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A bstract.

In thiswork wepresentfully di�erentialcrosssections(FDCSs)calculationsusingpost

and prior version ofCDW {EIS theory for helium single ionization by 100 M eV C6+

am u�1 and 3.6 M eV am u�1 Au24+ and Au53+ ions. W e perform ed our calculations

for di�erent m om entum transfer and ejected electron energies. The in
uence of

internuclearpotentialon theejected electron spectra istaken into accountin allcases.

W e com pare ourcalculationswith absolute experim entalm easurem ents. Itis shown

that prior version calculations give better agreem ent with experim ents in alm ost all

studied cases.
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1. Introduction

The study of electron em ission spectra in ion atom collisions has been a �eld of

intense activity for years (Stolterfoht et al1997). For interm ediate to high energy

singleionization therehasbeen considerable theoreticale�ortsfocused in theso-called

two centre electron em ission (TCEE) (Fainstein et al 1991, Pedersen et al 1990).

Im provem entin the description ofthe ionized electron m oving in the presence ofboth

residualtargetand projectile �eldsafterthecollision (�nalstate)hasbeen key forthe

correctdescription ofexperim entaldata (Guly�asetal1995).

W ithin distorted wave approxim ations,it has been shown that,at least for high

im pact energy and m ultiply charged projectiles, CDW theory ofBelki�c (1978) used

together with an appropriate description of the initial bound and �nal continuum

electron states,yieldsbestresultsfordoubly di�erentialcrosssections(DDCSs)(Guly�as

and Fainstein 1998,Ciappina etal2003).However,when theprojectileim pactvelocity

decreases,the CDW {EIS theory ofCrothers& M cCann (1983)givesbetterresults,its

only di�erencebeing thechoiceoftheinitialstate.M oreoverCDW {EIS approxim ation

is form ally free ofcriticism s regarding the initialstate proper norm alization,and the

transition am plitudes have not the divergent behavior that CDW exhibits (Crothers

1982)(although ithasbeen dem onstrated thatCDW am plitudesareintegrableand its

DDCSsarewellbehaved)(Dub�eand Dewangan 1995).

The �eld has experienced a renewed interest as a result ofthe developm ent of

the experim entaltechnique known as COLTRIM S (cold-target recoil-ion m om entum

spectroscopy) (M osham m er et al 1994). W ith COLTRIM S, the projectile’s tiny

scattering anglecan beobtained indirectly by m easuring theionized electron and recoil

ion m om enta.Fully di�erentialcrosssections(FDCS)forion im pactionization can be

m easured now and thisconstitute a challenging ground forexisting theories(Fosteret

al2004).

The�rstm easurem entsoftheFDCS,forvariousm om entum transfersand ejected-

electron energies,werereported in 2001by Schulzetalforsingleionization ofhelium by

100M eV am u�1 C6+ .Theoreticalresultsforthisprocesswerem adelaterby M adison et

al2002,usingseveralapproxim ationschem es.Theyobtainedreasonablegoodagreem ent

between experim ent and theory in the scattering plane for interm ediate m om entum

transfer,butthe theories used was notable to reproduce the m easurem ents forlarge

valuesofm om entum transferand outofscattering plane.

Subsequently, experim ents with other projectiles and energy ranges have been

perform ed. Fischer et al(2003) have reported absolute experim entalm easurem ents

for 2 M eV am u�1 C6+ single ionization ofhelium in the scattering plane for various

m om entum transfersand ejected-electron energies. Fosteretal(2004)have presented

3DW {EIS results for the single ionization ofhelium by 3.6 M eV am u�1 Au24+ and

Au53+ ions.The3DW {EIS m odelisam odi�ed version oftheCDW {EIS approxim ation

and,although the authors found good agreem ent with 2 M eV am u�1 C6+ data,the

theory did not yield a signi�cant im provem ent for higher charged ions. Theoretical
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results calculated using a CDW {EIS m odelexhibited di�erences between experim ent

and theory on an absolute scale for em ission in the scattering plane,de�ned by the

planecontaining theinitialand �nalprojectilem om enta.Theircalculationswerem ade

using a post version ofthe CDW {EIS theory and an active electron approxim ation

with hydrogenic wavefunctions for the initialand �nalelectron states. Indeed, the

sim plestdescription forthe He bound initialstate isto assum e ithasone ‘active’and

one ‘passive’electron and thatthe ‘active’electron can be described asm oving in the

e�ectiveCoulom b �eld oftheatom iccorewith an e�ectivechargechosen either:(a)to

reproducetheionization energy or(b)so thatthecontinuum waveisorthogonalto the

initialstate.

A m ore sophisticated description involves the use offullnum ericalHartree{Fock

wavefunctionsforboth initialand �nalstatesoftheactiveelectron (Guly�asetal1995,

Guly�asand Fainstein 1998,Fosteretal2004).Hartree{Fock description,however,does

notincludeproperangularcorrelationsin theinitialstate,and forlargeperturbations,

there m ightbe the chance thatthe projectile interactswith m ore than one electron in

a single event. An explicittwo-electron description,i.e.,a full-blown four-body theory

forthecollision processm ightbenecessary in thatcase.W ehaveshown thatby using

the prior version ofCDW {EIS together with an appropriate Roothan{Hartree{Fock

description ofthe initialstate and an e�ective charge coulom b wave function for the

target-electron continuum ,wegetsim ilarresultsto thoseobtained by using num erical

Hartree{Fock wave functions (Ciappina etal2004),for ion im pact helium ionization

DDCSs.

The aim ofthis paper is to present post and prior CDW {EIS calculations with

internuclearinteraction between the projectile and the target(N{N interaction)taken

into accountforion helium single ionization FDCSsatdi�erentperturbation regim es.

Atom icunitsareused throughoutunlessotherwisestated.

2. T heories

W e regard He single ionization as a single electron process and assum e that (i) the

initialstateforthe‘active’electron isdescribed by a sem i-analyticalRothan{Hartree{

Fock schem e using a 5 param eterswave function (Clem ente and Roetti1974)and (ii)

in the �nalstate the ‘active’targetelectron m oves in the com bined Coulom b �eld of

the targetcore with an e�ective charge Z eff = 1:6875.The electron-projectile relative

m otion arerepresented in a CDW {EIS approach,i.e.oneeikonalphasein theentrance

channeland a pureCoulom b distortion in the�nalone.N{N interaction istreated asa

pure Coulom b interaction between the projectile with a chargeZP and thetruetarget

corecharge,ZT = 1.

N{N interactionistakenintoaccountinthetransitionam plitudeaif(�),intheusual

sem i-classicalor eikonalapproxim ation,through its m ultiplication by a phase factor

(M cCarrolland Salin 1978),which forpure coulom b internuclearinteraction resultsin
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(Crothersand M cCann 1983)

a
0
if
(�)= i(�v)2i�aif(�) (1)

were � = ZP ZT=v,v is the velocity ofthe im pinging projectile and � is the im pact

param eter (� � v = 0). aif (�)
�

a0
if
(�)

�

is the transition am plitude with (without)

internuclear interaction. Using two-dim ensionalFourier transform s we have for the

transition am plitudeelem ents,CDW {EIS transition m atrix can bewritten alternatively

asa function ofthem om entum transfer:

T
0
if
(�0)=

iv2i�

(2�)
2

Z

d� Tif(�)
Z

d� �2i� ei(�� �0)��
aif(�) (2)

W esolvetheintegraloverim pactparam eteranalytically to obtain:

T
0
if
(�)= �

iv2i�(2�)�i�

24�3

Z

d�0Tif(�
0)j� � �0j

�2(1+ i�)
(3)

Therem aining integralin (3)isevaluated num erically with an adaptiveintegration

schem e. This approxim ation is valid as long as (i) the projectile su�ers very sm all

de
ectionsin thecollision and (ii)thevelocity oftherecoilion rem ainssm allcom pared

to thatoftheem itted electron.

W ithin CDW {EIS,Transition am plitudecan becom puted as

T
+ C D W �E IS
if

=
D

�
�C D W

f

�
�
� W

y

f

�
�
��

+ E IS

i

E

(4)

in itspostversion or

T
�C D W �E IS
if

=
D

�
�C D W

f

�
�
� Wi

�
�
��

+ E IS

i

E

(5)

in the prior version, where the initial (�nal) state distorted wave �
+

i
(��

f
) is an

approxim ation to the initial(�nal)state which satis�esoutgoing-wave (+)(incom ing-

wave(�))conditions.Fortheinitialstatetheasym ptoticform oftheCoulom bdistortion

(eikonal phase) is used in the electron-projectile interaction together with a sem i

analyticalRothan{Hartree{Fock description for the initialbound-state wavefunction

(Clem entiand Roetti1974)

�
+ E IS

i
= (2�)�3=2 exp(iK i� RT) 1s(rT)E

+

v
(rP ) (6)

whereE+
v
(rP )is

E
+

v
(rP )= exp

�

�i
ZP

v
ln(vrP � v � rP )

�

: (7)

The�nalstatewavefunction iscollected into theform (Rosenberg 1973,Garibotti

and M iraglia 1980,Crothersand M cCann 1983)

�
�C D W

f
= (2�)�3=2 exp(iK f � RT)�

�
T
(rT)C

�
P
(rP ) (8)

where C �
P
representstheCoulom b distortion ofthe ejected electron wave function due

to theprojectilecoulom b potential.

C
�
P
(rP )= N (�P )1F1 (�i�P ;1;�ikP rP � ikP � rP ) (9)
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being �P = ZP

kP
the Som m erfeld param eter,and kP is the relative m om entum ofthe

e-P subsystem .The 1F1 istheKum m erfunction and N (�P )istheusualnorm alization

factor

N (�P )= �(1� i�P )exp(���P =2) (10)

being � the gam m a function. On the otherhand �
�
T
(rT)isthe wave function forthe

ejected electron in the�eld ofthetargetresidualion.

�
�
T
(rT)= (2�)�3=2 exp(ikT � rT)N (�T)1F1 (�i�T;1;�ikTrT � ikT � rT)(11)

being �T = ZT

kT
and now kT isthe relative m om entum ofthe e-T subsystem . W e use

ZT = Zeff = 1:6875 to m odelthe screened target residualion as a pure Coulom b

potential.

Theperturbation potentialsW f in equation (4)and W i in (5)arede�ned by

(H f � E f)�
�
f
= W f�

�
f

(12)

and

(H i� E i)�
+

i
= W i�

+

i
(13)

where H f (H i) are the fullelectronic �nal(initial) Ham iltonian (neglecting the total

centerofm assm otion)and E f (E i)arethetotal�nal(initial)energy ofthesystem in

thecm fram erespectively.

Theexplicitform softheseoperatorscan bewritten (Crothersand Dub�e1992)

W f = �r
rT
� r

rP
(14)

and

W i=
1

2
r

2

rP
� r

rT
� r

rP
(15)

In thecentreofm assfram e,theFDCS in energy and ejection angleoftheelectron,

and direction oftheoutgoing projectile isgiven by (Berakdaretal1993,Inokuti1971,

Bethe1930)

d3�

dE kd
kd
K

= N e(2�)
4
�
2
k
K f

K i

jTifj
2
�(Ef � E i) (16)

where N e isthe num berofelectronsin the atom ic shell,� isthe reduced m assofthe

projectile-target subsystem , K i(K f) is the m agnitude ofthe incident particle initial

(�nal)m om entum . The ejected-electron’senergy and m om entum are given by E k and

k respectively. The solid angles d
K and d
k represent the direction ofscattering

ofthe projectile and the ionized electron,respectively. W e use non-orthogonalJacobi

coordinates(rP ;rT)to outlinethecollision process.Thesecoordinatesaretheposition

ofthe active electron with respect to the projectile (rP ) and to the target ion (rT)

respectively. Also the coordinate R T is needed, that represents the position ofthe

incom ing projectile with respect to the center ofm ass ofthe subsystem e-T.If we

neglectterm soforder1=M T and 1=M P ,whereM T isthem assofthetargetion nucleus

and M P isthecorresponding to theincidentheavy ion,wecan writeR T = rT � rP .
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W e have replaced the transition m atrix in the postand priorschem es (equations

(4) and (5)) in the de�nition ofFDCS (16) and we have applied it to severalsingle

ionization processes.

3. R esults

W e have perform ed calculations for di�erent projectiles, spanning a large range of

perturbation strengths as m easured by charge to velocity ratio � = ZP =v. In �gure

1 we present results for 100 M ev am u�1 C6+ (Schulz etal2001) single ionization of

Helium calculated in priorCDW {EIS,fordi�erent values ofelectron em ission energy

(E e)and m om entum transfer(q = K i� K f).Calculationsarein very good agreem ent

with availableexperim entalresults.

In �gure 2 we layout results for other theories applied to the sam e process for

an interm ediate value ofelectron energy and m om entum transfer. W e see that prior

CDW {EIS gives the bestresults. Even when � = 0:1 both FBA and postCDW {EIS

failto accurately describe the experim entalresults,although they broadly reproduce

theangulardistribution.

Figures 3 and 4 show results for 3.6 M eV am u�1 Au24+ im pact ionization ofHe

(Fischeretal2003),calculated in priorand postCDW {EIS.ForE e = 4:0 eV,results

forpriorversion are in reasonable agreem entwith experim ent,However both theories

failto correctly reproducethestrong forward em ission peak,which isdueto thestrong

projectileelectron postcollisionalinteraction (PCI).Trend issim ilarforE e = 10:0 eV,

(Figure4)whereweseea betterperform ancein priorversion calculations,in particular

in the prediction ofthe direct peak position. Note that no renorm alization factor is

included in thesecalculations.

In �gures5and 6weshow priorand postCDW {EIS calculationsfor3.6M eV am u�1

Au53+ im pactionization ofHe. Even when we are stretching the validity range ofthe

perturbative treatm ent a bit too m uch (� � 2;4:4 for Au24+ and Au53+ projectiles

respectively), angular structure with only one strong peak is correctly predicted in

prior version while post version ofthe theory predicts two distinct direct and recoil

peak. However the position ofthe peak is not correctly given in prior version,again

because the theory underestim atesthe strong PCIbetween the im pinging ion and the

ejected electron,which shiftstheem ission towardstheforward direction.Both versions

including N-N interaction failto yield the correctorderofm agnitude ofexperim ental

data.Largeprojectilechargesarelikelytoinducequitealargepolarizationin thetarget.

E�ective charges both for residualtarget-electron and N{N interactions are probably

notthesam ethan forlowercharged projectiles,and itisindeed very probablethatthe

e�ective charge approach is not a good approxim ation here. M odelpotentials taking

intoaccountpolarization e�ectsneed tobeconsidered forthetarget,atleastin theexit

channel,butm ostprobably in both initialand �nalstates.
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4. C onclusions

W e have perform ed FDCSs calculations for highly charged ion im pact ionization of

Helium .W eem ployed priorand postversionsofCDW {EIS theoriestaken into account

N{N interaction butotherwiseusingassim plean approach forelectronicwavefunctions

aspossible.Indeed,useofpriorversion helpsusto avoid theneed ofm oreprecisewave

functionsforthe initialor�nalelectronic state. W e found reasonably good agreem ent

with experim entaldata,even for projectile charges for which the system is arguably

outsidetherangeofvalidity ofa perturbativetheory.

W e see thatforem ission in the collision plane,three body dynam icsseem sto be

enough to explain m ost ofthe structures observed for low energy em ission and low

projectile charge. ForAu24+ and Au53+ projectilesthe largerem ission in the forward

direction isnotwellreproduced by thetheory but,assaid before,thosecasesareoutside

the range where perturbative treatm entsare known to be valid. However,ifthe e�ect

oftargetpolarization in theentrance channeland theinclusion ofhigherordersin the

exitchanneldistortions,are taken into account,perturbation based calculationscould

probably bebroughtcloserto experim entalresults.
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Figure captions

Figure 1. FDCS for100 M eV am u�1 C6+ single ionization ofHelium calculated in

prior CDW {EIS:solid line;experim entaldata,(Schulz etal2001) solid circles. (a)

E e = 6:5 eV,jqj= 0:88 a.u. (b) E e = 17:5 eV,jqj= 1:43 a.u. (c) E e = 37:5 eV,

jqj= 2:65 a.u.

Figure 2. FDCS for 100 M eV am u�1 C6+ single ionization ofHelium calculated

forE e = 17:5 eV and jqj= 1:43 a.u. in priorCDW {EIS:solid line;postCDW {EIS:

dashed line;FBA:dotted line;experim entaldata:(Schulz etal2001)solid circles.

Figure 3. FDCS for3.6M eV am u�1 Au24+ singleionization ofHelium forE e = 4eV.

PriorCDW {EIS:solid line;postCDW {EIS:dashed line;experim entaldata:(Fischer

etal2003)solid circles. Note that the angle ofelectron em ission has been changed

with respectto the other�guresand now ism easured in a range of� 180� to + 180�,

being 0� the direction oftheincom ing projectile.

Figure 4. Sam easin �gure3 forE e = 10 eV.

Figure 5. FDCS for3.6 M eV am u�1 Au53+ singleionization ofHelium forE e= 4 eV.

PriorCDW {EIS:solid line;postCDW {EIS:dashed line;experim entaldata:(Fischer

etal2003)solid circles.

Figure 6. Sam easin �gure5 forE e= 10 eV.
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