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Abstract

Spectral line profiles are powerful diagnostic tools for both laboratory and astrophysical plasmas, as
their shape is sensitive to the plasma environment. The low-frequency component of the electric mi-
crofield is an important input for analytic line broadening codes. In this paper we detail a new method
of calculating plasma microfields using configuration-resolved pseudoatom molecular dynamics. This
approach accounts for both quantum atomic structure and N-body effects, similar to density functional
theory molecular dynamics, but with less computational cost. We present pseudoatom microfields at
conditions relevant for recent laboratory experiments. Compared to established microfield codes we
find moderate deviations at solid density conditions and strong agreement at lower plasma densities.
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1. Introduction

Spectral lines describe the opacity distribution
of bound atomic transitions in plasmas. Fitting
line shape broadening profiles to data enables de-
tailed characterizations of plasma temperatures,
densities, and compositions. This technique is
widely used in both laboratory experiments [1, 2]
and astrophysical observations [3, 4]. Spectral line
broadening also impacts Rosseland mean opaci-
ties [5, 6] and radiation transport in high energy
density (HED) regimes.
The dominant broadening mechanism in many

HED plasmas is Stark broadening; fluctuations
in the charged particle distribution generate per-
turbing electric fields, which shift the energy lev-
els of radiating atoms. These small-scale perturb-
ing electric fields are called the microfield. The
time-averaged and volume-averaged microfield is
zero by definition, but the temporal and spatial
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variations in the microfield are determined by the
plasma conditions. Because of their direct influ-
ence on line shape broadening [7], accurate de-
scriptions of the microfield are important HED
diagnostic tools.
Analytic spectral line shape models make a dis-

tinction between the ‘high-frequency’ microfield
generated by fast moving electrons and the ‘low-
frequency’ microfield generated by ions and ion-
electron correlations, which evolve on slower
timescales. Following Griem’s formulation [8], the
analytic fundamental line shape equation is given
as

I(ω) =

∫ ∞

0

P (ϵ)J(ϵ, ω)dϵ, (1)

where I(ω) is the line strength at frequency ω,
P (ϵ) is the low-frequency microfield distribution,
and J(ϵ, ω) is the high-frequency broadened line
shape for a radiating atom located in an exter-
nal electric field of constant magnitude ϵ. P (ϵ)
is a simple probability distribution. This low-
frequency microfield probability distribution is of-
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ten referred to simply as ‘the microfield’. We will
adopt the same convention throughout this work.

Beginning with the Holtsmark distribution [9],
which considered a plasma of charged parti-
cles with uncorrelated positions, many microfield
models have been developed. The most common
forms come from (see the review of Demura [10]
for a more comprehensive list) molecular dynam-
ics (MD) simulations [11, 12, 13], Monte-Carlo
(MC) methods [14, 15], and the adjustable param-
eter exponential approximation (APEX) [16, 17].

In this paper we present a new method of cal-
culating the electric microfield distribution for
hot dense plasmas using a configuration-resolved
pseudoatom molecular dynamics (PAMD) model.
PAMD [18, 19, 20] has previously been used to
calculate equations of state and transport proper-
ties of dense plasmas. It is similar to density func-
tional theory molecular dynamics (DFT-MD), but
is computationally more efficient because it popu-
lates the simulation with pseudoatoms, the struc-
ture of which does not need to be recalculated at
each time step.

Pseudoatoms are uniquely applicable to the cal-
culation of low-frequency microfields. In the pseu-
doatom model, the free electrons are treated as
a spherically symmetric screening cloud around
each nucleus, and ion-electron correlations are ac-
counted for using linear response theory. The
high-frequency contribution to the microfield is
then naturally neglected and the time history of
inter-pseudoatom forces automatically gives the
low-frequency electric microfield.

To date, the pseudoatom electron densities
have been calculated using a DFT-based, aver-
age atom model. Since it is DFT-based, the
pseudoatom states have Fermi-Dirac occupations,
which are in general, fractional. We now intro-
duce configuration-resolved pseudoatoms, mean-
ing the pseudoatoms can have integer bound state
occupations and therefore PAMD may be carried
out with arbitrary electron configurations.

This paper is split up into 5 sections. In sec-
tion 2 we detail the theory behind configuration-
resolved pseudoatom molecular dynamics. In sec-
tion 3 we present plasma microfields calculated
with PAMD, compare them against other es-

tablished microfield techniques, and demonstrate
their impact on line shape profiles. In section 4
we offer a brief discussion of our results. Finally
in section 5 we present our conclusions.
Atomic units are used unless otherwise stated

where ℏ = me = kB = e = a0 = 1.

2. Configuration-Resolved Pseudoatom
Molecular Dynamics

PAMD models a plasma as a collection of pseu-
doatoms. A pseudoatom is a charge-neutral ob-
ject comprised of a nucleus with charge Znuc and
a surrounding spherically symmetric electron dis-
tribution nPA

e (r), which includes both bound elec-
trons (the “ion” electron density) and free elec-
trons (the “screening” electron density). Hence,
for a pseudoatom species of subscript i the elec-
tron distribution

nPA
i,e (r) = nscr

i,e (r) + nion
i,e (r) (2)

satisfies∫
nPA
i,e (r)d

3r = Zi,nuc. (3)

In this work, a species is defined by its nuclear
charge Zi,nuc and its electron configuration ci.
Configuration definitions are discussed in greater
detail in section 2.1.
The effective pair potential between pseu-

doatoms of different species in a mixture is de-
rived from the quantum Ornstein-Zernike equa-
tions [21] in Starrett et al. [19],

Vij(k) =
4πZ̄iZ̄j

k2
− Cie(k)

β
nscr
j,e (k), (4)

where the potential is calculated in momentum
space for pseudoatom species i and j, ion-electron
direct correlation function Cie, inverse tempera-
ture β, and the integrated screening electron den-
sity Z̄ of each species,

Z̄i =

∫
nscr
i,e (r) d

3r. (5)

Mixtures are constrained by the requirement
that the chemical potentials of the electrons in
each pseudoatom are equal,

µi = µ, (6)
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and by the specified average mass density ρ,

ρ =
∑
i

fi ρi(µ, T ), (7)

where fi is the species number fraction, ρi the
mass density for each species, and T is the plasma
temperature.
The electronic structure for a given species in

the plasma is calculated using DFT-based tech-
niques as detailed in [18, 19, 20]; it is not re-
calculated between simulation time steps. Per-
turbations to the screening electron density are
accounted for in the calculation of the internu-
clear potential through the ion-electron correla-
tion function (Eq. 4). Molecular dynamics simu-
lations can therefore be carried out, with quantum
electrons, at computational speeds that are orders
of magnitude faster than DFT-MD. The PAMD
computational cost is equivalent to a classical MD
simulation with precomputed inter-atomic poten-
tials. A typical PAMD run, with a few hun-
dred pseudoatoms, can complete a few million
timesteps per hour on a single compute node.

2.1. Configuration Definition
We now discuss the configuration definition

and our implementation of configuration-resolved
pseudoatoms. We define a bound electron config-
uration c,

c ≡
∏
s

(nslsms)
qs (8)

where ns, ls, andms are respectively the principal,
azimuthal, and magnetic quantum numbers for
state s. qs denotes the occupation number. We
note that a state s is sometimes instead referred
to as an ‘orbital’.
The occupation numbers qs can be set in multi-

ple ways. They are either specified by the user on
input, calculated using Fermi-Dirac (FD) statis-
tics, or taken as a mixture of the two. The Fermi
factor f for a state s is given as

fs =
1

e(Es−µ)β + 1
, (9)

using the energy of the state Es, the chemical po-
tential of the plasma µ, and the inverse tempera-
ture β. The FD occupation is then simply

qFD
s = fs gs, (10)
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Figure 1: Electron densities for three different Mg config-
urations in a solid density Mg plasma.

where gs is the degeneracy of the state. A species
defined by FD occupation numbers is equiva-
lent to a pseudoatom as employed in Starrett
et al. [20]. However, by specifying integer oc-
cupation numbers on input we can also consider
pseudoatoms with specific electron configurations,
which we refer to as ‘configuration-resolved’ pseu-
doatoms. Configuration resolution is known to be
advantageous over an average atom model, partic-
ularly in the calculation of opacities [22].

In figure 1, we show the bound and free elec-
tron density for three magnesium (Mg) configu-
rations located in a solid-density Mg plasma. We
use the same notation as in Starrett et al. [23],
where ‘+ FD’ denotes that all higher order states
(both above and below the continuum) are occu-
pied using FD statistics. While the three configu-
rations have the same Znuc and similar Z̄ values,
the variations in bound electron configuration in-
duce different structure in the electron densities.
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2.2. Valence Shell Treatment

Transitioning across pressure ionization bound-
aries is challenging when defining atoms based on
their bound electron configuration. Discontinu-
ities often arise because bound states and pres-
sure ionized states are treated differently. For ex-
ample, Z̄ is often discontinuous across changes in
density [24].
In our configuration-resolved model, tightly

bound states are occupied according to integer
occupation numbers. Heavily pressure ionized
states contribute to the screening electron den-
sity according to FD statistics. Suddenly tran-
sitioning between these two definitions, when
a state is pressure ionized, causes sudden dis-
continuities. This behavior is both unphysical
and computationally unfavorable as it can lead
to numerical problems when calculating plasma
transport properties derived from configuration-
resolved pseudoatoms.
We explore two treatments of the valence shell

electrons that attempt to solve this problem. The
first is the treatment described in the Excited
State Model (ESM) [23], where the density of
states (DOS) is filled according to integer occu-
pations up to and including some nmax. Beyond
nmax the DOS is filled according to FD occupa-
tions regardless of the classification of states as
‘bound’ or ‘pressure ionized’. The second is a
‘mixing’ procedure, where a pressure broadening
width is used to transition between integer occu-
pations and FD occupations when a bound state
approaches the pressure ionization limit.
In the mixing procedure we calculate a contin-

uum mixing probability [18],

M(Es) = erf

(
−2

√
ln2Es

γ

)
, (11)

where erf denotes the error function, Es is the en-
ergy of a bound state, and γ is the inverse average
relaxation time. Physically, γ is equivalent to a
broadening width. The mixing factor M(Es) can
be thought of as the probability that the energy
of state s is pushed above the local continuum via
pressure broadening, even though Es is below the
local continuum on average. Currently, the broad-
ening width is calculated as γ = n0

e/σdc, where n
0
e

is the free electron density in the limit that you
move far away from a nucleus, and σdc is the dc
conductivity [18]. The mixing occupation factor
for bound states is then taken to be

qmix
s = M(Es)q

input
s + (1−M(Es))q

FD
s . (12)

By gradually pushing states into the continuum as
the density increases, this procedure helps smooth
the transition in occupation number.
The ESM uses the notation ‘+ FD’ to denote

that higher order states in a configuration are oc-
cupied according to FD statistics. For the mixing
model, we use a similar notation ‘+ [0-FD]’ to de-
note that all higher order states are assumed to be
empty when tightly bound and transition to FD
occupations when pressure ionized. This notation
is demonstrated in the configurations of figure 2.
The benefit to using these valence shell treat-

ments can be seen in the calculation of chemi-
cal potential curves. In a multi-species plasma,
the chemical potential of each component species
must increase monotonically with density to en-
sure that there is a unique solution for each pseu-
doatom (Eq. 6 and 7). Multi-valued solutions
for the effective density of an individual species
can otherwise be found for a specified chemical
potential. As the density of a plasma increases,
more atomic states are pressure ionized and sud-
den jumps in the chemical potential curves can
arise due to discontinuous occupations. Ensuring
smoothly varying electron occupations helps pre-
vent such jumps in the chemical potential curves.
Figure 2 plots the chemical potential as a func-

tion of density for a Mg pseudoatom in a Mg
plasma at temperatures of 10 eV, 50 eV, and
150 eV respectively. In each plot the chemical
potential is calculated once using the ESM ap-
proach (with nmax = 2) and once using the mix-
ing approach. At some conditions, particularly at
low temperatures, we find that a smooth transi-
tion can only be found with the ESM approach.
Our mixing procedure is generally successful at
preventing discontinuities at higher temperatures,
but the relatively simple broadening width γ is
sometimes inadequate at lower temperatures.
In the ESM approach, our choice of nmax is sep-

arate from any definition of the pressure ioniza-
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tion boundary. The appropriate value of nmax is
not always an obvious choice. In figure 2, for ex-
ample, the model contains bound n = 3 states
despite our choice of nmax = 2. This is physically
justified if the FD-occupied bound states are hy-
bridized, whereby the states in question are bound
but shared across multiple nuclei. For solid den-
sity Mg, comparison with laboratory experiments
[25] suggests that the valence shell is indeed hy-
bridized and ought to be modeled with FD occu-
pations, as discussed in Thelen et al. [26]. This
assumption of orbital hybridization is also sub-
stantiated by the fact that the n = 3 wavefunc-
tions extend well beyond the Wigner-Seitz radius
at these conditions. Determining strict limits for
when a given choice of nmax is valid is, however,
challenging and we do not attempt to provide a
robust answer here.

We wish to emphasize that both solutions dis-
cussed for modelling valence shell electrons are
crude approximations that attempt to correct
for the largely unphysical distinction between
loosely ‘bound’ states and slightly ‘pressure ion-
ized’ states. In the future a more physical de-
scription of heavily perturbed electronic states,
especially one that moves away from the conven-
tion where states are necessarily bound or pres-
sure ionized, would be desirable.

2.3. Microfield Calculation

We refer to the pseudoatom at which we
measure the microfield as the “radiator”, while
the pseudoatoms that surround the radiator
are referred to as “perturbers”. The molecu-
lar dynamics simulations presented in this pa-
per are carried out by populating a periodic
boundary-condition simulation cell with a sin-
gle configuration-resolved radiator and many FD-
occupation perturbers.

We define the net electric field felt by the ra-
diator at time t as the magnitude of the summed
inter-atomic Coulomb forces, divided by the net
charge of the radiator,

ϵi(t) = |⃗ϵi(t)| = Z̄−1
i |

∑
j

dVij

dr
r̂ij|, (13)
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where i denotes the radiator and the sum over j
denotes a sum over all perturbers. Vij was given
in equation 4. Physically, the first term in equa-
tion 4 accounts for the ion microfield, while the
second term accounts for ion-electron correlations
and serves as the screening mechanism. Together
they give the ‘low-frequency’ component of the
microfield.

In comparison to classical MD simulations [27,
28], this model does not resolve individual free
electrons. Our treatment is, however, advanta-
geous for a number of reasons. First, we treat the
free electrons quantum mechanically rather than
classically. Second, we can take larger timesteps
as we only need to resolve the ion trajectories,
thus enabling faster simulations. Third, we do
not need to split up the electron microfield into
its low-frequency and high-frequency component,
as done in classical MD simulations. Equation 13
gives the low-frequency microfield directly.

2.4. Line Shape Calculations

We calculate line shape profiles with our new
microfields to test their impact on plasma diag-
nostics. We use the Balrog code [29] to calcu-
late all the line shape profiles presented in this
paper. Balrog is a semi-analytic all-order full-
Coulomb quantum model. It solves for the elec-
tron broadening, and includes the ion broaden-
ing using a plasma microfield. This microfield
is incorporated following Eq. 1, as is done in
other semi-analytic line broadening approaches.
Any microfield can be used; however the standard
choice in the Balrog code is to use the APEX
model [17].

3. Results

Here we present plasma microfields and line
shape profiles from configuration-resolved pseu-
doatom molecular dynamics simulations at a
range of conditions relevant to recent laboratory
experiments. Among the selected conditions is a
solid density Mg plasma, comparable to exper-
iments preformed at the LCLS measuring K-α
emission in solid density plasmas [30, 25]. We

also consider iron (Fe) at approximately the so-
lar interior conditions probed by the Fe opacity
experiments at the Sandia Z-Machine [31, 2]. Fi-
nally we evaluate an oxygen (O) plasma at similar
temperature and density to the O opacity exper-
iments preformed at the Z-Machine and the Na-
tional Ignition Facility (NIF) [32].

3.1. Comparison Microfields

We compare PAMD to two different microfield
models. One is the APEX code [16, 17], which
uses the adjustable parameter exponential ap-
proximation and is commonly used in analytic
line shape codes. The second is the Potekhin
Monte Carlo model [15], which is expected to be
valid for Coulomb coupling parameters Γ ≤ 100.
Specifically, we use the fitting function for the mi-
crofield at a plasma ion provided in the appendix
of Potekhin et al. [15].

For each comparison the “APEX” microfield is
calculated using the radiator/perturber concen-
tration, radiator/perturber Z̄, free electron den-
sity, and temperature as specified in or output
by PAMD. We include APEX degeneracy correc-
tions. The “Potekhin” microfields are calculated
using the coupling parameter and screening pa-
rameter determined from the PAMD results. For
clarity and ease of comparison, all microfields are
given in atomic units rather than a dimensionless
β parameter as is often done.

Each model makes different assumptions about
the radiator. The APEX model assumes a two
species plasma with separate net charges for the
radiator and perturber species. The Potekhin
model assumes a single species plasma where
the perturbers and radiator share the same net
charge. The Potekhin model is therefore only
an appropriate comparison when the radiator net
charge is close to the plasma net charge. It is
therefore only included in figures 4, 6,7, and 9.

3.2. Solid Density Magnesium

In figure 3, we compare PAMD microfields to
APEX microfields for a solid density Mg plasma
at a temperature of 115 eV. The radiator is in
an excited Mg configuration corresponding to the
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initial state of a K-α emission transition at ap-
proximately the conditions measured experimen-
tally in Ciricosta et al. [30, 25], which has recently
been used to test continuum lowering prescrip-
tions [26, 33].

As in Thelen et al. [26], we treat the radiator
valence shell with the ESM approach. For com-
parison purposes we also include microfields cal-
culated with the mixing approach. The appropri-
ate APEX comparison microfield depends on the
valence model because our definition of Z̄ depends
on the valence model. At these conditions, for a
1s1 2s0 2p1 radiator, PAMD gives Z̄mix = 10 and
Z̄ESM ≈ 9.

Normally a 1s1 2s0 2p1 configuration could be

referred to as “He-like” because it has 2 bound
electrons. However, this naming convention is
misleading when some bound states are treated as
hybridized or as occasionally pressure ionized. In
our 1s1 2s0 2p1 + FD configuration there are still
only 2 tightly bound electrons. But as our model
allows for fractional contributions from loosely
bound electrons, we attempt to avoid classifying
atoms according to their charge state when pos-
sible. The quantity Z̄ is misleading for similar
reasons. Reducing our reliance on Z̄ is a goal of
future work.
The discrepancy between PAMD and APEX at

these plasma conditions, seen in figure 3, is not
unique to this specific configuration. In figure 4,
we compare microfields in the same plasma for
an average configuration radiator and find simi-
lar levels of disagreement. We therefore believe
that the source of this disagreement is unlikely to
be the valence shell treatment or the configura-
tion resolution. Instead, we expect that includ-
ing N-body effects and our improved treatment
of screening are the most likely causes. This issue
is discussed in greater detail in section 4.4.
In figure 5, we present Mg Heα and Mg Heβ

absorption lines. We compare absorption profiles
so that the same set of microfields can be used for
both lines. Heα is a relatively isolated line, so the
ion broadening is dampened [34], and the devia-
tions are not significant enough to cause substan-
tial changes in the line broadening. Heβ, by com-
parison, is less isolated and therefore more sen-
sitive to changes in the microfield, leading to an
increase in the FWHM of ~8% when the PAMD
results are used.

3.3. Pulsed Power Iron

Figure 6 compares the pseudoatom microfield
to the APEX and Potekhin microfields for an Fe
radiator in a dense Fe plasma with 9 tightly bound
electrons, using the mixing model. These condi-
tions correspond to a plasma that is less strongly
coupled than in the previous Mg case. The agree-
ment between models is excellent, especially be-
tween PAMD and Potekhin. The PAMD radiator
Z̄rad ≈ 17.00 and perturber Z̄per ≈ 16.97 are in
good agreement at these conditions.
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Stronger microfield deviations are present in
the high-ϵ tail, as shown in figure 7. A stronger
microfield in the high-ϵ regime generally implies a
broader line shape, particularly in the wing. How-
ever, the far line wing is challenging to resolve ex-
perimentally when there are many lines in close
proximity to each other, as is the case in the Fe
opacity experiment mentioned previously.

Figure 8 shows the same results as in figure 6,
but for a FeMg plasma. This choice is more com-
parable to the Fe opacity experiment, which uses
a FeMg sample [31]. Here the radiator and per-
turber average Z̄ values differ substantially be-
cause there are both Fe and Mg perturbers, so
the Potekhin model is not compared. The level of
agreement between APEX and PAMD is similar

10 4

10 3

10 2

10 1

100

101

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
ε (a.u.)

10 4

10 3

10 2

10 1

100

101

P(
ε) Fe Plasma

ρ = 0.15 g/cc
T = 180 eV

Fe Radiator
c = 1s2 2s2 2p5 + [0-FD]

Microfield Model
PAMD
APEX
Potekhin
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for both plasma compositions.

3.4. Solar Interior Oxygen

Figure 9 shows the microfield comparison for
an O radiator in a dense O plasma. The tempera-
ture and density regime is similar to the solar con-
vection zone boundary and the O opacity exper-
iments preformed at the Sandia Z-Machine and
NIF [32]. The PAMD results are again in good
agreement with the APEX and Potekhin model
microfields, as in the Fe case explored previously.
The radiator Z̄rad ≈ 7 and perturber Z̄per ≈ 6.92
are also in decent agreement at these conditions.
In figure 10, we present an oxygen Lyβ line

shape calculated with the different microfields
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Figure 8: Same as figure 6 but with two different plasma
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Figure 9: Microfield comparison for a hydrogen-like oxy-
gen atom in an oxygen plasma with density of 0.12 g/cc
and a temperature of 140 eV.

from figure 9. As expected, the slight shift to-
wards stronger electric fields in the PAMD mi-
crofield compared to APEX causes a slight in-
crease in broadening. The difference, however,
is largely negligible. It would be challenging to
differentiate between the two in a laboratory ex-
periment.
We note that the plasma composition is differ-

ent here than in the laboratory or in the solar inte-
rior; O is primarily perturbed by H near the solar
convection zone boundary, while a number of dif-
ferent perturbers are present in recent laboratory
experiments including O, Mg, and Si. There could
be more substantial differences depending on the
perturber composition. However, the consistency
found in figure 8 suggests that this is unlikely.
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Figure 10: Oxygen Lyβ line shape calculated with the
PAMD and APEX microfields in figure 9. The FWHM
differs by 3%.

4. Discussion

We have presented a novel approach to calcu-
lating low-frequency microfields relevant for spec-
tral line diagnostics using configuration-resolved
pseudoatom molecular dynamics. Here we discuss
some limitations to the presented approach, pos-
sible future improvements to this technique, and
its current level of success.

4.1. Averaged Perturbers

A deficiency of our method is that
configuration-resolved pseudoatoms are used
only for the plasma radiator. Plasma perturbers
are only included as FD-occupied pseudoatoms.
A more robust approach would be to populate
the simulation exclusively with configuration-
resolved pseudoatoms where the populations are
determined from the charge state distribution
and configuration probabilities [36, 37]. However,
such an approach is computationally challeng-
ing due to the large number of configurations
involved. We therefore do not attempt such a
mixture here.

4.2. Time Dependence

The microfields calculated in this paper, as well
as in the models we compare against, partially ne-
glect the time dependence of the problem by as-
suming the radiator has not recently undergone
a change in configuration. Physically, we should
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Composition Mg O FeMg

Plasma T (eV) 115 140 180

Conditions ρ (g/cc) 1.74 0.12 0.15

Γi 4.3 1.3 3.0

ω−1
i (fs) 2.3 6.5 7.6

Radiator Configuration Mg 1s1 2s0 2p1 O 1s1 Fe 1s2 2s2 2p5

Lifetime (fs) 0.48 23 15

Table 1: Conditions and characteristic timescales for selected magnesium, oxygen, and iron-magnesium cases. The ion
coupling parameter is defined as Γi = Z̄2/rsT , where rs is the Wigner-Seitz radius. The inverse ion plasma frequency is
given as ω−1

i = (4πniZ̄
2/mi)

−1/2. The configuration lifetimes are generated with the Los Alamos suite of atomic physics
codes [35].

not expect the particle distribution to immedi-
ately adjust after an excitation, decay, ioniza-
tion, or recombination occurs. The average mi-
crofield should instead evolve over the course of
some characteristic ‘relaxation’ timescale as the
ion distribution approaches a steady-state solu-
tion. We expect that this time dependence can
safely be neglected if the relaxation time is short
compared to the lifetime of the radiator.

Table 1 presents inverse ion plasma frequencies
and configuration lifetimes for the different pseu-
doatom species and plasma conditions explored
in section 3. We take the inverse ion plasma fre-
quency as a characteristic relaxation timescale.
This choice is physically motivated [28, 12] but
not rigorous and is intended only as an approxi-
mation. We estimate the lifetimes of each config-
uration from atomic rates generated with the Los
Alamos suite of atomic physics codes [35].

For the two ground-configuration cases, the life-
time is a factor of a few greater than the relax-
ation timescale. For the excited Mg configuration,
the lifetime is a few times smaller than the relax-
ation timescale. Broadly speaking, the O and Fe
microfields presented here are therefore expected
to be less sensitive to the configuration time his-
tory of the radiator, while the Mg microfields are
likely to be more sensitive. However, the rela-
tively small (less than an order of magnitude) dif-
ference in timescales for each case and approxi-
mate nature of the relaxation timescale make it
challenging to definitively assert to what degree
the time history will influence the microfields. We
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Figure 11: Microfield distributions calculated with a vary-
ing number of pseudoatoms.

therefore conclude that a more detailed analysis
on this topic is warranted in the future.

4.3. Convergence

We note that the simulation and microfield re-
sults are sensitive to the total number of pseu-
doatoms included. We check for convergence by
increasing the size of the simulation until the re-
sults do not vary appreciably. Figure 11 demon-
strates this process for a Mg microfield in a solid
density Mg plasma. We typically find that ≳100
total pseudoatoms is sufficient to achieve a well
converged result, as is the case in figure 11.

4.4. Model Comparisons

The convergence of the PAMD microfield to
both the APEX and Potekhin models in the lower
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density plasmas explored here bolsters our confi-
dence in the validity of our model. In relatively
low density plasmas, a screening length should
be adequate to account for particle correlation
effects, so we expect to agree well with other
microfield models. Strong agreement with the
APEX and Potekhin models in figures 6 and 9
is therefore encouraging.
However, there is a more substantial difference

between the solid density Mg microfields in fig-
ure 3. We principally attribute this difference to
the fact that we are preforming an N-body sim-
ulation and modelling ion-electron correlations
(Eq. 4) using linear response theory instead of
a Yukawa-type screening prescription. We ex-
pect our pseudoatom approach to preform bet-
ter at high-density conditions where the validity
of simple screening prescriptions starts to break
down. Previous comparisons between APEX and
MD simulations [10, 17] have found similar lev-
els of disagreement at high coupling conditions,
especially in the high-ϵ tail of the microfield.
Future comparison against other MD microfield

codes [12, 13] would be beneficial. The fundamen-
tally different treatments of free electrons will,
however, make direct comparisons challenging, as
there is some freedom in determining the appro-
priate averaging interval for calculating the low-
frequency microfield when individual ions and free
electrons are resolved.

5. Conclusions

We have presented a new approach to cal-
culating plasma microfields using pseudoatom
molecular dynamics (PAMD) simulations. This
capability is enabled with the introduction of
configuration-resolved pseudoatoms, with user-
specified integer bound state occupations, to
PAMD for the first time.
We compare two different methods of defin-

ing electron configurations in a consistent manner
across pressure ionization boundaries. Both are
approximate solutions, and should be improved
upon in the future, but we find that they can
be effective at ensuring a computationally smooth
transition across densities.

Using configuration-resolved PAMD, we calcu-
late microfields relevant to a number of recent
warm and hot dense matter laboratory exper-
iments at facilities including the Linac Coher-
ent Light Source (LCLS) [25], Sandia Z-Machine
[31], and the National Ignition Facility (NIF) [32].
Comparisons to established microfield codes show
good agreement at the lower density conditions
that we explore, where analytic models are ex-
pected to be more reliable. Stronger deviations
are found in the case of solid density Mg, where
our improved treatment of screening and N-body
effects is expected to be more impactful.
Finally we present spectral line shapes calcu-

lated with our new microfields. Small changes
to the broadening, on the order of a few %, are
found when compared to other microfield calcula-
tions. The differences are generally small enough
that they would be challenging to detect in exper-
imental or astrophysical data.
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horn, V. Hájková, P. Heimann, M. Holmes, L. Juha,
J. Krzywinski, R. W. Lee, S. Toleikis, J. J. Turner,
U. Zastrau, J. S. Wark, Measurements of continuum
lowering in solid-density plasmas created from ele-
ments and compounds, Nature Communications 7
(2016) 11713. doi:10.1038/ncomms11713.

[26] T. Q. Thelen, D. A. Rehn, C. J. Fontes,
C. E. Starrett, Predicting Excitation Energies
in Warm Dense Matter, arXiv e-prints (2024)
arXiv:2403.19420. doi:10.48550/arXiv.2403.19420.
arXiv:2403.19420.

[27] A. Calisti, S. Ferri, C. Mossé, B. Talin, M. Gigosos,
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