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The static shielding of a charged impurity embedded in a quantum plasma is studied with the use
of linear-response theory. The required response function is calculated in the random-phase approx-
imation with a uniform magnetic field applied in a direction perpendicular to the surface. The sur-
face is assumed to be an infinite potential barrier. When quantum-interference effects between in-
cident and reflected electrons scattered off the surface are ignored, an analog of the Debye-
Thomas-Fermi shielding law for a semi-infinite plasma is derived when all electrons with the same
spin are in the lowest Landau level. In the quantum strong-field limit, the induced electron number
density is calculated numerically. The results, which exhibit Friedel-Kohn oscillations, are analyzed
when the depth of the impurity below the surface is varied. It is suggested that these effects might
be studied experimentally by conversion electron Mdssbauer spectroscopy in appropriate materials.

I. INTRODUCTION

The static shielding of a charged impurity by a quan-
tum plasma has been a subject of considerable interest.
The problem has been divided into two areas of considera-
tion. One is the shielding of an impurity in an infinite
plasma, and the other is concerned with the effect which a
surface has on the induced potential and screening charge
around an impurity. However, as has been shown in non-
self-consistent Hartree single-particle theory by Horing,"?
Rensink,’ and Glasser*® for a bulk plasma at zero tem-
perature (T=0) in the presence of an external magnetic
field, the shielding is spatially anisotropic. In addition,
the Friedel-Kohn oscillatory behavior is significantly
modified by high magnetic fields. It is the purpose of this
paper to study the combined effect of Landau quantiza-
tion and a surface in determining the static shielding law.

Our understanding of the static shielding of a point
charge in an infinite plasma, in the absence of a magnetic
field, is based on work of Friedel® and of Langer and
Vosko.” The result of Langer and Vosko’ for the induced
charge density and screened potential at T=0 exhibits
long-range oscillations with a radial wavelength 7 /kr and
an envelope proportional to » 3, where kg is the Fermi
wave number and r is the distance from the impurity.
The Thomas-Fermi approximation gives an exponential at
large distances with the charge and effective potential
confined to within a distance of the order of the Debye
screening length. The corresponding problem for a semi-
infinite plasma in the absence of a magnetic field has been
studied by Equiluz® and others.

The result for the Debye-Thomas-Fermi (DTF) static
shielding potential for an impurity in an infinite plasma,
in the presence of a magnetic field, was first derived by
Horing,’ in the random-phase approximation (RPA). It
was shown by Horing that the effective Debye length de-
pends on the angle between the direction of the magnetic
field and the position vector from the impurity. When all
electrons with the same spin are in the lowest Landau lev-
el, it was shown that the Friedel-Kohn oscillatory
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behavior is modified by an exponential factor which
damps the oscillations.

Beck, Celli, Lo Vecchio, and Magnaterra!® have calcu-
lated the modification of the induced potential and charge
density due to a surface, in the absence of a magnetic
field. As a model for the surface, an infinite-barrier
model (IBM) was used. Linear-response theory was as-
sumed for the interaction between the impurity and con-
duction electrons in a uniform positive jellium back-
ground, and the response function was calculated in the
RPA. It has been shown by Beck et al.' for the classical
infinite-barrier model (CIBM), where quantum interfer-
ence between incident and reflected electrons scattered off
the surface is ignored, that the DTF static shielding law is
given in terms of modified Bessel functions as well as ex-
ponential terms. The exponential terms are the long-
wavelength shielding contribution for a bulk plasma. For
both the CIBM and IBM, the shielded potential exhibits
Friedel-Kohn oscillations. We note that Gadzuk!! has
also calculated some effects due to static shielding of an
impurity by a quantum plasma with a surface in the ab-
sence of a magnetic field. However, Gadzuk’s results do
not take into account the shielding due to a surface charge
distribution. That is, the electron-gas dispersion is not
adequately included in the calculation. In this work, we
generalize the above results by including the effects of an
applied magnetic field.

In Sec. II we derive expressions for the shielded poten-
tial and charge density induced by an impurity which is
embedded near the surface of a plasma of finite thickness.
A uniform magnetic field is applied in a direction perpen-
dicular to the surface. The linear-response formalism is
used and the response function is calculated in the RPA.
The electron eigenstates used are those appropriate to a
jellium model with planar boundaries simulated by infin-
ite potential barriers. Combining Poisson’s equation with
the linear-response equation, we obtain the dispersion rela-
tion for the collective modes of a film. The dispersion re-
lation reduces to the result obtained by Gumbs and Grif-
fin'? for the half-space, when the thickness of the film is
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allowed to become infinite (in Ref. 12, this result was de-
rived for an external charge).

In Sec. III, a numerical evaluation of the electron num-
ber density induced by an impurity in the surface region is
carried out for the CIBM. Within this model, the total
induced electron number density is compared with the
contribution due to the surface of a semi-infinite plasma.
The calculations are done in the absence of a magnetic
field as well as in the quantum strong-field limit. For an
impurity located at the surface of the plasma, the effect of
a magnetic field in the quantum strong-field limit is to
reduce the magnitude of the induced density on the sur-
face by as much as 70%. The contribution to the induced
electron number density due to the surface is itself re-
duced by as much as 75% in the quantum strong-field
limit. This means that the effect of extremely high mag-
netic fields is to produce significant quantitative changes
in the static shielding of a source. Calculations are also
carried out to analyze the corresponding effects due to an
impurity at varying distances from the surface. This
method of calculation (RPA) treats plasmon dispersion
satisfactorily. That is, the induced electron number densi-
ty and the shielded potential are both given in terms of
the density-response properties for excitations within a
bounded plasma. This means that in the case of dynami-
cal shielding the model response function has poles which
correspond to the active plasmon resonances (bulk and
surface). The formalism treats dynamical and static
(time-averaged) shielding within the same approximations,
with the latter being obtained by setting the frequency
variable equal to zero.

In Sec. IV the DTF static shielding law for an impurity
embedded near the surface of a semi-infinite plasma in an
external magnetic field is obtained for the CIBM. In Sec.
V we suggest an experiment which should verify these re-
sults. This experiment involves resolving the energies of
backscattered electrons from the surface region of a
Mossbauer absorber. By energy-resolving the flux of elec-
trons, the spectra will be weighted towards a particular
depth. This technique is referred to as depth-selective
conversion-electron Mossbauer spectroscopy (DCEMS).
The use of DCEMS in examining the depth dependence of
the static shielding induced by a distribution of impurities
should also be feasible in the presence of an external mag-
netic field (distinct from that used for energy resolution of
emitted electrons), which could be used with some advan-
tage in further probing the information provided by the
backscattered electrons.

Surface impurity effects are of interest in a wide variety
of situations. In particular, the adsorption of ions on me-
tallic surfaces and their effects on corrosion, as well as the
polarization produced in the surface region of a layered
sample, have been a subject of much discussion.

These problems are of basic importance, but it is ex-
tremely difficult to treat rigorously the combination of ef-
fects due to the surface, the magnetic field, and the
dynamical screening due to the Coulomb interaction be-
tween the impurity, which is taken as a point charge, and
the plasma. To our knowledge, this is the first work
where all of these effects have been simultaneously taken
into account, albeit with simple approximations, and we
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hope that the results, which exhibit a quite marked depen-
dence on the applied magnetic field, will stimulate further
work with more sophisticated and extensive analysis.

II. INFINITE-BARRIER MODEL

In this section we calculate the potential and charge
density induced by an impurity with charge Ze embedded
in a bounded plasma. We extend the method of solution
of the RPA equation for the response function of Beck
et al.'® to a film in the presence of a uniform magnetic
field perpendicular to the surface. The film is bounded by
infinite potential barriers at z =0 and L, but is unbound-
ed in the T)| plane (parallel to the surfaces). The point
charge is inserted at (0,0,z) within the otherwise uniform
plasma, and the magnetic field of strength H, is in the z
direction.

The general, frequency-dependent, induced charge den-
sity is, in linear-response theory, related to the total poten-
tial ¥ by the equation

E;)—folE;
p(f’,a))=2fd?’£)(—-—ﬂ——)

#io+E,—E;
X $i(D)PiA TP} (T )i TIV(T',0)
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Here, ¢;(T) is an electron eigenstate of energy E;, and
fo(E;) is the Fermi distribution function. For the
infinite-barrier model (IBM), where the single-particle po-
tential within the plasma is assumed uniform in the ab-
sence of the inserted charge, a complete set of unperturbed
eigenstates is given by
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2 Enlx —xo(ky )™

LA1/2

bk, ke,n(T)=

Xsin(k,z) , (2.2)

where the &, are normalized harmonic-oscillator wave
functions involving Hermite polynomials, with the cyclot-
ron orbit centered at

ﬁky _ eHO
¥ 0 D=
m*o, m*c

(2.3)

xO(ky)E —_

Periodic boundary conditions have been imposed in the 1),
plane, and we take A to be the area of each plane slab
face. The k, wave number in Eq. (2.2) is restricted to
mm/L with m=1,2,3,... in order to ensure that the
wave functions vanish at the surfaces z=0 and L. The
scalar effective mass of an electron is m* and the energy
eigenvalues are

27 2

E(ky,k;,n)= +(n+ 7)o, , (2.4)
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with the Landau levels labeled by n=0,1,2,. ... where q=(q,q,) with ¢,=0,*7/L,+27/L,.... Sub-
It is convenient to define a symmetric charge density by  stituting the eigenfunctions (2.2) into Eq. (2.1) and then

L i making use of the result for p(T,w) in Eq. (2.5), we obtain
ps(d,0)=2 [ d¥) [ “dze™ W lcos(g,z)p(F0) ,  (2.5)

|

2 SolEUken)) —folElk;n'))
d.0)= R(k,,k; ;q,)B(n,k,;n',k;;q, )8 ,
Pl 0=\ T EkZ fo—[En)—Elem)] 2, Feoke g Bk in ka0, o
'y
L —ilk. —k '
X fo dz'sin(kz'z’)sin(k,z’)fdy’e Uy =y 1y
X [ dx'Ey(x'—x0lky Elx' — 20Ky DV(T",00) . (2.6)
Here,
Rk, 3q0=2 [ dz coslg,z)sin(k,z)sin(k; 2) @7
2Kz 39z =T 'z cos(g,z)sin(k,z)sin(k, z) , .
Bln,kyin',ky3q.)= [ dx e "8, (x —xolky )Enlx —xo(k; )
—e T g (g —K)) (2.82)
with
Bulgegy)= [ dx e g, (x)Ew(x +20(g))) - (2.80)

Expanding V(T,w) in terms of its k, Fourier components, we have

’ ’ = 1 ik, xo(ky) '
qu, —k) fdx En(x’—x0(ky))Ep(x ’—xo(ky))V(I' ,60)=sz9‘ oty Viky,y'sz )B:n’(kx’qy)sqy,ky..k; . 2.9

Therefore, making use of the results in Eqgs. (2.8) and (2.9) in Eq. (2.6), we rewrite p,(q,) as

SolE(kn))—fol(E(k,n'))
> kzkz #wr—[E(k;n')—E(kyn)]

L
Con(q)) )R Uezsk; 365) [ d2'sin(k,z")sin(k; 2 V(T p2")

(Go)=+ |-
Ps\q,0)= 2 |4

(2.10)

where we have now extended the sums over k, and k, in Eq. (2.10) to all multiples of #/L as well as zero since the
k,,k, =0 terms make no contribution to the sum. We also have

Ctm'(qH )= 'Bnn'(qx,q;:) | 2 (2.11a)
1 ’ ,
= e ST TILY ) (2.11b)

where s Eﬁqﬁ /2m*w, and L ~" is a Laguerre polynomial. The form for Cun(g))) in Eq. (2.11b) is due to Horing.!
Defining a symmetric potential V,(q,w) by

L _ig. 7
Vi(@e)=2 [ dF) [ dze™ 1M lcos(g,2)V(F ) , (2.12)
it is possible to straightforwardly show that Eq. (2.10) may be rewritten as

qz qz' +4q;

ps(a’w)=x0(a,a))y;(a,w).._—2 S >

3910 |Vs(gz39),0) , (2.13)

where the prime on the summation in the second term of Eq. (2.13) means that the g,’s summed over must have the
same symmetry as ¢,. X%(q,o) is the single-particle density-response function in the presence of a magnetic field in the z
direction and is given by

Xo(q,a))=— ZS(k,,k +4539),@) , (2.14)
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where

1 FolE(ky,n))— folE(K,,n")
k 7k;; ’ =
Stherkzsqp0)="4 ,?2 #o—[E(k, ,n')—E(kyn)]

Cun(q))) (2.15)

The potential and charge density are related by Poisson’s equation,
—qyi |z— L g |z—2"
V(z;q),0)=(2me/q))) [Zee 9 12=2| + fo dz'e ~NN1=* Ip(z';q”,co) . (2.16)
Therefore, V;(q,0) is given by

V(q,0)= %[ZZe cos(q,zo)+o(q,®)+ps(q,0)] , (2.17)

which is a function of ¢, and g separately, with q’=gq} +q|2|. o(q)|;@), which plays the role of a frequency-dependent
surface charge density for the film, is given by

_.,”L/z[e —aa=L/D_

L —qu(z—
f dz'p(z';q),0)[e 9 ==L

where m is the integer multiplying /L for the wave number g, in Eq. (2.17). Note that o(g,») of Eq. (2.17) is depen-
dent on m (either even or odd). This should be remembered in the following derivation. We have

9 < Ps(g:59),0) 1

L Py q22+q|2| o sinh(q||L/2)

m ,4||(Z0—L/2)

]
+(—1

a(q||,a;)= —Zee

_e—q“L/Z )meq”(z’—L/Z)

1, (2.18)

fo dz p(z;q),@)cosh[q|(z—L /2)] (2.192)

if the sum on the left-hand side of Eq. (2.19a) is over evern multiples of 7 /L, and

9 Ps(qz;¢1||,(0) _ 1

L < gl+q}  coshigyL/2)

L
[, dzplz;q),0)sinhlq)(z—L /2)] (2.19b)

for a sum on g, over odd multiples of /L. Therefore, making use of the results of Eq. (2.19) in Eq. (2.18), we obtain

—quz —q(L— - » Ps(4:39),0)
olq),) = —Ze[e M0 _(—1yme ~MET 1 _(—pyme~F AL 3 PGB (2.20)
L g, 4q: +q“
We introduce a function »(q,w) in terms of the charge densities p;(q,») and o(q)|,@) by
ps(d,0)=0(q,0)[vo(d,0)—1]+2Ze[+(q,w) —cos(g,20)] , (2.21)

where v depends on the value of z,, and vy is the value of v for zo=0. We can straightforwardly express o(q,») of Eq.
(2.20) in terms of v. We have

(—Dme ME gy ) W(G,0) 1
olq),w)=4Ze - > [1+R(q),0)] ", (2.22)
! (—1yme Ut L ? 2+4] !
where

q|| 2 VO(qzaquw)
4 ¢Iz+¢I||

R(q”,co)— (2.23)

The function v(q,w) is determined from a set of coupled equations which are obtained by substituting Eq. (2.17) for
V,(q,w) and Eq. (2.21) for p,(q,w) into Eq. (2.13). A short calculation gives

N +
wq,0)= cos(qzzo)-—— z S qz 9 +4: —q),@ |v(g;,qMTq,0) |, (2.24)
e(q,) 2
T
where respond to the solutions for which the denominator on the
ight- i . (2. i ie.
€(q,0)=1—0(@Xd,0) , (2.25) right-hand side of Eq. (2.22) vanishes, i.e.,

1+R(q,0)=0. .
with v(g)=4me?/(g? +q ) equal to the Fourier transform +R(gq),) 2:26)

of the Coulomb potent1a1 The collective excitations cor- We note that the dispersion relation reduces to the half-
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space result derived previously,'? when the limit L — oo is
taken. It should be observed that the sums on wave num-
ber for the full IBM are restricted to even or odd multi-
ples of 7 /L, just as in the CIBM.

Multiplying both sides of Eq. (2.24) by €(q,) and then
summing over g,’s which have the same parity as the g, ’s

Setting z=0 and z=L, in turn, into the inverse of Eq.
(2.5), and making use of the result in Eq. (2.28), we con-
clude that

p(z=0;q),0)=0, (2.29a)

in the sum on the right-hand side of the equation, we ob-
tain

2 [Vg:39)),0)—cos(g;20)] =0 . (2.27) i.e., the charge density vanishes at both boundaries, a re-
K sult which is consistent with the IBM.
Therefore, from Egs. (2.21) and (2.27), we have Substituting Eq. (2.17) into the inverse of Eq. (2.12) and

pz =L;q”,a))=0 (2.29b)

E' ps(qz39),0)=0 (2.28) then making use of Eq. (2.21), we obtain the total poten-
4 tial V(T,) within the film, 0<z <L,
]
V(f’,w):—l——z f qu 'q“ r“cos(q,z) 2 [2Zev(q,w)+0(q),0)v(q,@)] , (2.30)
2L § 2 * g +4qi]
and the induced charge density there is
dq 2
p(f’,co>=—zlf I (2““)‘2 ¢ T lcos(g,2){ 0(q ) vol Ty ) — 1]+ 2Ze[W(d,0) —cos(g;0)]} - (2.31)
9

We have thus obtained results for the linear shielding of an impurity within a film. Within this formalism, the set of
coupled equations (2.24) has to be solved for v(q,w). However, when surface-induced quantum-interference effects are
neglected, v(q,w) is given by the first term on the right-hand side of Eq. (2.24). Explicit results for this model are given
in the next two sections.

III. CLASSICAL INFINITE-BARRIER MODEL

In the classical infinite-barrier model (CIBM), v(q,®) of Eq. (2.24) is given by

__ cos(g,zo)

v(q,o) (3.1)

e(qd,w)

and vo(q,®) is equal to the inverse dielectric function. For this model, Eq. (3.1) is valid at arbitrary temperature and for
arbitrary magnetic field strength, where the latter takes account of Landau quantization. Thus in the CIBM, we obtain,
from Egs. (2.30) and (2.31),

d T ZZ ) ( ’
V(T 2 f q” e 1 lcos(g,2) 24m2 © cosldzzo) +0(g)) (3.2a)
9: +4]] €(g;39,0)
- 1 4aq) RET 1
(Ty0)=——— I licos(g,2)[2Ze cos(q,zq)+0(q),0)] | ——————1 1, (3.2b)
P 2L % f (27)2 9z [ q:20 ql] ] G(qz;q”’w)
where the surface charge density defined in Eq. (2.22) is given by
—1yme "N —20) . cos(g,zq)
olg )= 4Ze (—1)"e — _ﬂLz < q:2¢ . (33)
Diq),®) | 1—(—1)me 1 e (4 +97)elg:3q),0)

In Eq. (3.3), D(q), w) is the surface dispersion formula defined by

2q)) 1
34
2, (¢ +q7)e(gzq),0) G4

D(q“,co)El+

the zeros of which give the normal modes of the film.!2— 14

In the half-space limit (L — ), the real part of the static dielectric function at zero temperature and arbitrary mag-
netic field strength is given by

2m*%0 #+al+ki” | g, | )/m* +(n'—n)o,
€lg,0=0)=14+v(g)————— 3 7, (u—(n+ 2w, )Cpplq)In
2R g, 2" 2 e (L g2~k | g, | ) /m* +(n' — ),

» 3.5
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where the matrix element C,,/(q||) is defined in Eq. (2.11),
12

b

w_ | 2m*
k= %[,u—(n+%)ﬁwc]
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(3.6)

and p is the chemical potential. The step function 77, sets an upper limit on the sum over occupied states. For magnetic
fields so strong that all electrons are in the lowest Landau level, i.e., the chemical potential is comparable with the energy

scale of quantized cyclotron motion, only the n =0 term contributes to the sum in Eq. (3.5).

n'!

Equation (2.11) gives

2n'

q #rq2+k g, | ) /m* +n'o,

PH

, (3.7)

Cu—o,n(q))=e —Ss" /n’\. Substituting this result in Eq. (3.5), we obtain
kbke  —qhsoh |, | 14:] +2K | &
€q,o=0)=14———¢ " |In|——0m |+ 3
q2|qz ' qu | "'2k1("0) n'=1

where k3kp=(m*w

where, in the quantum strong-field limit, the electron density is 77 =(m*’

kp=(2m*u/#)2%

ﬁ(;qz kg, | ) /m* +n'e,

2/8V (m*/2)'? and py=(2m*w,/#)'/?. The plasma freciuency is given by wj=4mwie?/m*

w/2)\V /w2, kp is defined by

Substituting Eq. (3.5) into Eq. (3.2), with L =« and =0, we obtain the static shielded potential for a semi-infinite

plasma in the CIBM. We write the result as

V(T,0=0)=V(T)+V,(T), (3.8)
where
— 47rZe — tq 1
Vi(T)= dq e Wcos(q, | z—zq | ) +cos[g,(z +z() , (3.9)
1 f q: l 0! [qz 0 ]} (q22+q|2| )e(q;,;q”,a)=0)
16w Ze? g T, Nig) 1
Vy(f)=———— | dge "' "licos(g,z) , (3.10)
’ 27)’ [ aa % D(g),0=0) (¢?+q})elg;;a;,0=0)
where N(q||) is the integral for the surface charge density o(g);,c0=0) for the half-space geometry and is given by
el @ 1
N(g)=7" dq, ) . (3.11)
q”) 2 f_w q,c08(g,2¢ (qzz+q|2|)e(qz;q“’w=0)
Similarly, we have the static density distribution for a half-space in the CIBM. The result is, from Eq. (3.2),
P(I‘ 0=0)=p (T )+P2(I‘) (3.12)
where
. 1
()= )3 f dq :qn l{cos(g, | z—zq | )+cos[g,(z+2¢)]} W_l ] , (3.13)
o 4Ze a0l 9 N(qy)) 1
- dge’ Tl —~1 (3.14)
paT) (2m) f cos(g,z) D(q),0=0) | e(q;;q),0=0)

Both V,(7T) in Eq. (3.9) and p(T) in Eq. (3.13) are contri-
butions to bulk screening from the impurity and its image
in the surface. On the other hand, V,(T) and p,(T), de-
fined, respectively, in Egs. (3.10) and (3.14), are due to
surface collective effects.

In the non-self-consistent Hartree single-particle ap-
proximation, the screening contributions to the induced
density, including collective modes, are not included.
Thus, p,(T) arising from the surface modes is neglected
and p,(T) is approximated by'®

Prarree T)=Ze [ dTX°(F,F;0=000(F") .

The induced electron number density has been calculated
previously with the use of Eq. (3.15) in a case of a contact
interaction, v(T)=vy8(T—T,), and for the case of a
shielded Coulomb potential,

(3.15)

v(T)=(Ze?/ | T—Ty| Jexp(—k | T—To|) .

It is of interest to determine whether the parameters of
these approximations can be adjusted so as to reproduce
the RPA results reported here. This turns out not to be
possible. For example, the contact interaction, having
only one parameter, can be adjusted to reproduce the
long-range Friedel oscillations, but the phase of these os-
cillations is not given correctly. The screened Coulomb
potential has more flexibility and can be adjusted to repro-
duce the long-range oscillations, but then the behavior
near the impurity is not so well described.

In examining the effect of a magnetic field on the in-
duced electron number density in the RPA, we have com-
puted p(T) in the absence of a magnetic field as well as in
the quantum high-field limit. The results are plotted in
Figs. 1—3. The calculations for the high-field quantum
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limit are based on the results in Eq. (3.12) with the bulk
dielectric function given by Eq. (3.7). For the calculations
in the absence of a magnetic field, Eq. (3.12) was used
with the bulk dielectric function in Egs. (3.13) and (3.14)
given by the well-known result for e(q,w=0) involving
the Lindhard function, in the absence of a magnetic field.
The electron number density 7 is chosen to be 0.768 x 107
cm™? and the scalar effective mass of an electron is
m*=0.01m,=0.911x 10~% g, which are appropriate for
a semiconductor such as InSb. At zero temperature, the
Fermi energy in the absence of a magnetic field is given
by

) 2/3

*

o1
T

(3.16)

Ho= m

Thus with our choice of electron number density and ef-
fective mass for the electron, py=0.105 eV and
kg =(6772)!/2=0.017 A=, it can be shown that in the
high-field quantum limit, with one Landau energy level
occupied the chemical potential, i is given by!®

3

1 4 Mo

- Zﬁa)c”" 9 (h'wc)z .

The magnetic field H, is chosen to be 200 kG. Thus
#iw, =0.231 eV, and from Eq. (3.17) we obtain the chemi-
cal potential £ =0.125 eV. The quantum high-field limit
(%hcoc <p< %ﬁwc) is thus satisfied, i.e., all electrons are
in the lowest Landau energy level.

In Fig. 1 we have plotted the total induced electron
number density p(T) and the contribution p,(T) associated
with the surface dispersion formula, for the CIBM. An
impurity is located at the surface of the plasma. The in-
duced electron number density is plotted as a function of
distance into the plasma along the polar axis perpendicu-
lar to the surface. For Figs. 1(a) and 1(b), the magnetic
field Hy=0, whereas Hy=200 kG in Figs. 1(c) and 1(d).
This magnetic field satisfies the quantum high-field limit
for a degenerate plasma with all electrons in the lowest
Landau energy level. The effect of the field is to signifi-
cantly reduce the amplitude of the induced electron num-
ber density within a few Fermi wavelengths from the sur-
face. The results in Fig. 1 also show that the long-range
oscillatory behavior of the induced electron number densi-
ty in the quantum high-field limit has a Friedel-
Kohn—type “wiggle” in a direction parallel to the mag-
netic field. In Fig. 2 the total induced electron number
density p(T) due to an impurity on the polar axis at
zo=2k; ! within the plasma is calculated. For Fig. 2(a)
the magnetic field Hy=0. The magnetic field H,=200
kG for Fig. 2(b). In Fig. 2, p(T) is plotted for points T ly-
ing along the polar axis for a degenerated plasma. Com-
paring Fig. 1(a) with Fig. 2(a) and Fig. 1(c) with Fig. 2(b)
we find that the value of the induced electron number
density p at the source can be reduced by as much as 15%
when the impurity is moved from a point on the surface
to a point zo=2k; ' within the plasma. In the absence of
an external magnetic field, p is shown as having Friedel-
Kohn oscillations for values of z >2z,. As the value of z,
increases, numerical calculation shows that oscillations in
p appear for 0 <z <z;. In Fig. 3 we plot p in the direction

(3.17)
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perpendicular to the magnetic field for an impurity on the
surface. Figure 3(a) shows that there are Friedel-Kohn
oscillations in the total induced electron number density.
A comparison of Fig. 3(b) with Fig. 1(d) shows how high-
ly anisotropic the Friedel-Kohn oscillatory behavior is in
the quantum strong-field limit.

It is clear from the above that the magnetic field depen-
dence of the induced electron density around impurities,
including the Friedel-Kohn quantum density oscillations,
is very sensitive to variations in the applied magnetic
field. Although these numerical results are based on sim-
ple treatments of the surface effects, in particular the
CIBM, it is clearly to be expected that this sensitivity to
the magnetic field will also be found in more precise treat-
ments. There are also situations where the screening
properties of the plasma are simplified by using long-
wavelength approximations. This is discussed in the fol-
lowing section.

IV. DEBYE-THOMAS-FERMI STATIC
SHIELDING LAW

Substituting the long-wavelength approximations for
the matrix element C,,(g)) defined in Eq. (2.11), namely

Conlg))=1—(n+3)7H+0(}), (4.12)
Coniilg)=5n+177+0(q}), (4.1b)
Canim(q))=0(g™) , 4.10)

into Eq. (2.14) [here g);=q;/(m*w. /#)'/?], it is a simple
matter to show that, for zero frequency,

on 4. *n  4f |ew _
XAG,0=0)~ — = — S
e 9 4m* 3u®  mw? | du "
4.2)
where
__ 1
nEZEEfO(E(kz,n)) ’ (4-3)
k, n
4.4)

W=sp 3 3 0+ Do fo Bl,n)
k, n

Here 7 is the number density per unit volume and W is
the mean oscillator “potential energy.” The results in
Egs. (4.1)—(4.4) are valid for arbitrary magnetic field
strength and at arbitrary temperature.

In the limit of zero temperature, X°(q,0=0) of Eq.
(4.2) contains sums of & functions which cause the linear-
response theory to become unreliable in the absence of
broadening of the Landau energy levels. Whenever the
chemical potential matches the energy of one of the Lan-
dau levels of finite slabs or quasi-two-dimensional elec-
tronic systems,'””!® the above-mentioned limiting pro-
cedures are not well defined. For present applications, we
restrict our attention to the static shielding of an impurity
for the half-space geometry and the CIBM. In the limit
L — o0, the sums over the g, wave number are replaced
by integrals. Substituting the long-wavelength result for
X°(4,0=0) in Eq. (4.2) into Eq. (3.4), and then doing the
q. integration, we obtain
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FIG. 1. This figure compares the total induced electron number density p and the contribution p, due to the surface for the CIBM
of a semi-infinite plasma. An impurity is located at the surface of the plasma and the induced density is plotted as a function of dis-
tance into the plasma measured from the impurity along the polar axis perpendicular to the surface. For (a) and (b) the magnetic field
Hy=0, while Hy;=200 kG for (¢) and (d). The insets of (a) and (b) show the Friedel-Kohn oscillatory behavior and have the same
scale for the spatial coordinate.
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FIG. 2. Total induced electron number density for the CIBM of a semi-infinite plasma, along the polar z axis. An impurity is on
the polar axis at zo=2k; ' within the plasma. For (a) the magnetic field Hy=0, while Hy=200 kG for (b). The inset of (a) shows
the Friedel-Kohn oscillatory behavior.

[

q s 3t | With the use of Eq. (4.2) in Eq. (3.3), we obtain the static
D(q),0=0)=1+ y (;l N s , (4.5)  surface charge density for a half-space as
I m w
exp[ —zoA(q)|)
where olq),0=0)=—2Ze 9)iexpl ; 20 2q|| ] . 4.7
172 metc O°m
_ 2 q+ |1— — [4(qy)
47Te28_n+ [1 471'92 %W_ q|2| m* a’uz
Alg))= ¥ m De ¢ Substituting Eqgs. (4.2), (4.5), and (4.7) into Egs. (3.9) and
_me’# 3m (3.10), we obtain
* 2
m* oy Vi(E)=Vy(F )+ Vp(F_) 4.8)
(4.6)  where
|
172 172
2 _
“—exp | —r4 [Mrezg—" ] / (A’ 3w (148 c0s264)172
r+ i m*ol | du
Vp(Ty)=
B (148 cos?d,)1”? ’ 4.9)
4re? ﬁﬁ_ 1 | oW .
5= m* | 4 ou? ! |9u
B | e ¥ ’ (4.10)
- 2
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FIG. 3. Total induced electron number density along a line passing through an impurity at zo=0, and parallel to the surface as a
function of distance from the source. For (a) the magnetic field Hy=0, while Hy;=200 kG for (b). The inset of (a) displays the
Friedel-Kohn oscillations.

2 172 172

1— 41re

2

oW __
m*w;

op

wet? 3
*

(4.11)
m* u?

n=

Here 6. is the angle between the magnetic field and the spatial vector T.=(T,2%2). The contribution V,(T) to the
shielding is, in this approximation, given by

_ 2
Vy(F)=— 2Ze Sp7), 4.12)
_ 4w’ |3W
m*w? | o

where #(n;T) is an integral defined by
172

w o o Jolkyri)
sgn= 7 dkykexp | —(z'+2)) 47Te2-53—+k|2| LA TLE— 1 o, @413)
or ar
20n 2 2 0R 2
41re a,u +k”] k”+’f] 41e a[.L +k||
with
, 12
z z e %
b= 1— R , .
[20] [ZO }[ m* a'ltz (4 14a)
—1/2
4me® | AW
rii=ry |1— ——7 . (4.14b)
I nl m*a? | o }

Vp(T_) and V(T ) are, respectively, the DTF contributions to the potential from the impurity and its image in the sur-
face. Thus V;(T) is due to classical specular scattering, with the electronic properties described by the bulk response
function. The role played by the surface collective excitations in shielding the impurity in the DTF approximation is
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given by Eq. (4.12).
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The term 07 /0u in Eq. (4.2) gives rise to quantum effects associated with the presence of a magnetic field. Additional
quantum corrections are due to the g2 and qi| terms.’ If these quantum corrections are small, 7 in Eq. (4.11) is approxi-
mately unity. In this approximation, the integral .#(7) in Eq. (4.13) can be done analytically. This is shown in the ap-
pendix using results of Gradshteyn and Ryzhik.!” With the use of the results in the Appendix, we obtain, for V,(T),

2, 2.2 2
V(7= 2Ze“/v*n 82 _p?
4re? [ow _] 3
I-— 15, "
m*w, | op
_ 11
7/2 ‘)’)2 aaZ

The functions F!) and F® are defined in Egs. (A3) and
(A4), respectively. For convenience of notation, the vari-
ables a, 3, and y appearing in Eq. (4.15) are defined to be

a=z'+z; , (4.16a)

B=r|, (4.16b)
o 172

y= 47re2—a—n-] . (4.16¢)
172

Equations (4.8)—(4.16) thus give the analog of the DTF
static shielding law for an impurity embedded near the
surface of a semi-infinite quantum plasma. We em-
phasize that the result for V,(7) in Eq. (4.15) is based on
the assumption that the quantum corrections to 97 /du in
Eq. (4.2) are sufficiently small for one to take n—1 as a
small parameter. From the results in Sec. II of Ref. 9,
one determines the conditions under which the approxi-
mation n~1 is satisfied. For example, in the quantum
strong-field limit, if both w, <w. and p/4%iw, <1 are sa-
tisfied, the result 7~ 1 is obtained.?®

The approximation for the frequency-dependent bulk
dielectric function to order ¢? gives magnetoplasmon
modes in the long-wavelength limit. Higher-order terms
in e(qd,w) give “Bernstein”-type plasmon resonances!®
near each higher multiple of the cyclotron frequency
no, (n>2) for propagation nearly perpendicular to the
magnetic field, and “quantum”-type plasmon resonances
near each higher multiple of the cyclotron frequency nw,
(n>2) for propagation off the perpendicular direc-
tion.!*2! It has been demonstrated by Horing, Danz, and
Glasser?? that in the quantum strong-field limit, the con-
tribution to the bulk correlation energy from both the
“Bernstein”-type modes and the “quantum”-type plasmon
resonances is small compared with the magnetoplasmon
modes. Thus it is clear that the present calculation of
long-range static shielding is consistent with the calcula-
tion of the bulk correlation energy, in the quantum
strong-field limit.

,},2

[F(a;B8,7)+F P a;8,7)]

2
[FYe;B,7)—9FP(a;8,7)] | . (4.15)

V. CONCLUSION

It is known that the electrons emitted in the Mdssbauer
process of depth-selective conversion-electron Mossbauer
spectroscopy (DCEMS) could be used to study the surface
layers of a Mossbauer absorber.”* Recently, depth-
selective Mossbauer spectroscopy involving the detection
of conversion electrons has been used to probe magnetic
hyperfine interaction and isomer shift as a function of
depth in iron films.?* Thus we feel that a conversion-
electron investigation would be a useful experiment to
study the depth dependence of the static shielding in the
presence of an externally applied magnetic field. The iso-
mer shift for Sb is relatively large.?* The small effective
mass and low electron number density of InSb make it
possible for the quantum strong-field limit to be achieved.
Thus our predictions may be verifiable in an experimental
study using DCEMS for InSb where high-magnetic-field
conditions are favorable. Of course, InSb has a diamond-
crystal lattice and the band structure has been deter-
mined.”> The Fermi surface for this group—III-V com-
pound is more like that of the group-IV element Ge,
which also has a diamond lattice, rather than that of the
free-electron spherical model. However, the free-
electron-gas model is the simplest model to study the ef-
fect of applying a magnetic field and is sufficient to
demonstrate that the effects are numerically very signifi-
cant.

Several theories’®~2® have been used to derive expres-
sions relating the observed Mossbauer signal to layer
thickness in the absence of an external magnetic field.
The results of Refs. 26—28 would have to be generalized
to include a magnetic field should they by useful in the in-
terpretation of a DCEMS experiment where an external
magnetic field is applied. These experiments are expected
to be difficult, but they would be very valuable. Finally,
we emphasize again that the present calculations have
been carried out within simple approximations, which
nonetheless, allow simultaneous consideration of the sur-
face effects, the perpendicular magnetic field, and dynam-
ical screening. The resulting magnetic field dependence of
the induced electron number density around impurities is
found to be significant, and we hope that the present work
will encourage further study.
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APPENDIX: APPROXIMATE EVALUATION OF #(7)

In this appendix, we evaluate the integral .#(n) defined by Eq. (4.13) for a value of 7 approximately equal to unity.
Rewriting Eq. (4.13), we have

si)= [7 dicykfexpl — (2’ +25 N4me?d7 /p + k2 Wolky 7))

ki 1
% |n— ) (A1)
T (4meon op+ k3 | (4me®dr o mP+ (P — DK}
Expanding the denominator in the last factor of Eq. (A1) in powers of 17— 1, we have
1 b P - 24172
F)=—"7T"> dkexp[ —(z' +2z4 N4me?d7 /3 + k1)
= (ame?dr Jop)n? [y dkyexel ° kil
k3 2 k5
XJolkyrip) "klzl“ 21— . 2 1/2'*'77 21 21_ 20 ! 211/2
(4me“dn /opu+kij)) " 4me"on/du (4me”0n/ou+kij))
2_1 k4
- 1= — : (A2)
n°  (4me“dn/ou)
Each term in Eq. (A2) yields an integral whose evaluation we now discuss separately.
Making use of the results in 6.616(2) and 6.637(1) of Gradshteyn and Ryzhik,'” we have
0 JQ(BX)
(1)( ye — (2 2yl/2y O
FaBy)= [ dx x expl —aly?+x?) vy
1
= @B, (A3)
© J (3x)
(2)( fye — 2, L2120
F®(a;B,y)= fo dx exp[ —a(y*+x°) ](y2+x2)1/2
=I(77[(@*+B)'*—aDKo(37[(@*+B)' *+al) , (A%)
where I, and K, are modified Bessel functions.
Treating a, 3, and y as independent variables, we find that
fow dx x%exp[ —aly*+x*)2 o (Bx) = fow dx(y*+x2)exp[ —a(y?+x)V21o(Bx) ,
(A5)
—7/2fma’xexp[—oz(y2+x2)"2]Jo(/3x)=—i 8—2—72 F2a;B,y) -
0 da | da?
This result gives the integral for the first term in Eq. (A2).
It is a simple matter to show that
fwd _.L [ ( 2 2)1/2]J (/3 )= _a._z_. 2 F(l)( B ) (A6)
0 x(1/2+x2)1/2 expL —aly +x olpx )= 2 —Y a;p,y),
fwd _.._ZC.S__ ( 2 2)1/2J(ﬁ Y= _8_4_ 2 Z_ai 4 F(Z)( B ) (A7)
0 x(7’2+x2)’/2 expl —aly’+x WolBx)= 3ot “ da? Y GEY 5
and
o a* 3?
fo dx x*exp[ —a(y?+x2)V 2 o(Bx) = 57_27/23_7”4 FP(a;B,7) . (A8)
a a

With the use of the results of Egs. (A6)—(A8), we obtain the integrals for the remaining terms in Eq. (A2), with a, B, and
y defined in Eq. (4.16). We have thus completely determined the integral #(7) and hence V,(T) of Eq. (4.12) to lowest
order in n?—1. V,(T), to this order, is given in Eq. (4.15), and higher-order corrections can also be calculated in this
way.
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