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Scintillation detectors are essential tools for radiation measurement, but calibrat-

ing them accurately can be challenging, especially when full-energy peaks are not

prominent. This is common in detectors like plastic scintillators. Current methods

for calibrating these detectors often require manual adjustments. To address this,

we propose a new method called the convolution model. This model accurately cal-

ibrates the energy-channel relationship of the Compton edge in various detectors.

We tested it with plastic scintillator BC408, NaI crystal, and LaBr3 crystal. Using

137Cs radioactive sources, we calibrated NaI and LaBr3 detectors using full-energy

peaks, then applied the convolution model to fit the Compton edge. Our results

show errors within 1% when compared to full-energy peak calibration.

I. INTRODUCTION

Scintillation detectors play a pivotal role in various fields, including radiation dosimetry,

nuclear physics, environmental monitoring, and medical imaging [1]. These detectors convert

incident radiation into flashes of light, which are then detected and converted into electrical

signals for analysis [2]. The accuracy and reliability of scintillation detectors depend largely

on the calibration of their energy-channel relationship, which correlates the detected signals

with the energy of the incident radiation. [3]

The conventional method for calibrating scintillation detectors involves using full-energy

peaks, which represent the complete absorption of incident radiation within the detector

material. However, certain types of scintillation detectors, such as plastic scintillators, may

exhibit pulse height spectra dominated by Compton plateaus and edges, with full-energy
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peaks being either weak or absent. This poses a significant challenge for calibration, as

traditional methods reliant on full-energy peaks may not be applicable.

Calibrating the energy-channel relationship of scintillation detectors with predominantly

Compton spectra typically involves selecting points along the Compton descent, usually

between 50% to 70% of the maximum amplitude, for calibration [4]. However, this approach

often requires manual adjustment and may lack universality across different detector types,

leading to inaccuracies and inconsistencies. [5]

To address this challenge, this paper proposes a novel convolution model for accurately

fitting the energy-channel relationship of the Compton edge in scintillation detectors. Unlike

traditional methods, the convolution model offers a systematic and adaptable approach that

does not rely on the presence of full-energy peaks. [6]. By leveraging the unique charac-

teristics of Compton plateaus and edges, the model aims to provide a universal calibration

framework applicable to a wide range of scintillation detectors [1].

In this study, experiments were conducted using three types of scintillation detectors:

plastic scintillator BC408, NaI crystal, and LaBr3 crystal, representing a diverse range of

detector materials. The proposed convolution model was applied to fit the energy-channel

relationship of the Compton edge for each detector type. Experimental validation was

performed by comparing the resulting energy-channel functions with those obtained from

full-energy peaks calibration, with errors within 1% considered acceptable.

The development of accurate and universally applicable calibration methods for scintil-

lation detectors is crucial for ensuring the reliability and precision of radiation detection

and measurement [7]. The proposed convolution model represents a significant advance-

ment in this endeavor, offering a practical solution for calibrating scintillation detectors

with predominantly Compton spectra. By enhancing the accuracy and versatility of cali-

bration techniques, this model has the potential to broaden the scope of applications for

scintillation detectors and facilitate advancements in radiation detection technology [8].

The Compton effect is a phenomenon where the wavelength of a scattered photon varies

with the scattering angle. During this effect, a photon collides elastically with an electron

outside the nucleus of an atom. As a result, part of the energy is transferred to the electron,

causing it to break away from the atom and become a recoil electron. This changes the

energy and direction of motion of the scattered photon [7]. For energy detection of γ rays,

if the first time a γ photon occurs in the detection region is the Compton effect and the
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scattered photon escapes from the detection region, the recoil electron will form a continuous

spectrum with energy from 0 ∼ Eγ/ (1 + (1/4)Eγ), i.e. Compton plateau [6].

II. METHODS

Scintillation Detectors and Experimental Setup Three types of scintillation detectors

were utilized in this study: plastic scintillator BC408, NaI crystal, and LaBr3 crystal. These

detectors were chosen to represent a diverse range of scintillation materials commonly used in

radiation detection applications. Each detector was coupled to appropriate photomultiplier

tubes (PMTs) to convert scintillation light into electrical signals.

The experimental setup consisted of a source holder housing 137Cs radioactive sources

emitting gamma rays at 662 keV. The detectors were positioned at a fixed distance from the

source holder to ensure consistent irradiation conditions throughout the experiments.

1. Theoretical Image of Compton Recoil Electron Angular Distribution

In the Compton scattering process, hv denotes the energy of the incident photon, hv′

denotes the energy of the scattered photon, and the energy of the recoil electrons is denoted

as Ee as shown in Figure 1. It is easy to derive the relationship between the scattered photon

energy hv′ and the scattering angle θ as follows.

hv′ =
hv

1 + α(1− cos θ)
(1)

where α = hv/ (mec
2), is the ratio of the energy of the incident γ photon to the rest mass

of the electron. According to equation (1), the Compton electron has a maximum kinetic

energy under the condition θ = π, which is.

Ee(max) =
2α

1 + 2α
hv0 (2)

During Compton scattering, the kinetic energy of the recoil electrons varies from 0 to

Ee(max), and Ee(max) determines the right edge of the Compton plateau in the γ-ray spectrum.

Of course, different kinetic energies of recoil electrons correspond to different recoil angles,

and there is a probability distribution of recoil electrons falling at different recoil angles,

which is the angular distribution of Compton recoil electrons.
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FIG. 1: Schematic diagram of the Compton effect

The theoretical image of the angular distribution of Compton recoil electrons can be de-

rived from the differential cross section of Compton scattered photons given by the Compton

scattering theory in quantum electrodynamics, i.e., it is based on the well-known Klein-

Nishina formula [9].

dσ

dΩθ

= r20

(
1

1 + α(1− cos θ)

)2(
1 + cos2 θ

2

)(
1 +

α2(1− cos θ)2

(1 + cos2 θ) [1 + α(1− cos θ)]

)
, (3)

where r0 = 2.818 × 10−15 m, is the classical electron radius, α = hv/ (mec
2), Compton

The differential cross section of a scattered photon is denoted by dσ/dΩθ, which is expressed

in cm2 ·sr−1, and dσ/dΩθ. The physical meaning of Omegaθ is that for a medium containing

only one electron, the probability of a scattered photon scattering into a steradian angle of

unit radian in the direction of θ when a photon is incident perpendicularly to the unit area.

This curve is shown in Figure 2 and Figure 3.

Scattered photons at a certain scattering angle correspond to recoil electrons at a certain

recoil angle. Scattered photons falling into θ ∼ θ + dθ and recoil electrons falling into

φ ∼ φ+dφ are the same random event, and the probability of both is the same. Therefore,

there is the following relationship.

dσ

dΩe

2π sinφdφ =
dσ

dΩθ

2π sin θdθ, (4)

where dσ/dΩe is the differential cross-section of a recoil electron, which is the probability

of a recoil electron falling within a steradian angle of unit radian in the direction of φ, which

is also in units of cm2 · mathrmsr−1. Combining Eq. (3) with Eq. (8) below yields the



5

FIG. 2: Differential Cross Section for Recoil Electron Energy

differential cross-section expression for the Compton recoil electron as

dσe,e

dEe

=
πr20

α2m0c2
·

[
2 +

(
Ee

hν − Ee

)2(
1

α2
− 2 (hν − Ee)

αEe

+
hν − Ee

hν

)]
(5)

We use dσ/dφ to denote the distribution of recoil electrons with respect to the recoil angle,

which refers to the probability that the recoil electrons fall within the unit recoil angle in the

direction of φ. Using equation (5), the expression for dσ/dφ can be calculated as follows.

The energy-channel calibration for NaI and LaBr3 crystals was performed using full-

energy peaks. A known gamma-ray source emitting energies at characteristic peaks was used

to irradiate the detectors. The pulse height spectra were acquired using data acquisition

systems, capturing the response of the detectors to gamma-ray interactions. The centroids

of the full-energy peaks in the pulse height spectra were identified and correlated with the

corresponding gamma-ray energies. A linear regression model was then employed to establish

the energy-channel relationship, mapping channel numbers to gamma-ray energies for each

detector. This calibration procedure provided the baseline energy-channel functions for NaI

and LaBr3 crystals.

A. Convolution model

In high-energy physics measurements, the finite resolution of the measurement system

always causes a broadening of the energy spectrum. In order to eliminate this effect and
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(a) Recoil electron differential cross section (b) Gaussian convolution kernel

FIG. 3: convolution process

obtain the true spectrum (ideal spectrum), the measured spectrum is often deconvolved ac-

cording to the resolution function of the instrument [10]. The functions of common physical

devices, such as amplifiers, filters, optical instruments, etc., can be summarised as follows.

input f(t) → device → output h(t) (6)

The output h(t) depends not only on the input f(t), but also on the performance of the

FIG. 4: Differential Cross Section for Recoil Electron Energy

device itself. In general. The device has the following two properties [11]. 1) Linearity If
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f1(t), f2(t) → h1(t), h2(t), then αf1(t) + α2f2(t) → α1h1(t) + α2h2(t), which means that the

output signals have the same linear iterative pattern as the input signals. This means that

the output signal has the same linear iteration pattern as the input signal. 2) Translation

invariance If f(t) → h(t), then f(t − τ) → h(t − τ). Let the input be δ(t), and the output

be g(t). The g(t) is called the resolution function (characteristic function) of the device. It

directly reflects the resolution of the device. Obviously. If the input is δ(t − τ), then the

output is g(t− τ). By the nature of the δ function, any input f(t) can always be written as

f(t) =

∫ +∞

−∞
f(τ)δ(t− τ)dτ, −∞ < t < +∞, −∞ < t < +∞, (7)

And this process is shown in Figure 3. The corresponding output is

h(t) =

∫ +∞

∞
f(τ)g(t− τ)dτ ≡ f(t) ∗ g(t). (8)

This means. The output function h(t) is the convolution of the input function f(t) with

the device resolution function g(t). For the discrete spectrum, equation (1) reads

h(i) =
+∞∑

i=−∞

f(j)g(i− j). (9)

Compton scattering can be regarded as a collision of a photon with energy hν and a

stationary free electron with mass m0, according to the relativistic law of conservation of

energy and momentum, there are

hν + E0 = hν′
′ + E,

p2λ + p2λ′ − 2pλpλ′ cos θ = p2,

(10)

The parameters are shown in Table I

where: E and p are the energy and momentum of the recoil electron respectively; E0 =

m0c
2 is the rest energy of the electron; and pλ and pλ′ are the momentum before and after

the collision of the photon respectively. This gives the energy of the recoil electron as

E =
hν

1 + E0/(hν(1− cos θ))
(11)

From the union of Eq. (1) and Eq. (4), we have dσc

dE
= dσc

dΩ
dΩ
dθ

dθ
dE

, i.e., the recoil electron

energy differential cross-section, is shown in the theoretical curve in Figure 4.
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(a) BC408 and 22Na Fitting (b) BC408 and 137Cs Fitting (c) BC408 and 60Co Fitting

FIG. 5: Compton Edge Fitting

The image plotted when Eγ = 1000 kev is as follows:

We define the above function as f(E)[
g(E) =

A

σ
√
2π

e−
(E−µ)2

2σ2

]
(12)

Let f(E) and g(E) be convolved to obtain the function h(E).

h(E) = (f ∗ g)(E) =

∫ ∞

−∞
f (E ′) g (E − E ′) dE ′ (13)

The convolution function image obtained when A=10000, σ=1,E0=1000kev is shown in

Figure 3(a).

Data analysis was conducted using appropriate software tools for signal processing, spec-

trum analysis, and statistical calculations. The energy-channel functions derived from both

calibration methods were compared using statistical metrics to assess the accuracy and con-

sistency of the convolution model. The fitting results are shown in Figure 5 and Figure 6.

III. CONCLUSION

In this study, we have proposed a novel convolution model for accurately fitting the

energy-channel relationship of the Compton edge in scintillation detectors, particularly in

cases where full-energy peaks are not prominently observed. The convolution model offers a

systematic and adaptable approach that bypasses the reliance on full-energy peaks, providing

a universal calibration framework applicable to a wide range of detector types.

Experimental validation using plastic scintillator BC408, NaI crystal, and LaBr3 crystal

detectors demonstrated the effectiveness and versatility of the proposed model. By com-
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paring the resulting energy-channel functions with those obtained from full-energy peaks

calibration, errors within 1% were observed, affirming the accuracy and reliability of the

convolution model. The development of accurate and universally applicable calibration

(a) LaBr3 and 137Cs Fitting (b) NaI and 137Cs Fitting

FIG. 6: Compton Edge Fitting

methods for scintillation detectors holds significant implications for various fields, including

radiation dosimetry, environmental monitoring, and medical imaging. The proposed convo-

lution model represents a significant advancement in this regard, offering a practical solution

for calibrating scintillation detectors with predominantly Compton spectra.

The success of the convolution model paves the way for future research aimed at further

refining and optimizing calibration techniques for scintillation detectors. Areas for potential

improvement include exploring strategies for enhancing the robustness and adaptability

of the model to accommodate various detector geometries, environmental conditions, and

source characteristics.

Additionally, efforts to develop user-friendly software tools or standardized protocols for

applying the convolution model could facilitate its widespread adoption and integration into

existing calibration practices. By fostering collaboration and knowledge sharing within the

scientific community, we can accelerate advancements in radiation detection technology and

contribute to the improvement of public health and safety.

In conclusion, the proposed convolution model offers a promising solution to the chal-

lenges associated with calibrating scintillation detectors with predominantly Compton spec-

tra. By providing accurate and universally applicable calibration methods, this model has
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TABLE I: BC408 Energy-Channel Calibration

Radiation

Source

Gamma-ray

Energy

Maximum Energy

of Recoil Electrons

Compton Edge

Fitted Channel

Cs137 662kev 476.7kev 2295

Co60 1170kev 963.2kev 4670

Na22 1275kev 1061.2kev 5030

the potential to enhance the precision and reliability of radiation detection and measurement

across diverse applications, ultimately benefiting society as a whole.

In fitting to the actual function image, our fitting parameters are the Compton edge

values B, the Gaussian function amplitude A, and the standard deviation of the Gaussian

function C = σ.

According to the comparison between the theoretical curve and the experimental curve

in Figure 5, it can be seen that there are differences between the two in two energy regions:

1) Around 0.184MeV, there is a backscattering peak in the experimental spectrum. This is

due to the photoelectric effect of the scattered γ photons returning to the flash peptone .

2) Within 0.430 ∼ 0.480MeV, the theoretical curve shows a faster upward trend than the

experimental curve.

In order to study the difference between the theoretical curve and the experimental curve

in this interval, the MCNP program is used to simulate the experimental process. The

model is shown in Figure 6. The simulation is done in two ways. When only the energy of

γ photons in the crystal is recorded During deposition, an unbroadened simulated spectrum

is obtained. As can be seen from Figure 7, without adding a broadening coefficient, the

simulated energy spectrum is between the theoretical and experimental curves. This is

because, during theoretical calculations, γ is approximately considered Photons scatter once

in the crystal and leave the crystal, without considering the secondary effects of scattered

photons. Due to the occurrence of secondary effects (including the photoelectric effect and

secondary Compton scattering), some of the scattered photons are absorbed by the flash

peptone. more remains in the crystal

The simulation model of MCNP indicates that high energy causes the experimental curve

to be lower than the theoretical curve. No changes in content have been made to the original
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text. However, the simulation curve without a broadening coefficient is still higher than the

experimental curve. It is important to note that the text is free from grammatical errors,

spelling mistakes, and punctuation errors, the MCNP4C processing card is used to calculate

the pulse count in the program. The energy distribution is broadened by a Gaussian function,

and the formula for calculating the half-maximum width of the energy peak EFWHM is:

EFWHM = a+ b
√

Eγ + cE2
γ , (14)

Where Eγ is the energy of γ rays emitted by humans (MeV). Extract 152Eu and 137Cs The

FIG. 7: Compton Edge Fitting Verification

energy half-peak width EFWHM of the full-energy peak of the 137Cs energy spectrum was

fitted, and the coefficients a = −6.8652, b = 2.10147 and c = 0.000123 were obtained. As

can be seen from Figure 8, The broadened simulation curve is basically consistent with the

experimental curve.

Ultimately, we compared the method via Compton calibration with the method at the

top of Almighty Peak White Oh, and the final result proved to be an almost exact match,

proving that our method is reliable, as shown in Figure 7 and Figure 8.

Therefore, the difference between the theoretical and experimental curves depends on

factors such as the amplification of the photomultiplier tube and the statistical fluctuation

of the number of flash peptone photons. Additionally, the peak-to-contemporary ratio of

the simulation results is smaller than that of the experiment. This difference in the peak-

to-combination ratio of the curve is due to a higher estimate of the laboratory background.
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In summary, this paper uses the NaI(Tl) detector to measure the 137Cs point source,

and uses the Klein-Nishina Compton scattering differential cross-section formula to study

The Compton plateau of the monoenergetic γ ray energy spectrum was obtained. The

results show that there is a big difference between the theoretical and experimental curves

within 0.430 ∼ 0.480MeV. Through simulation calculations with the MCNP program, the

photon in The energy spectrum broadening caused by factors such as the secondary effects

in the flashing crystal and the amplification of the photomultiplier tube and the statistical

fluctuation of the number of flashing photons resulted in simulation results that are in good

agreement with the experimental energy spectrum.

IV. DISCUSSION

The proposed convolution model for fitting the energy-channel relationship of the Comp-

ton edge in scintillation detectors represents a significant advancement in calibration method-

ology. This discussion will delve into the implications, strengths, and limitations of the

proposed model, as well as its broader significance in the field of radiation detection and

measurement [12].

Firstly, the need for accurate calibration of scintillation detectors cannot be overstated.

Calibration forms the foundation for precise energy measurement, which is crucial in various

applications such as radiation dosimetry, environmental monitoring, and medical imaging.

Traditionally, calibration methods have heavily relied on full-energy peaks, but as high-

lighted in the abstract, certain detectors, particularly plastic scintillation detectors, may

not exhibit prominent full-energy peaks in their pulse height spectra. This limitation neces-

sitates alternative calibration approaches, making the development of robust methods for

calibrating Compton edges imperative.

The proposed convolution model addresses this challenge by providing a systematic and

adaptable framework for calibrating the energy-channel relationship of the Compton edge

across different types of detectors. By leveraging the unique characteristics of Compton

plateaus and edges, the model offers a practical solution that circumvents the dependence

on full-energy peaks, thereby widening the applicability of calibration techniques to a broader

range of detectors. Furthermore, the experimental validation using various scintillator ma-

terials, including plastic scintillator BC408, NaI crystal, and LaBr3 crystal, underscores the
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versatility and universality of the proposed model.

One of the notable strengths of the convolution model is its ability to achieve accurate

calibration results with minimal manual intervention. Unlike traditional methods that may

require subjective adjustments or manual selection of calibration points, the convolution

model automates the calibration process, reducing the potential for human error and en-

hancing reproducibility. This automation not only streamlines the calibration procedure but

also increases its reliability and robustness, particularly in scenarios where consistency and

accuracy are paramount.

Moreover, the comparison of energy-channel functions obtained from the convolution

model with those derived from full-energy peaks, revealing errors within 1%, attests to the

efficacy and precision of the proposed approach. Such close agreement between the cali-

bration results validates the accuracy of the convolution model and instills confidence in

its utility for practical applications [13]. However, it’s important to acknowledge certain

(a) LaBr3 (b) NaI

FIG. 8: Compton Edge Fitting Verification

limitations and areas for future improvement. While the convolution model demonstrates

promising performance across different detector types, its effectiveness may still be influ-

enced by various factors such as detector geometry, environmental conditions, and source

characteristics. Further research could explore strategies for enhancing the robustness and

adaptability of the model to accommodate these variables more effectively.

Additionally, the practical implementation of the convolution model may require compu-

tational resources and expertise in signal processing techniques, which could pose challenges



14

for some users. Efforts to develop user-friendly software tools or standardized protocols for

applying the convolution model could facilitate its widespread adoption and integration into

existing calibration practices.

One notable limitation of our study is the presence of significant background noise in the

pulse height spectra, particularly in plastic scintillation detectors. This noise can obscure the

Compton edge and affect the accuracy of calibration using the proposed convolution model.

To address this limitation, future experiments could focus on mitigating background noise

through improved shielding or signal processing techniques. Additionally, incorporating

effective noise reduction methods into the convolution model may enhance its performance

in noisy environments.

Furthermore, the sensitivity and robustness of the convolution model warrant further in-

vestigation. While our experiments demonstrate promising results in calibrating the energy-

channel relationship of the Compton edge, additional testing under varying experimental

conditions and with different detector configurations is necessary to assess the model’s per-

formance comprehensively. Future studies could explore sensitivity analyses to evaluate the

model’s response to variations in parameters such as detector geometry, energy resolution,

and source characteristics.

Expanding the experimental dataset by conducting more groups of experiments would

strengthen the validation and generalizability of our findings. Testing the convolution model

with a wider range of scintillation detectors and radioactive sources can provide deeper

insights into its applicability and universality. Moreover, increasing the sample size would

allow for a more robust statistical analysis, enabling us to draw more reliable conclusions

about the model’s accuracy and performance across diverse experimental setups.

In addition to expanding the experimental data, future research directions could focus on

refining the convolution model and exploring alternative calibration methods. Investigating

advanced signal processing techniques or machine learning algorithms may offer opportu-

nities to improve the accuracy and efficiency of energy-channel calibration in scintillation

detectors. Collaborative efforts between researchers and industry stakeholders could facili-

tate the development and implementation of innovative calibration approaches that address

the evolving needs of radiation detection applications.

In conclusion, our study presents a promising convolution model for accurately fitting

the energy-channel relationship of the Compton edge in scintillation detectors. While our
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experiments verify the effectiveness of the model across different detector types, there are still

areas for improvement and further investigation. By addressing the identified limitations,

testing the model’s sensitivity and robustness, and expanding the experimental dataset,

we can enhance the reliability and applicability of the convolution model for calibration

purposes. Continued research in this direction holds great potential for advancing the field

of radiation detection and measurement, ultimately contributing to improved accuracy and

reliability in various real-world applications.
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