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A numerical tool for analysing spatially anisotropic electron populations in electron cyclotron resonance (ECR) plasmas
has been developed, using a trial-and-error electron energy distribution function (EEDF) fitting method. The method has
been tested on space-resolved warm electrons in the energy range 2−20keV, obtained from self-consistent simulations
modelling only electron dynamics in ECR devices, but lacked real-world validation. For experimentally benchmarking
the method, we attempted to numerically reproduce the experimental X-ray emission spectrum measured from an argon
plasma. Results of this analysis have provided crucial information about density and temperature of warm electrons, and
competing distributions of warm and hot electron components. This information can be fed back to simulation models
to generate more realistic data. Subsequent application of the numerical tool as described to the improved simulation
data can result in continuous EEDFs that reflect the nature of charge distributions in anisotropic ECR plasmas. These
functions can be also applied to electron dependent reactions, in order to reproduce experimental results, like those
concerning space-dependent Kα emissions.

I. INTRODUCTION

Electron Cyclotron Resonance Ion Sources (ECRIS) are
some of the most versatile devices used to generate and
supply highly-charged ion beams of variable intensity to
high-energy accelerators1,2. They are based on the ECR
heating of plasma electrons via interactions with a microwave
radiation field, as a consequence of which plasmas might
be highly inhomogeneous and have strongly anisotropic
energy distribution. These plasmas are characterized by an
EEDF usually consisting of two to three components: cold
(average energy 10÷100 eV), warm (1÷10 keV), and hot
electrons (10 keV÷1 MeV). Since the EEDF and the electron
density directly control reaction rates, understanding their
link with electron dynamics is of primary importance to
improve the performance of these devices. In this context,
several direct and indirect diagnostic techniques have been
developed over the years like microwave interferometry3,
X-ray spectroscopy4,5, visible light observations6, and
small-size electrostatic probes7,8. While direct diagnostics,
for instance Langmuir probes, are a convenient means to
measure the EEDF and plasma parameters, they always run
the risk of perturbing the plasma, producing uncertainties in
measurements. Indirect diagnostics, like those built around
deduction of plasma parameters through analysis of emitted
radiation, are obviously free of plasma perturbations, but
are capable of looking at only a selected energy range of
the system at a time. X-ray bremsstrahlung spectroscopy
and electron cyclotron emission are established indirect
diagnostic approaches to probe the hot electron population
(Te > 50keV)9–11, while information about the cold electrons
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(Te <∼ 10eV) has been deduced through optical emission
spectroscopy12,13. However, data on the warm component
is harder to come across, and inconclusive statements on
the shape of the EEDF of strongly non-Maxwellian plasmas
are offered by using complicated spectra deconvolution.
This is quite unfortunate since these electrons are primarily
responsible for the sequential ionization process that leads to
high charge states in an ECRIS.

Recently, efforts have been put into analysis of energetic elec-
trons spanning the boundary between warm and hot, using
high-resolution and spatially-resolved X-ray spectroscopy
involving quasi-optical methods like pinhole cameras. The
utility of these techniques was first demonstrated in a series of
pioneering experiments at ATOMKI, Debrecen (Hungary) in
2002-035,14, and later employed in joint measurements by the
ATOMKI and INFN-LNS groups15–17 to better understand
the structural evolution of intermediate energy electrons as a
function of wave-to-plasma coupling and resonance actions
in the plasma chamber. If the contribution of warm electrons
to the measured spectra can be ascertained, the study can be
used as a powerful tool to verify density, temperature and
EEDF of said electrons as a function of their position in the
plasma.

The present paper deals with a new method for step-by-
step determination of possible continuous EEDFs that can
effectively describe the space-dependent properties of a
minimum-B ECRIS plasma electron population. The use
of the method is demonstrated through EEDF estimation of
warm electrons (Te ∼ 1−10keV) from self-consistent numer-
ical simulations performed with a code jointly developed by
the ion source groups of INFN-LNS and LNL18. Additionally,
analysis of line and bremsstrahlung emissivity density mea-
sured from an argon ECR plasma during the aforementioned
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FIG. 1: Flowchart outlining the methodology adopted.

experimental campaign16 has been also made, to establish
whether the contribution these warm electrons is sufficiently
large. As it turns out, the volumetric density and temperature
as estimated from this secondary analysis lies outside the
energy range of the simulated electrons, implying a need to
update the latter to compatible energy intervals. This will
help deduce space-resolved analytical EEDFs representing
the emitting plasma, which can then be used for calculating
all reaction rates involving electrons and eventually reproduce
observed Kα emission maps. A brief outline of the entire
procedure is shown in the flowchart of Fig. 1.

The general structure of the paper is as follows: in Sec.
II we briefly recall the self-consistent numerical methods
to model the plasma studied, and to obtain the related
three-dimensional (3D) electron energy and density data. In
Sec. III we discuss the necessity to slice the plasma into
regions-of-interest (ROIs) to make progress on the EEDF
analysis, and on the ROI selection scheme. The method to
derive the most suitable EEDF for each of the plasma ROI is
presented in Sec. IV. In Sec. V we present and discuss results
from theoretical and numerical analysis of X-ray spectrum
of the argon plasma, reported in16. We conclude with Sec.
VI, discussing the results obtained with possible near-future
outlook.

II. SELF-CONSISTENT NUMERICAL MODELLING OF
ECRIS PLASMAS

Numerical simulations can be a predictive tool to determine
the spatial and energy density distributions of both electrons
and ions. In the case of magnetized plasmas, as for ECRIS
plasmas, a self-consistent (SC) approach is necessary to solve
the collisional Vlasov-Boltzman equation, as described in19.
The two INFN Laboratories, LNL and LNS, developed an
iterative procedure to obtain an SC description of ECR sta-
tionary plasmas, by joining the FEM electromagnetic solver

of COMSOL Multiphysics©, and a kinetic code written in
MATLAB© for solving particles’ equation of motion. An
SC method is required because propagating electromagnetic
(EM) field affects electrons’ motion and energy through
resonant interactions. Beyond this, the plasma - being an
anisotropic and dispersive medium - presents a 3D dielectric
tensor that needs to be in turn included in the calculation of
the EM field20. The developed code has already proven its
validity describing the so-called frequency tuning effect18,
and reproducing experimental results for light and heavy ion
dynamics in ECR-based charge breeding devices21,22. When
applied to electrons, the kinetic code follows the evolution
of N particles for a given simulation time Tspan, with an
integration step Tstep. The numerical routine describes the
stationary structure of the plasma in the phase space: local
charge densities are computed through a density accumu-
lation in a 3D simulation’s domain. Particles’ paths evolve
simultaneously, with the local density accumulation arising as
single particles move inside the single cells in the simulation’s
volume of the plasma chamber. The SC loop is run until
the achievement of convergence among the (k− 1)-th and
k-th step, checking both for 3D density and EM field maps.
Further details about the method can be found in Ref.23.
Therefore, occupation and energy maps are generated.
Dividing the latter by the former, the distribution of the
energy density can be obtained. The occupation map can then
be scaled to a density map by assuming an equivalent total
number of particles as those provided by a 3D plasmoid-halo
density scheme23. It should be noted, however, that correct
density scaling requires corroboration with experiments -
the absolute particle density can only be extracted from
some plasma measurement. This further extols the need for
experimental benchmarking as attempted in Sec. V.

The same numerical code was used to investigate the dis-
tribution of the warm electron component, by storing seven
pairs of occupation and energy maps, associated to electrons
in seven energy ranges. In particular, we chose the intervals
[0,2], [2,4], [4,6], [6,8], [8,10],[10,12] and [12,∞]keV. The
division of the range [2,12]keV in five sub-intervals enhances
the energy resolution for a more accurate estimation of the
EEDF. We simulated the evolution of N = 40000 electrons
for a total simulation time of Tspan = 40 µs and with an
integration step Tstep = 1 ps. A Maxwell-Boltzmann (MB)
distribution with a temperature kBTe = 5 eV was imposed
as initial electrons energy distribution. Microwave field at
12.84 GHz and power of 30 W, sustaining the plasma, was
considered in the simulations. An example of the results
obtained is shown in Figures 2 and 3, where the XY-plane
projection of the occupation and energy maps, respectively,
are displayed for all the energy ranges considered. It is
worth noting how electrons of different energies locate at
different spatial domains, which foreshadows the necessity to
subdivide the plasma into finer regions for in-depth analysis,
as is discussed in the next section.



3

(a) (b) (c) (d)

(e) (f) (g) (h)

FIG. 2: XY-plane projections of the occupation maps ρρρ i for electrons (a) summed over all the seven energy intervals, and in
each of the intervals: (b) 0−2 keV, (c) 2−4 keV, (d) 4−6 keV, (e) 6−8 keV, (f) 8−10 keV, (g) 10−12 keV, and (h)
12−∞ keV. The contour of the points corresponds to the ECR surface (dashed line) with a magnetic field B = 0.4587 T.

III. ROI SELECTION

The data on occupation and energy density maps presented
in Sec. II, are structured as pairs of 3D matrices, one pair for
each one of the seven energy intervals chosen. Each 3D ma-
trix is made of 59 x 59 x 211 cells, corresponding to a cuboidal
plasma chamber of length, width and depth 59 mm, 59 mm and
211 mm respectively. Henceforth, for the sake of consistency
and clarity, we represent the electron (number) density as ρρρ i
and energy density as Ei, when referring to the complete 3D
matrices or group of cells, and as ρi and Ei when referring to
individual cells or density and energy numbers, respectively.
The index i will always label the energy intervals. Since the
basic operation of a minimum-B ECRIS results in anisotropic
transfer of energy between the EM field and the plasma elec-
trons, we first separate the plasma domain into different elec-
tron energy-based ROIs, assuming these ROIs as containing
independent electron populations. Then, the nature of a local
EEDF in each of those ROIs was studied. The ROIs are se-
lected according to the average electron energy (AVE) in the
plasma. Thus, we calculate two quantities that we named total
electron energy and total electron density, given as

Etot =
7

∑
i=1

ρρρ iEi , ρρρ tot =
7

∑
i=1

ρρρ i. (1)

They actually correspond to the total energy and density of
electrons at each discrete point in the plasma marked by a

TABLE I: 〈E〉-based plasma ROIs

ROI 〈E〉 Index
ROI1 0.0−0.1keV j = 1
ROI2 0.1−0.2keV j = 2
ROI3 0.2−0.3keV j = 3
ROI4 0.3−0.4keV j = 4
ROI5 0.4−0.5keV j = 5
ROI6 0.5−0.6keV j = 6
ROI7 > 0.6keV j = 7

plasma cell. It should be noted that these quantities are ob-
tained through element-wise multiplication and not a matrix
multiplication. The AVE is obtained from Eq. (1) as

〈E〉= Etot

ρρρ tot
. (2)

By grouping together cells whose 〈E〉 content lies in some de-
fined range, we construct the different plasma ROIs. Figure
4 shows the isosurfaces of a few 〈E〉-based ROIs contained
in the plasma chamber, while Table I lists the characteristics
of all the ROIs considered, including the index which will be
henceforth used to refer to them. To get some qualitative in-
formation on the spatial properties of the electron distribution,
and the kind of continuous EEDF we should be looking at, we
first evaluate ROI-averaged electron density and energy den-
sity matrices (Eq. (3)) in each of the seven aforementioned
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FIG. 3: XY-plane projections of the total energy maps Etot for electrons (a) summed over all the seven energy intervals, and in
each of the intervals: (b) 0−2 keV, (c) 2−4 keV, (d) 4−6 keV, (e) 6−8 keV, (f) 8−10 keV, (g) 10−12 keV, and (h)
12−∞ keV. The contour of the points corresponds to the ECR surface (dashed line) with a magnetic field B = 0.4587 T.

FIG. 4: Spatial structure and displacement of AVE-based
ROIs 1,2 and 3 according to Eq. (1). Electrons at higher 〈E〉
are found deep inside the plasmoid egg and at the ECR zone.

Magnetic field B(0,0,0) lines are also shown (violet solid
lines).

energy intervals. The idea is to generate collective data for
each ROI by adding together the density and energy contribu-
tions from the cells belonging to that ROI

ρi j =
N( j)

∑
k( j)=1

ρik( j) , Ei j =
∑

N( j)
k( j)=1 ρik( j)Eik( j)

ρi j
. (3)

Here N( j) represents the total number of cells and k( j) is the
index of an individual cell, of any particular ROI j. Just as
in Eq. (1), the total electron density in each ROI can be cal-
culated by summing up the electron densities in each interval,

i.e. (ρtot) j = ∑
7
i=1 ρi j. Next, we assume an EEDF as a single-

component MB distribution of the form

fM(E;kBTe) =
2√
π

√
E

(
√

kBTe)3
e−E/kBTe , (4)

where Te is the electron temperature, and kB is the Boltzmann
constant. Then, we numerically estimate the same collective
data as generated in Eq. (3) using the equations

(ρi j)est = (ρtot) j

∫ b

a
f (E;kBTe)dE (5)

(Ei j)est =

∫ b
a f (E;kBTe)EdE∫ b
a f (E;kBTe)dE

.

Here there is an equivalence between the energy intervals
marked by i and [a,b]. The i = 1 interval implies [a,b] = [0,2]
keV, i = 2 implies [a,b] = [2,4] keV, and so on. Then, we plot
the simulated data for electron density from Eq. (3) against
its numerically approximated counterpart from Eqs. (4-5), for
two different temperatures Te - a low one in the eV range and
a higher one in the keV range. The numerical integration in
Eqs. (5) is performed using the Adaptive Quadrature Method.
Results are presented in Fig. 5. The first set of plots in Fig. 5
(left) allow us to draw some general statements on the electron
properties. It can be evinced that a single-component distribu-
tion function does not fit the data well. The high-Te function
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FIG. 5: ROI-averaged simulated electron density data vs.
estimated results numerically calculated using low- and

high-Te single-MB distributions (left), and the same corrected
for total electron density (right), in the seven energy intervals

for each of the ROIs displayed in Fig. 4.

underestimates the density in the [0,2]keV interval, while si-
multaneously overestimating it in the [2,∞]keV one. The low-
Te function does the exact opposite. This might arise from us-
ing an incorrect evaluation of Te, density ρtot , or both, as the
density estimation in Eq. (5) involves only these parameters.
To make progress, we posit the existence of two distinct pop-
ulations - a "cold" population localized only at the [0,2]keV
interval, and a "warm" population spread across the remaining
intervals. The aim is to check the applicability of the low-Te
and high-Te functions to the cold and warm populations, re-
spectively, by replacing (ρtot) j in Eq. (5) with ρ1 j when us-
ing the low-Te function, and by (ρtot) j − ρ1 j for the high-Te
function. The results of this correction are shown in the sec-
ond set of plots in Fig. 5 (right). Here the overestimation by
the high- and the low-Te functions in the [2,∞] and [0,2]keV,
respectively, are drastically reduced, though the latter is not
noticeable because of (ρtot) j and ρ1 j having the same order
of magnitude. This serves to prove our assumption of sepa-
rate populations. The remaining problem of underestimating
electron densities in the different intervals could be related
with incorrect Te assumption, although it seems more likely
to be an unavoidable fallacy on part of the usage of a single-
component EEDF to describe a plasma proved to contain two
populations. Thus, a single-component EEDF underperforms
for warm electrons, independent of the temperature chosen.
This can be seen even more clearly in Fig. 6, where we plot
the simulated data for electron energy density from Eq. (3)

FIG. 6: ROI-averaged simulated energy density data vs.
estimated results numerically calculated using low- and

high-Te single-MB distributions in the seven energy intervals
for each of the ROIs displayed in Fig. 4

against the numerically estimates from Eq. (5). Since the cal-
culation of the energy density is independent of (ρtot) j, the
results are purely based on the chosen EEDF, and it can be ap-
preciated that a single-component function can describe well
either the cold electrons or the warm electrons at a time, but
not both. This further seems to justify the need for a multi-
component EEDF, not uncommon in plasmas. Inductively
Coupled Plasmas (ICPs)24 and RF-discharge25 plasmas were
among the first to be probed for the multi-component EEDFs.
The authors found the presence of two or even three separate
MB-like distributions in the cold plasma (energies in ∼ eV).
The possibility of a non-Maxwellian distribution was detected
in the Minimafios and Quadramafios ECRIS experiments11,26

that focused on the high-energy Bremsstrahlung X-ray radia-
tion as well. Although plasma electrons under study in this
work are of intermediate energy, it seems that the aforemen-
tioned aspects may be true of them as well, and analytical
EEDFs proposed should then be multi-component and capa-
ble of describing the spatial-dependence of the electron popu-
lation.
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IV. EEDF ANALYSIS

Various approaches can be used to guess the EEDF, based
on the physics of electron thermalisation in an ECRIS cham-
ber. Plasma electrons in local thermodynamic equilibrium
(LTE) can be thought of as a classical gas, whose thermal
interactions with each other are governed by the kinetic the-
ory of gases. The distribution of speeds (and thus energies)
for such an electron gas at a certain temperature is captured
by the known MB distribution of Eq. (4). Deviations from
such a distribution arise in non-LTE cases, which are typi-
cal conditions for an ECRIS plasma. In such cases, a single
MB function often does not completely describe the electron
properties (as seen in Fig. 5) and to proceed, not only addi-
tional components, but also other distribution functions may
need to be employed. With this in mind, we present a de-
tailed study of different multi-component EEDFs to model the
plasma structure. Since the plasma was sliced into different
ROIs, every EEDF is applied to each of the ROIs, and then
the best outcome bases on the robustness of the least-square
regression fit function used. This is primarily an exercise in
statistics because each ROI consists of many cells, and since
it is quite impossible to check the goodness-of-fit of each con-
tinuous function in every cell of the ROI, the EEDF quality
is based on ROI-aggregated Mean Squared Error (MSE) esti-
mate and the correlation coefficient to the least-square regres-
sion fit function, namely the r2 coefficient. In our analysis,
each part of our multi-component test EEDF is either a MB,
fM , or a Druyvesteyn (DR) distribution function, fD, the latter
given as

fD(E;kBTe) = 1.04

√
E

(
√

kBTe)3
e−0.55E2/(kBTe)

2
. (6)

The existence of DR EEDFs in plasmas has been acknowl-
edged since a long time, but under different conditions. Stud-
ies in negative glow and positive column plasmas, using Lang-
muir probe techniques27, and in pulsed-RF ICP sources, us-
ing a combination of direct and indirect diagnostics28, have
both included the presence of one or more DR EEDFs. This
function is characterized by a shorter tail as compared to a
regular Maxwell distribution, which is often associated with
processes resulting in a high loss-rate of energetic electrons.
When dealing with fM , the quantity of interest is the temper-
ature parameter kBTe. Dealing with fD of Eq. (6), while in the
literature the fit parameter is indicated as the average energy
Wav, we choose to also treat it as a sort of "temperature" kBTe
for ease of reference. In general, for similar values of aver-
age energy, fD trails off faster than fM , making it more accu-
rate when describing high-energy electron populations which
do not completely thermalize. As for the number of compo-
nents in the EEDF, we choose to work with two- and three-
component distribution functions, with the cases of study as
described in Table II. A general two-component distribution
function is taken to be of the form

f (E;kBTl ,kBTh) = Al fl(E;kBTl)+Ah fh(E;kBTh), (7)

where fl(E;kBTl) is always chosen as the normalized MB
distribution function of Eq. (4), to model electrons in the

TABLE II: Test-EEDF cases of study

Ref. case name Type
EEDF1 Low-E fM + High-E fM
EEDF2 Low-E fM + High-E fD
EEDF3 Low-E fM + Medium-E fM + High-E fM
EEDF4 Low-E fM + Medium-E fD + High-E fM

[0,2]keV range, while fh(E;kBTh) can be both the MB or the
DR function of Eq. (6), to model the electrons in the remain-
ing energy intervals, i.e. [2,∞]keV. The idea is to provide an
EEDF that treats the electrons in the two intervals as separate
populations. This means that the respective temperature pa-
rameters need to be calculated keeping in mind (i) the physics
behind this assumption, (ii) minimum overlap between the
functions, (iii) optimization of the goodness-of-fit to real data,
and (iv) general restrictions on values (e.g., the cold electron
energy kBTl should always be in the [10,100]eV range, while
the warm energy kBTh should be in the [1,10]keV range).
Along with temperature, the normalization coefficients Al,h
for each component are also of great importance, because
they represent the share of each function within the combined
EEDF and are intrinsically linked to points (ii) and (iii) above
mentioned. In our analysis, we address all the above concerns
in a systematic manner, starting with the calculation of the
cold- and warm-electron temperatures as

(kBTl)j =
2
3

CjE1j, (kBTh)j = Sj
∑

7
i=2 ρρρ i jEij

∑
7
i=2 ρρρ i j

, (8)

where Cj and Sj are optimization factors in matrix format for
all the cells of the j-th ROI. The evaluation of the normaliza-
tion coefficients, Alj and Ahj, is performed according to the
following constraints

ρρρ1j

∑
7
i=1 ρρρ ij

= Alj

∫ 2

0
fl(E;(kBTl)j)dE+ (9)

Ahj

∫ 2

0
fh(E;(kBTh)j)dE,

∑
7
i=2 ρρρ i j

∑
7
i=1 ρρρ i j

= Alj

∫
∞

2
fl(E;(kBTl)j)dE+ (10)

Ahj

∫
∞

2
fh(E;(kBTh)j)dE.

Since (kBTl)j is carefully calculated to be in the ∼ eV range,
the contribution of fl(E;(kBTl)j) to the [12,∞]keV interval
can be neglected, but some overlap may still remain due to
the integral

uj =
∫ 2

0
fh(E;(kBTh)j)dE, (11)

being non-zero. Thus, the normalization coefficients can be
calculated from the simulated data, correcting for the overlap
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and correlating with the temperature as

Alj =
ρρρ1j

∑
7
i=1 ρρρ ij

−
uj ∑

7
i=2 ρρρ ij

(∑7
i=1 ρρρ ij)(1−uj)

, (12)

Ahj =
∑

7
i=2 ρρρ ij

(∑7
i=1 ρρρ ij)(1−uj)

. (13)

The final step is the estimation of electron density and energy
density in each interval using expressions similar to those used
in Eq. (5), as

(ρρρ i j)est = (
7

∑
i=1

ρρρ ij)
∫ b

a
f (E;(kBTl)j;(kBTh)j)dE, (14)

(Eij)est =

∫ b
a f (E;(kBTl)j;(kBTh)j)EdE∫ b
a f (E;(kBTl)j;(kBTh)j)dE

. (15)

The numerical integration here is performed using the Adap-
tive Quadrature Method. It is worth noting that element-wise
estimate via Eq. (14,15) differs from the collective evaluation
in Eq. (5).

Similarly, a three-component EEDF is taken to be of the
form

f (E;kBTl ,kBTm,kBTh) = Al fl(E;kBTl)+ (16)
Am fm(E;kBTm)+Ah fh(E;kBTh),

where now we consider the electrons to be divided into three
separate populations, [0,2], [2,12] and [12,∞] keV intervals.
Just like the two-component case, also here we have the same
concerns with respect to the temperatures and normalization
coefficients of the individual components. Thus, we first esti-
mate the temperatures as

(kBTl)j =
2
3

CjE1j, (kBTm)j = S1j
∑

6
i=2 ρρρ i jEij

∑
6
i=2 ρρρ i j

, (17)

(kBTh)j =
2
3

S2jE7j ,

with Cj,S1j and S2j being optimization factor matrices for ROI
j. Then the normalization coefficients are computed as,

Alj =
1

∑
7
i=1 ρρρ i j

[
ρρρ1j−

uj

p1jq2j−p2jq1j
(q2j

6

∑
i=2

ρρρ i j−p2jρρρ7j)

]
,

(18)

Amj =
1

∑
7
i=1 ρρρ i j

q2j ∑
6
i=2 ρρρ i j−p2jρρρ7j

p1jq2j−p2jq1j
, (19)

Ahj =
1

∑
7
i=1 ρρρ i j

p1jρρρ7j−q1j ∑
6
i=2 ρρρ i j

p1jq2j−p2jq1j
. (20)

The Eqs. (18-20) now involve multiple overlap factors be-
cause the medium- and high-energy distribution functions ex-
tend into each other’s intervals, no matter how carefully the
temperatures are chosen. These factors are calculated as

uj =
∫ 2

0
fm(E;(kBTm)j)dE , (21)

p1j =
∫ 12

2
fm(E;(kBTm)j)dE , p2j =

∫ 12

2
fh(E;(kBTh)j)dE,

q1j =
∫

∞

12
fm(E;(kBTm)j)dE , q2j =

∫
∞

12
fh(E;(kBTh)j)dE .

The low-energy distribution’s overlaps are neglected. The
electron density and energy density are estimated in each in-
terval using Eqs. (14,15). Therefore, each test EEDF gener-
ates the approximated data for each ROI. Once these data are
provided, we need to determine quantitatively the goodness-
of-fit. This is accomplished by calculating the MSE and the
r2 coefficient, which are generally defined as

MSE =
1
n

n

∑
p=1

(yp− fp)
2 , r2 = 1−

∑
n
p=1(yp− fp)

2

∑
n
p=1(yp−〈y〉)2 (22)

where 〈y〉 = 1
n ∑

n
p=1 yp is the mean of the n true data points

yp, and fp is the prediction for the same, made using a suit-
able model. Usually when employing such statistics in data
analytics, one has a large number of data points yp, against
which the model’s prediction fp is tested, to calculate the cost
function (most often the MSE), which is then minimized to
deduce the best model parameters. While the general utility
of the quantities is retained, an exact minimization process is
not employed here due to lack of sufficient computational pro-
cess to iteratively minimize a huge cost function composed of
MSE values from each cell in any ROI. Instead, the perfor-
mance of each EEDF is judged by first calculating the MSE
and r2-score of the EEDF fit in each cell of the ROI, followed
by calculation of the ROI-mean and standard deviation (SD)
of the same, according to Eqs. (22 - 24)

〈MSE〉 j =
1

N( j)

N( j)

∑
k( j)=1

MSEk( j) , (23)

σ〈MSE〉 j =
1√

N( j)−1

√√√√ N( j)

∑
k( j)=1

(MSEk( j)−〈MSE〉 j)2

〈r2〉 j =
1

N( j)

N( j)

∑
k( j)=1

(r2)k( j) , (24)

σ〈r2〉 j
=

1√
N( j)−1

√√√√ N( j)

∑
k( j)=1

((r2)k( j)−〈r2〉 j)2

where k( j) is the index of any cell in the j-th ROI, N( j) is the
total number of cells in the same, 〈MSE〉 j and 〈r2〉 j represent
the ROI-averaged MSE and r2-scores respectively, and σ
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FIG. 7: ROI-averaged MSE for electron density (left) and SD
of ROI-averaged MSE (right) in all ROIs, for [0,2]keV

interval.

FIG. 8: ROI-averaged MSE for electron density (left) and SD
of ROI-averaged MSE (right) in all ROIs, for [2,∞]keV

interval.

represents their respective SD. The optimization factors used
in Eqs. (8,17) are varied to obtain the best performance,
which is marked by the lowest SD for both the MSE and
r2-score, and the highest and lowest values for the mean-r2

and mean-MSE, respectively. This procedure is repeated for
each ROI and with each EEDF. The resulting statistics is
reported below in Table III, as well as plotted in Figs. 7 - 9.
All the above diagnostic quantities are calculated separately
for the electron population in [0,2]keV and the remaining
intervals, because the higher magnitude of electron density in
the former interval largely obscures judgement of the fit in the
others. Through this systematic analysis, a decent idea about
the electron properties in different regions of the plasma is
obtained. From Figs. 7 - 9, it is shown that EEDF2, i.e.
the two-component function, made of a low-energy Maxwell
and a high-energy Druyvesteyn distribution function, is the
best one to describe the warm electron population in all ROIs
considered, given this current scheme of plasma slicing.

FIG. 9: ROI-averaged r2-score for electron density (left) and
SD of ROI-averaged r2-score (right) in all ROIs, for

[2,∞]keV interval.

FIG. 10: ROI-averaged simulated (Sim.) electron density
(left) and energy density (right) in the seven energy intervals

for each of the ROIs displayed in Fig. 4, against
approximated results (Est.) numerically calculated using

EEDF2.

This result can be further appreciated in Fig. 10, where we
compare the same ROI-averaged data as in Eq. (3) against
the numerically approximated data of Eq. (5), but with the
single-component Maxwell distribution replaced by EEDF2.
It is worth noting that deeper in the plasma (ROIs 6 and
7), EEDF3 performs just as well if not better than EEDF2
because of improved statistics in the [12,∞]keV interval
(which the short tail of the DR distribution cannot fit in its
entirety). But this result does not suggest some fundamental
physics about ECR plasmas, at least not at this stage of the
investigation.

The performance of each EEDF and subsequent selec-
tion based on statistical metrics is subject to changes in the
raw electron data and the ROI generation scheme, making
the functions purely phenomenological in nature. Here
the raw data included are both cold (0− 2keV) and warm
electrons (2 − 20keV), with finer resolution in the latter
for emphasis. This forced us to assume multi-component
distribution functions to account for the large disparity in
counts between the two sub-populations. The EEDFs may
revert to single-components if more energetic electrons are
simulated (see Sec. V).
Similarly, by adopting different plasma slicing schemes, one
may obtain shifts in statistics between the various intervals,
thus altering the EEDFs as well. The present tool in its current
form is only a method to convert discrete data into continuous
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functions for precise calculations, and no further understand-
ing about charge particle dynamics in ECR plasmas may be
obtained without suitable experimental validation. However,
with regards to analysis of warm (plus cold) electrons alone,
the results underline the nature of ECR plasma anisotropy, in
the sense that not only do the EEDF parameters change as
a function of real-space position, but the EEDFs themselves
change too.

V. ELECTRON DENSITY AND TEMPERATURE FROM
X-RAY SPECTROSCOPY

X-ray emission spectroscopy is a powerful passive diag-
nostic tool for deducing plasma properties because radiation
emissivity densities can be directly correlated with charge
particle reaction rates. The technique is particularly useful for
ECR plasmas because it allows different regions to be probed
by customising the experimental setup, helping resolve the
inherent anisotropy. A complete qualitative and quantitative
analysis of the spectra can reveal precious information about
the relevant populations involved, including ionic charge state
(distribution), inner-shell ionisation rate, electron and ion
densities, and energy distribution functions (EDFs). Many
groups have already worked on these ideas - Douysset et al
estimated ion densities of individual charge states nq

i and cor-
related them with extracted mass spectra using model-based
prediction of Kα intensities29, Santos et al determined the
ion CSD of a sulphur plasma by fitting the intensity of line
spectra using suitable models30 and Sakildien et al studied
the variation of K-shell ionisation rate of argon ions as a
function of plasma parameters by calculating Kα emissivity
densities and comparing them with experimental results31.

In 2014, the INFN-LNS and ATOMKI groups performed a
number of experiments on a state-of-the-art ECR trap capable
of simultaneously recording output currents, high-energy
bremsstrahlung (> 30 keV) and mid-energy X-rays (2− 30
keV). This enabled them to correlate the plasma density
and temperature with output CSD and beam intensity for
different plasma operating conditions16. The setup used
a bending magnet with a Faraday cup for measuring the
extracted currents, while the high and mid-energy X-rays
were detected using an HpGe and SDD detector in long
collimator configuration respectively. The SDD could be
switched with a CCD camera in pinhole setup for capturing
the space-resolved X-ray images instead as well. Since
bremsstrahlung above 30keV can be generated by electrons
having at least that much energy, only the SDD spectrum is
used here for purposes of studying the warm and intermediate
energy electrons. The long collimator setup is shown in Fig.
11.
As already mentioned in the previous sections, the numerical

method presented, and the estimated EEDFs thereof, need
to be experimentally corroborated to obtain insight into
the physics of ECR devices. For this purpose, and on the
basis of the setup of16 as shown in Fig. 11, we perform a
quantitative analysis of the measured X-ray spectrum taken

FIG. 11: Sketch of the SDD long collimator configuration to
filter X-rays from walls and extraction plate. Figure adapted

from16.

from the argon plasma within the solid-angle subtended by
the collimator. This will allow us to evaluate the contribution
of the warm electrons to the spectrum (thus assessing the
possibility for benchmarking), while also estimating the
electron density for macroparticle scaling. Consequently,
instead of employing the EEDF deduced from Sec. IV right
away, we first employ a standard single-component MB
distribution to check the quality of fit to the spectrum, and
proceed with the verification of EEDF2 only if the warm
electron share is deemed substantial.
In order to facilitate analysis, the raw data from argon
plasma is calibrated using iron lines, renormalised for photon
detection probability (quantum efficiency renormalisation)
and corrected for dead time (details in Ref.16). The final
spectrum is converted from counts per energy N p into the
emissivity density using the expression

J(hν) = hν
N p(hν)

t
4π

∆EVPΩg
(25)

where t is the acquisition time, ∆E is the energy per channel,
hν is the photon energy, Vp is the plasma emission volume and
Ωg is the geometrical efficiency of the collimator setup. Equa-
tion 25 refers to the total energy emitted per unit time, volume
and energy, through photons of energy hν . Considering the
acquisition time as 900s, geometrical efficiency 1.16× 10−6

and the emission volume as 18cm3, the experimental plasma
emissivity density Jexp(hν) (in units m−3s−1) is shown in Fig.
12. Using the fact that the plasma X-ray spectrum can be de-
composed into continuous bremsstrahlung and discrete line
emission, the analytical expression for the theoretical emis-
sivity density Jtheo(hν) is given as a simple algebraic sum of
the two in Eq. 26

Jtheo(hν) = Jtheo,brem(hν)+ Jtheo,line(hν). (26)

The basic expression for the bremsstrahlung emissivity den-
sity is given as

J(hν) = ρeρihν

∫
∞

hν

dσK(hν)

dhν
ve(E) f (E)dE (27)

where ρeρi is the product of the electron and ion density in
the plasma, hν is the photon energy, ve is the electron speed,
dσK(hν)/dhν is the differential cross-section for a photon to
be emitted after an electron collides with a nucleus of charge
Z, and f (E) is the usual EEDF. Using Kramer’s formula for
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FIG. 12: Experimentally measured X-ray emissivity density
of plasma.

the differential cross-section32

dσK(hν)

dhν
=

16π

3
√

3
α

3
(

h̄
mec

)2( c
ve

)2 Z2

hν
(28)

and a MB EEDF for simplicity, the bremsstrahlung emissivity
density is calculated as

Jtheo,brem(hν) = ρeρi(Zh̄)2
(

4α√
6me

)3(
π

kBTe

)1/2

e(−hν/kBTe)

(29)
In Eqs. 28 and 29, me is the electron mass, c is the speed
of light, and α is the fine structure constant. While elec-
tron distributions with any temperature can contribute to
bremsstrahlung as long as they contain particles above the
photon energy hν , in general contributions from more en-
ergetic EEDFs mask that from low-energy counterparts, and

hence kBTe is expected somewhere around 20keV as deduced
in Ref.16 which is at the boundary between the warm and hot
electron populations.

The line emissivity density is a slightly more complicated
problem owing to greater number of inputs required to gener-
ate the model. Through qualitative inspection, the main peaks
around 2.96 and 3.19keV in Fig. 12 are identified as the ar-
gon Kα and Kβ peaks respectively, while the smaller peaks
between 5 and 7keV are the same characteristic radiation aris-
ing from chromium and iron atoms from the extraction plate
(the area subtended by the collimator on the end plate together
with the extraction hole produces a narrow ring-like active
area, leading to small emission lines). The basic expression
for the line emissivity density of the argon ions interacting
with the confined electrons for the nl→ nl′ transition is

Jnl→nl′ =
hνnl→nl′

∆E
ρeρiωnl→nl′

∫
∞

I
σnl,ion(E)ve(E) f (E)dE

(30)
where hνnl→nl′ is the photon energy,ωnl→nl′ is the fluores-
cence factor associated with the transition, ∆E is the energy
per channel, I is the binding energy of the nl orbital, and
σnl,ion is the ionisation cross-section of the same. In case of
the chromium and iron atoms, however, the same is given by
the expression

Jnl→nl′ =
hνnl→nl′

∆EVP
ρe,lossNiωnl→nl′

∫
∞

I
σnl,ion(E)ve(E) f (E)dE

(31)
owing to the fact that instead of interacting with a gaseous
species, the target atoms are now producing fluorescence due
to collision with a beam of escaping electrons. Now ρe,loss
represents the loss electron density, Ni is the number of tar-
get atoms and VP is introduced to convert the total extraction
plate fluorescence emissivity density into a volume-averaged
value to fit Fig. 12. Equation 31 still needs modification on
account of factors like velocity distribution of beam electrons,
constant loss of energy due to collisions and radiation inside
the target material, and truncation of penetration depth, all of
which together manifest in the final expression as

Jnl→nl′ =
hνnl→nl′

∆EVP
ρe,lossniωnl→nl′

(
4πεgl2−π

d2

4

)∫
∞

I
ve(E) f (E)

∫ I

E

1
S(E ′)

σnl,ion(E ′)dE ′dE (32)

Here ni is the target atom number density, εg = ∆Ω/4π is the
geometrical efficiency of the collimator setup, l is the sepa-
ration between the extraction plate and detection cone vertex,
d is the diameter of the extraction hole and S(E) is the total
stopping power of the material.

Just like bremsstrahlung, both low and high-temperature
EEDFs can contribute to the radiation as long as there exist
electrons with energy above I, but concrete conclusions can
be made only after analysing the overlap between the energy-
dependent σion,nl→nl′ and f (E) which is simply the integral
in Eq. 30. In case of argon, the semi-empirical Lotz cross-

section is used to calculate ionisation rates from 1s (K) shell33

σ1s,ion = a1sq1s
lnε/I

εI
{1−b1sexp[−c1s(ε/I−1)]} (33)

where a1s, b1s and c1s are constants which do not strongly
depend on the charge state of the ion and are determined re-
spectively as 4.0× 10−14 cm2eV2, 0.75 and 0.5, I is the K-
shell ionisation energy (∼ 3.205keV), ε is the electron kinetic
energy and q1s is the number of equivalent electrons in the
K-shell (= 2). Similarly for chromium and iron, an improved
expression valid till relativistic energies is used, derived under
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the Deutsch-Märk formalism34

σ1s,ion = g1sπ(r1s)
2
ξ1s f (U)F(U) (34)

Here g1s is the weight factor, r1s is the radius of maximum
radial density, ξ1s is the number of electrons in the K-shell (=
2) and the functions f (U),F(U) define the energy dependence
of the cross-section. U = E/E1s is the reduced impact energy
where E1s = I is the ionisation energy of the K-shell and the
functions fU ,FU are defined as

f (U) = d
1
U

[
U−1
U +1

]a

{b+ c
[

1− 1
2U

]
ln[2.7+(U−1)1/2]}

(35)

F(U) = R(U)

[
1+2

U1/4

J2

]
(36)

In Eq. 35, the parameters have predetermined values given as
a = 1.06, b = 0.23, c = 1.00 and d = 1.1, while in Eq. 36,
F(U) is the relativistic correction factor with J = (mec2)/E1s,
mec2 being the electron rest mass energy. Data on r1s and g1s
in Eq. 34 can be found respectively in Ref.35 and36 and R(U)
is given by Eq. 37

R(U)=
1+2J
U +2J

[
U + J
1+ J

]2[ (1+U)(U +2J)(1+ J)2

J2(1+2J)+U(U +2J)(1+ J)2

]1.5

(37)
The visual representation of the cross-section and EEDF over-
lap for all these ions is shown in Fig. 13, and it is clear that
here too the contribution of EEDFs with kBTe ∼ 20keV will
dominate the spectrum, in line with the bremsstrahlung anal-
ysis. We then conclude straight-away that analysis of the ar-
gon X-ray spectrum cannot be used as an experimental bench-
mark for the EEDFs and/or warm electrons obtained from the
simulations, because their contribution is much too small as
compared to a hotter electron population which exists for sure
in the plasma. However, it is still worth proceeding with the
analysis to extract crucial properties of these electrons. The
final step is accounting for the broadening of the line emissiv-
ity density peak, and a pseudo-Voigt profile is used to model
the same (Eq. 38)

DP(x− x0, f ) = ηL(x− x0,τL)+(1−η)G(x− x0,σG) (38)

where 0 < η < 1 and is a function of the FWHM parameter f
calculated using the approximate expression

η = 1.36603( fL/ f )−0.47719( fL/ f )2 +0.11116( fL/ f )3

(39)
and f itself is evaluated as

f = [ f 5
G +2.69269 f 4

G fL +2.42843 f 3
G f 2

L +4.47163 f 2
G f 3

L+

0.07842 fG f 4
L + f 5

L ]
1/5 (40)

Here fG and fL are, respectively, the FWHM of the Gaus-
sian and Lorentzian distributions and are related to the SD
of the same as fG = 2

√
2ln2σG and fL = 2τL. The terms

L(x− x0,τL) and G(x− x0,σG) are the Cauchy-Lorentz and

FIG. 13: (Top) Lotz cross-section for K-shell ionisation with
different kBTe MB EEDFs (left) and EEDF-averaged
cross-section with upper limit of integral truncated to

2000keV (right) and (bottom) the same for DM
cross-section.

Gaussian distribution functions centred at x0, respectively,
given by the expressions L(x− x0,τL) =

τL
π((x−x0)2+τ2

L)
and

G(x− x0,σG) =
e−(x−x0)

2/(2σG)2

σG
√

2π
. Using the definitions in Eq.

30 and 38-40, the line emissivity density is calculated as

Jtheo,line(hν) = [JAr,Kα DP(hν−2.96, fAr,Kα)+

JAr,Kβ DP(hν−3.19, fAr,Kβ )+ JCr,Kα DP(hν−5.41, fCr,Kα)+

JCr,Kβ DP(hν−5.94, fCr,Kβ )+ JFe,Kα DP(hν−6.40, fFe,Kα)+

JFe,Kβ DP(hν−7.05, fAr,Kβ )]∆E (41)

Here the Kα and Kβ represent, respectively, the 2p→ 1s and
3p→ 1s transition, according to the Siegbahn notation.

By fitting Eq. 26 to Jexp(hν) from Eq. 25, the combined
charge particle density ρeρi for argon is estimated around
1.36×1032 m−6 while the electron temperature is about 22.18
keV. Additionally, rough estimates of loss electron density
ρe,loss are obtained at 1012 m−3, corresponding to a current
density of 2− 5mA/cm2 which is in keeping with recorded
ion current densities16. Thus, a single-component MB distri-
bution seems to work well enough to reproduce not only the
emissions due to confined but also escaping electrons. The
peaks are found to obey a simpler Gaussian rather than a Voigt
profile, with standard deviation in the range 0.05− 0.08keV.
The degree of fit is shown in Fig. 14 and while some uncer-
tainties still remain, they mainly stem from lack of informa-
tion about contribution from hotter electrons whose spectra is
recorded in the HpGe detector.
As with the numerical tool, analysis of the experimental spec-

trum does provide useful information in the form of electron
density, temperature and EEDF, but the results are sensitive to
the photon energy being probed and region of emission. Here
we find that a single MB distribution with kBTe ∼ 22.18keV
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FIG. 14: Jexp(hν) and analytical expression fit using Trust
Region Selective least squares fitting method.

is sufficient to reproduce the spectrum, but this may change
if a different region of the plasma is probed, or if more en-
ergetic X-rays are analysed. With regards to usability of the
spectrum for experimentally validating EEDF2 as estimated
in Sec. IV, nothing can be said owing to the negligible contri-
bution of warm electrons, and so either a different diagnostic
setup should be adapted for such electrons, or the simulations
need to be updated to probe more energetic species.

VI. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE PERSPECTIVES

We have presented here a detailed numerical method to
derive analytical functions representing anisotropic electron
populations in an ECR plasma trap. The approach is based on
first dividing the plasma volume into smaller regions based on
electron energy content, and then quantitatively analysing the
performance of several potential EEDFs in those regions us-
ing MSE and r2 values. The method has been tested on rough
data on warm electrons obtained from robust electron dynam-
ics simulations, and spatially-anisotropic EEDFs have been
deduced. In addition, experimental X-ray spectra have been
analysed, providing crucial estimates about electron proper-
ties in the plasma interior.
Concerning the validity of our tool, several things can be said:
as mentioned at the end of Sec. IV, the numerical tool and its
outputs are highly sensitive to the nature of input data (energy
intervals) and plasma division (ROIs). On the other hand, as
mentioned at the end of Sec. V, results from analysis of exper-
imental spectra are also sensitive to the photon energies and
emission regions. It is then evident that for a complete un-
derstanding of the plasma, simulations and experiments need
to be coupled. Experiments need to be a multi-perspective
setup capable of studying different regions of the plasma and
different emission energies, and once the energies are fixed,
simulations need to be run till steady-state, while accumu-
lating electrons in compatible energy intervals. Our numer-
ical tool is a general statistical method that can be used on

any anisotropic population, but only after application to sim-
ulation data compatible with experiments, deeper physics of
ECR plasmas can be inferred. We are currently working in
this direction - updating our simulation models to probe warm
to hot energy electrons and running them till steady-state, and
analysing space-resolved 2D Kα maps - and the results of this
work will be published in another report.
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TABLE III: Fit parameters of 2-component EEDF1 and EEDF2, and of 3-components EEDF3 and EEDF4. Parameters (kBTl)j is given in eV, while
(kBTm,h)j are given in keV.
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