

a maximum admissible argument:

%
(max)
0 =

{
%

(dis)
0 if ν ≤ 0

%
(den)
0 if ν ≥ 0

. (H10)

Figure H2 shows this dependence. Further expressing:

ρ̃(dis)
p ≡ ρ̃p

(
%

(dis)
0

)
= χ

ηpν − ηt

ν(1 + ν)
, (H11)

we now see from (H10):

ρ̃(max)
p =

{
ρ̃

(dis)
p if ν ≤ 0
∞ if ν ≥ 0

(H12)

that the geometric extent of back-bending points both
qualitatively and quantitatively depends on the direction
of motion of the reference frame. This is clearly visible
from figure H3, which shows the solution ρ̃p for ηt = 0.5
and several selected values of ν. For ν ≥ 0 (cases A, B, O)
one can find back-bending points at any distance ρp from
the z-axis. However, for ν < 0 (cases C, D, E, F, G) the
geometric extent of back-bending points is limited. Full
circles show their end-points for a given ν. Considering
all such end-points (for any ν) yields an upper dashed
curve beyond which one cannot find a real solution ρ̃p,
regardless of ν. Eliminating ν from (H6) and (H11), one
can even obtain an explicit expression for this curve:

ρ̃(dis)
p =

%
(dis)
0

(
%

(dis)
0 − ηpχ

)

%
(dis)
0 − χ

. (H13)

Additionally, open circles show the points at which the
solutions ρ̃p would diverge due to the zero in the denom-
inator, if not for the corresponding zero in the numerator
yielding the finite values from (H9). The geometric place
of all such points forms a lower dashed curve, whose ex-
plicit form is found by eliminating ν from (H7) and (H9):

ρ̃(den)
p =

%
(den)
0

[(
%

(den)
0

)
2 − ηpχ

2
]

(
%

(den)
0

)
2 − χ2

. (H14)
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FIG. H3. Solutions ρ̃p to the extremization problem from (H1)
for ηt = 0.5 and several selected values of ν. The upper and
lower dashed curve are given by (H13) and (H14), respectively.

Figure H4 shows the geometric place of back-bending
points for ηt = 0.5 and several values of ν, as per defini-
tion from (H3). It should be noted that plugging the solu-
tion ρ̃p from (H2) into the trajectory equation from (20)
yields the dependence ζp(%0) on the impact parameter
%0, while figure H4 shows the dependence ζp(ρp) on the
geometric coordinate ρp of the back-bending points. The
upper part of the plot shows examples for ν > 0, while
the lower part shows the examples for the correspond-
ing negative values of ν. The open circles show the limit
of the bending-points curve, as it approaches the z-axis,
determining the vertex position from (C5) (with L = χ
used in all these plots). As in figure H3, the back-bending
curves for ν < 0 are limited in their extent, ending at co-

ordinates
[
ρ̃

(dis)
p , ζp

(
ρ̃

(dis)
p

)]
, shown by the full circles. All

such end-points (for any −1 < ν < 0 and a given ηt) form
a dashed curve. It would be false to say that no bend-
ing curve reaches beyond this boundary (in either the
radial or the axial direction), which is clearly seen from
the ν = −0.1 case.

In [S1] we have addressed an issue of confusing the
scattering shadow with the geometric place of the closest
approach points. From figure H4 it is perfectly clear that
neither the back-bending curves correspond to a scatter-
ing shadow, which is a simple consequence of their precise
and distinct definitions from (23) and (H3). However, if
one still asked for a specific and convincing counterexam-
ple, it is easily obtained in the infinitely-massive-target
frame (ηt = 1 and ν = 0).
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FIG. H4. Back-bending curves (geometric place of the trajec-
tories’ back-bending points) for ηt = 0.5 and several selected
values of ν. The lower and the upper part of the plot sepa-
rately show the examples for ν ≤ 0 and ν ≥ 0. Open circles
correspond to the shadow vertex positions. Full circles are the
curves’ end-points, sweeping the dashed curve.

In that case the solution from (H2) reduces to:

ρ̃(∞)
p (%0) = %0 +

χ%0√
χ2 − %2

0

. (H15)

Since the inverse dependence %0

(
ρ̃

(∞)
p

)
is still long and

tedious—a solution to the 4th degree polynomial—we
keep the back-bending curve from (H3) parametrized
by %0:

ζ(∞)
p (%0) = −χ−

√
χ2 − %2

0 (H16)

and compare it to the shadow equation parametrized
by %0, which is easily found by combining (A3) and (A4):

Z(∞)
p (%0) =

%2
0

2χ
− 2χ. (H17)

Having resorted to the infinitely-massive-target frame—
coinciding with the fixed-target frame—we may also
make a comparison with the associated closest approach
curve from (G8):

Z(∞)
p (%0) = −χ− χ2

√
χ2 − %2

0

. (H18)

Evidently, the back-bending curve, the closest approach
curve and the scattering shadow caustic are all decidedly
dissimilar.
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