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ABSTRACT

On the basis of the geometrical optics limit of the Kirchhoff approximation we design a one-dimensional random
interface between two dielectric media that refracts p— or s—polarized light incident on it at an arbitrary angle
of incidence 6y from one of them into the other at an arbitrary but specified angle of transmission #; that is not
defined in terms of 6y by Snell’s law. We call such transmission nonstandard refraction.

1. INTRODUCTION

In recent theoretical studies it has been shown how to design one-dimensional randomly rough surfaces that
transmit an electromagnetic wave with a prescribed angular dependence of the mean differential transmission
coefficient.l’2  The results of these studies suggest that it should be possible to design a one-dimensional
randomly rough interface that refracts light falling on it at a given angle of incidence 6y from a dielectric
medium characterized by a dielectric constant e; through an arbitrary but specified angle 6; in a dielectric
medium with a dielectric constant es. We will call this type of refraction nonstandard refraction because it is
free from the constraint of Snell’s law sin 0,/ siny = /€1 /€e2. It encompasses negative refraction,?® for example.

In this paper we show that it is indeed possible to design a one-dimensional randomly rough surface that
produces nonstandard refraction. Our theoretical treatment, however, is more general than its application to
nonstandard refraction, and the results obtained here could be useful for the solution of other problems involving
the transmission of light through a randomly rough interface.

The results of our investigations are validated by rigorous computer simulation calculations of the transmis-
sion of light from the surfaces designed by the approach presented here.

2. SCATTERING THEORY

The scattering system we consider in this work consists of a dielectric medium whose dielectric constant is €1
in the region x3 > ((21), and a dielectric medium whose dielectric constant is €z in the region xs < ((x1). We
assume that €; and e are both real, positive, and frequency independent. The surface profile function ((x1)
is a single-valued function of x; and constitutes a random process, but not necessarily a stationary one. The
surface x5 = ((z1) is illuminated from the region xzs > ((z1) by a p— or s—polarized plane wave of frequency
w, whose plane of incidence is the x1x3 plane. There is no cross-polarized scattering in this geometry.

We can deal with the cases of p- and s-polarized incident light simultaneously by working with the func-
tion F,(x1,x3|w), which is Hs(z1,22|w) when v = p, and is Fo(x1,z3|w) when v = s. Here Ha(xy,x3|w)
(E2(z1,23]w)) is the single nonzero component of the magnetic (electric) field in the system in the case of p(s)
polarization.

The field F” (21, x3|w) in the region x3 > ((z1) satisfies the Helmholtz equation
( 82 82 2

w
a—x%‘f'a—x%—FGlc—?) F;($1,$3|w) =0. (2.1)
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The field F*(z1,z3]w) in the region x3 < ((x1) satisfies the Helmholtz equation

82 82 2
(W + 5zt %’-2) FS (1, 23)w) = 0. (2.2)
1 3

The boundary conditions at the interface x3 = ((x1) require the continuity of the tangential components of the
electric and magnetic fields across it, and can be written as

F7 (71, 13|w) = FS(21,23|w) (2.3a)
z3=((z1) z3=¢(z1)
1 1
—8£Fl,> (71, 23]w) = —aﬁFlf (21, z3|w) . (2.3b)
kv O z3=((z1) P O z3=((z1)

In these equations k), = €1,ks = 1, and p, = €2, us = 1, and 0/9n is the derivative along the normal to the
surface x5 = ((x1) at each point of it directed from medium 2 into medium 1,

0 1 ( 0 0
- = _C/x1—+—), 2.4
an e @t e T 2
In addition, F} (x1,z3|w) consists of an incoming incident plane wave and outgoing scattered waves at x3 = oo,
and F(z1,z3|w) consists of outgoing transmitted waves at x3 = —oo.
We next introduce two Green’s functions G (z1, z3|z), z5) (j = 1,2) that satisfy the equations

0? 9? w? o / /
<8—$% + 8—33:% + jS—2> Gj($1,$3|$1,x3) = —471’5(5E1 — xl)é(xg — :C3) (2.5)

in all space, subject to outgoing wave boundary conditions at infinity. These functions have the representations

Gj(xy,aslal,2y) = inH" (nj(w/c)[(z1 — )% + (x5 — 24)%]?) (2.6a)
T dg 2mi Lo ,

_ _ ‘ — 2.6b

/ 27 0, (@) explig(zy — o) +iag(q)|zs — x3]], (2.6b)

where Hél)(z) is a Hankel function of the first kind and zero order, n; is the index of refraction of medium j,
n; = (ej)%, and

a;(q) = [ej(w/e)? — qz]% Reaj(q) >0, Imaj(q) > 0. (2.7)

We now invoke Green’s second integral identity in the plane,* which applies to a bounded, planar, singly-
connected region R of the zjx3 plane, whose boundary is a closed regular curve C. Thus, let u(zy,z3) and
v(z1, x3) be two arbitrary functions of 21 and x3, which together with their first partial derivatives are continuous

in the region R and on the curve C. The theorem states that

dv ou
2. U2, ov  Ju
/R/dxldxg(uv v —oV<u) /ds <uay Uay>, (2.8)

c

where V2 = (0%/02% + 02 /0x%), ds is the element of arc length along the curve C, and 9/dv is the derivative
along the curve C' at each point of it, directed away from the region R.

We apply Green’s second integral identity in the plane, Eq. (2.8), to the region x3 < ((x1). In this region we
set u(wy,x3) = FF (21, x3|lw) and v(z1, 23) = Ga(x1, z3]2], 25). For the curve C we take the union of the curve
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23 = ((x1), which we denote by s, and a semicircle of infinite radius in the region x3 < {(x1), which we denote
by C(=2°). Because the transmitted field satisfies a radiation condition at infinity, and there is no incident field
in the region x3 < (1), the integral along the semicircle C(~>°) vanishes. The equation for F<(x1, z3|w) can
therefore be rewritten as

0(C(ar) — a3)F ummwz——/d[C—@mmm@%oﬂﬂ@%w>
/ 8 < / !
G, msfe 14) - F(ah ) (2.9)

The field transmitted through the surface is given by the right hand side of Eq. (2.9), which we rewrite with
the use of the boundary conditions (2.3) as

F, (21, 23|w)er = ——/ds |:(_G2 x x3|x’1,x§)) F7 (2, 25|w)

v 0
~ B Galan alet ) 7 () (2.10)

v

With the use of the representation (2.6b) for the Green’s function Ga(x1, 3|z}, z5) the transmitted field in
the case that |z3| > |z%| can be written as

F, (21, 23|w)e = 7 ;i—Z_Tl,(qu) expligry — iaa(q)z3], (2.11)
where the transmission amplitude T, (¢q|k) is
T.(qlk) = _2az(q) /dsexp[—iqxl + ias(q)ws]
{0 1 ) — 222 B o o)} (212)
[1+ (¢ (21))?]= K On

The dependence of the transmission amplitude on a wavenumber k arises from the dependence on this wavenum-
ber of the incident field, which we write in the form

F, (21, x3|w)ine = explikxy — iaq (k)xs]. (2.13)

3. THE MEAN DIFFERENTIAL TRANSMISSION COEFFICIENT

The transmission amplitude T, (¢q|k) plays a central role in the present work, because the mean differential trans-
mission coefficient is expressed in terms of this amplitude. The differential transmission coefficient (97}, /90;) is
defined such that (07T, /06))dd; is the fraction of the total time-averaged incident flux that is transmitted into
the angular interval (0;,0; + df;) about the direction of transmission defined by the angle of transmission 6;.

The real part of the 3-component of the complex Poynting vector in the region zg > (1) is
2 OF, F*) .

8wk, O3

Re (S5), = Re (—z (3.1)
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When the incident field is a plane wave, Eq. (2.13), the magnitude of the time-averaged flux incident on the
region |z1| < L1/2,|za| < La/2 of the plane x3 = 0 is

(Pinc), = - /del 7dx2Re [—i SWZHV(—M(/C))

Con (k) (3.2)

= IL1L
! 287rw/£l,

The minus sign in front of the integral on the right-hand side of Eq. (3.2) compensates for the fact that the
3-component of the Poynting vector of the incident field is negative.

We introduce the angle of incidence 6, measured counterclockwise from the x3 axis, by
k= \/e1(w/c)sinby. (3.3)
The total time-averaged incident flux then becomes

Ve cos . (3.4)

v

C
Py (6 =[L1Lo—
(Pinc(bo)), = L1 28

The real part of the 3-component of the complex Poynting vector in the region zs < ((z1) is

2 OF,
Re(S5%), = Re | —1 . .
6(53) e ( 28 Dy l,) (3 5)

The transmitted field in the region x5 < {(x1) is given by Eq. (2.11). The magnitude of the total time-averaged
flux transmitted through the region |x1| < L1/2, |x2| < Lo/2 of the plane x3 = 0 is given by

Ly Lo
i f 2 7 dg 7 dq’
P, = - d drxoRe | —i — —
(Fir) / 1 / 2 e( 187rwul,> / 21 2w
_L1 _ L2 —oo —
2 2

x(—iaz(q))T (q|k) T, (¢'|k) exp[—i(q — ¢')x1] exp[—i(az(q) — a5(q"))z3]

, VW)
C
= - d T, (q|k)|?, 3.6
TR g a2(q)|T, (qk)] (3.6)
—Ver(w/e)

when we let L; tend to infinity. Again, the minus sign in front of the integral on the right-hand side of Eq.
(3.6) compensates for the fact that the 3-component of the Poynting vector of the transmitted field is negative.

We now introduce the angle of transmission 6;, measured counterclockwise from the negative 3 axis by
q=+/e2(w/c)sinb,. (3.7)

The total time-averaged transmitted flux then takes the form

(Ptr)l/ = do, (Ptr(et))u, (3.8)

|
ot 4
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where

(Per(6:))y = Loz —

6 L cos 2 60,|T, (qlk)|*. (3.9)

By definition the differential transmission coefficient is then given by

(8Tu> (61, 80) = (Ptr(Ht))u 1 e K, w cos®0,

_ 1 e Rk w 2
00, ( Pine(00)), L1 \/e1 p 27c cosfy 1T (alk)I, (3.10)

where ¢ and k are now given by Eqs. (3.7) and (3.3), respectively. Since we are dealing with transmission
through a randomly rough surface, it is the mean differential transmission coefficient that is of interest to us,
which is given by

oT, 1 € Ky w cos®b; 9
(G2 ) o) = - =2 2 2l (3.11)

4. THE KIRCHHOFF APPROXIMATION

The transmission amplitude T, (q|k), Eq. (2.12), needs to be known analytically if we are to be able to solve
the inverse problem of finding a surface profile function ((x1) that produces a mean differential transmission
coefficient with a specified dependence on 6, for a given value of . The Kirchhoff approximation® provides such
a result, and we use it in this work. By applying the approach of Voronovich® to the problem of of transmission
through a one-dimensional rough surface we find that the transmission amplitude is given by

T, (alk) = T," (q|k) / day exp{—i(q — k)x1 + ilaz(q) — ca (k)]C(z1)}, (4.1a)

— 00

where

1 1 I w? W
T (glk) = —Za |5 - (1-22) (gk k
» (qlk) 202(q) az(q) — a1 (k) €2 ,{Uel 2 Py (gk + a2(q)on (k)
Hv w? Hv
+ et —a )5 =1+ | (¢h+ax(g)ar(k))| Ro(ae(klrw) o, (4.1b)
and R, (ay(k|r1;)) is the Fresnel reflection amplitude evaluated at the local angle of incidence, i.e. the angle of
incidence measured from the normal to the surface at each point,

pvoe(klzy) = kuf(e2 — e1)(w/c)? + a2 (k|w1:)] 2

Ry (ce(klzie)) = >
(el = aalhleon) + l(ea — )/ + (ko))

, (4.2a)

with

|2(q) = ar(F)| az(q)ar (k) + gk — e1(w/c)?

ae(klzi) = az(q) — a(k) \/5[%(61 +e)(w/e)? — as(q)aq (k) — qk]%

(4.2b)

Equation (4.1) is the tangent plane or Kirchhoff approximation to the transmission amplitude 7T}, (g|k).
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The expression for TLEO)(q|k:) can be rewritten in terms of the angles 6y and 6, through the use of Egs. (3.3)
and (3.7) together with Eqs. (4.2). The result is

TO(glk) = Hur/€1 /€2 cos(By — By) — \Jer
v CcOSs ot \/G—QCOS 015 — \/6—1COS (90

" s[y/€2 — Vercos(fr — 6o)] + [v/€2 — (/ex cos(by — bo)|
spur/€1[y/e2 cos(y — o) — \Je1] + kur/ea|/ex cos(by — o) — (/€3]

£ (6:/60), (4.3)

where

s = sgn(y/ez cos by — \/e1 cosby). (4.4)

5. THE INVERSE PROBLEM

The results obtained in the preceding sections enable us now to solve the inverse problem of determining the

surface profile function ¢(z1) that gives rise to a transmitted field with a specified mean differential transmission
coefficient (0T, /96,)(0;, 6)).

The mean differential transmission coefficient in the Kirchhoff approximation is obtained from Eqgs. (3.11),
(4.1a), and (4.3) in the form

oT, 1 Ky w cos?0
< ><9t’90>——6—2—— L[ (6,160) >

00, T I, Ve oy 2T cos Oy
x / dzy / s expl—i(g — k)(z1 — 2,)){exp{ila(q) — ar (B)][C(r) — CE]})- (5.1)

As it stands, Eq. (5.1) is too complicated to invert to obtain ((x1) in terms of (9T, /96:)(0¢,00). To obtain an
expression that can be inverted, we pass to the geometrical optics limit of Eq. (5.1). This is done by expanding
¢(z1) about zi,

(1) = ¢(@) + (21 — )¢ (@) + -, (5.2)

and retaining only the first two terms in this expansion. In this way we obtain the result

oT, 1 Ky w cos?f
<—>(9t’90)_ = L[E0) (8160 |?

00, T I VeIt 2mC cos Oy
x / dzy / da, expl—i(g — k) (@1 — 5 expliln(e) — e (B)](z1 — 2 @Y. (5.3)

To evaluate the double integral in Eq. (5.3) we recall that we assumed that the surface profile function {(x1)
is nonzero only for x; within an interval of length L; of the z; axis. Within this interval we represent {(z1) in
the form

((z1) = an(z1 — nb), nb <z < (n+1)b, n=-N,—-N=1,...,N —1, (5.4)
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where {a,} are independent, identically distributed random deviates, b is a characteristic length, and N is a
large positive integer. The length L; is therefore Ly = 2Nb. Because the {a,} are independent and identically
distributed random deviates, the probability density function (pdf) of a,,,

f(A/) = <6(7 - an)>v (55)

is independent of n.

With the definition a(q, k) = a2(q) — a1 (k) the double integral in Eq. (5.3) can be evaluated as
I= A0 [ dyflsincly — b - a) VO, (5.6)
where sincz = sinz/x. In the limit as N — oo we have

(sincNz)? — %é(x) (5.7)

It follows, then, that Eq. (5.6) becomes

I = 477Nbf(q—k‘>

lal a

_ 27TL1 q_k
- |a2(q)—a1(k)|f(ag(q)—al(]g)>' (5.8)

When this result is substituted into Eq.(5.3), and use is made of Egs. (3.3) and (3.7), we obtain the mean
differential transmission coefficient in the form

I\ (460 = -2 v oS0 |67 (G:l60)P Versinb, - /& sinby (5.9)
96, /" T /@ cosfy [\/ez cos by — Jer cos B 1\ /e cos b, — /e cos by ) .

The addition of the subscript to f(v) emphasizes the result that the surface profile now depends on the polar-
ization of the incident light. We now make the change of variable

Vezsinb, — /ersinfy (5.10)

Jeacosty —Jacosty
and obtain the results

€1 (sinfy +ycosby)y  A(v,6p)

= A1
cos 0, o 152 1442 (5.11)

) [e1 sinfy + vycosby  vA(v,00)
3 = — — 5.12
sin 0, . T2 T+2 ( )

€1 (sin g + ycosby)? cos @y — ysin Oy
3 — = — Ay, ) —M—————— 5.13
cos(0y — bp) . 172 + A(7,60) 142 J (5.13)
where

A(7,00) = [1 + 4% = (e1/e2)(sin b + v cos 0p)?]2 . (5.14)

In what follows, to simplify the notation, we will omit the arguments of A(~, ) except where the result depends
on the sign of ~.
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In order for cos#; and sin 6, to be real, we see that A has to be real. This requires that the inequality
1+7% > (e1/e2)(sin O + 7 cos Bp)? (5.15)

be satisfied. This inequality is satisfied for all v when €; < €2, because 0 < (sinfy + ycosp)? < 1+ ~2

In the case where €; > €2 we have to proceed carefully. It is convenient to rewrite the inequality (5.15) in

the form

ay? —2by 4 ¢ >0, (5.16)
where
a 1 — ecos? by (5.17a)
b € sin g cos Oy (5.17b)
c 1 — esin’ 6 (5.17c)
€ €1/ez > 1. (5.17d)
We next write the inequality (5.16) as
a(y =)y —2) > 0. (5.18)
where
b e—1
Z 5.19
T a |CL| ( a)
b Ve—1
by = SN2 (5.19b)
a  laf
We see that 1 > 72 regardless of the signs of a and b.
We now consider the case a > 0, so that cos? 6y < 1/e. In this case the inequality (5.18) is satisfied if
Y >, Y >2 (520&)
and if
Because 1 > 72, the pair of inequalities (5.20a) yields the constraint
while the pair of inequalities (5.20b) yields
v < Ya. (5.22)
Thus, when a > 0 A is real when v > 7, and when v < 7s.
In the case that a < 0 so that cos? fp > 1/€, we see from the inequality (5.18) that it is satisfied if
Y <7, Y > (523&)
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and if
7> v <72 (5.23Db)

Since 77 is larger than s, the second pair of inequalities cannot be satisfied simultaneously, so that the con-
straints on v become

Yo <y < 1. (5.24)
The constraints (5.21), (5.22), and (5.24) have to be kept in mind in what follows. Their important consequence
is that when they are satisfied the function A defined by Eq. (5.14) is real and positive when € > 1.

We now apply the preceding results to invert Eq. (5.9) to obtain f,(v) in terms of (97, /06;)(v,60y), where
(0T, /]00)(7, 0p) is the form that (0T, /00:)(0:,6p) takes when 6, is expressed in terms of v and 6y through the
use of Eqs. (5.11)-(5.14). We consider the cases ¢ < 1 and € > 1 in turn.
e<1

When € < 1, /€3 cos 0y — /€1 cos §y becomes

Ve cos by — (/€1 cosby = ?\/22[14 — Ve(cos By — ysin )] (5.25)

with the use of Eq. (5.11). From the definition of A, Eq. (5.14), we find that
A > \/e(cos by — ysinby). (5.26)
As a result we obtain from Eq. (4.4) that

s=1. (5.27)
We also obtain the results that
cos(0y — 0p) — Ve = : +1 5 (cos By — ysinfp)[A — v/e(cos By — v sin )] (5.28)
v
V1/e—cos(0; —0y) = 1 L—\/E (1+~2) — (cos By — ysinby)
' L+v% [\ Ve
x[A — V/e(cos by — Wsinﬁo)]} > 0. (5.29)

If we denote by #0) (7|60) the form tf,o)(ﬁtwo) takes when 6, is expressed in terms of v and 6y through the
use of Eqs. (5.11)-(5.14), we obtain from the preceding results that

2/epy

1" (7160) = =g (cos o =y sin o). (+160), (5.30)

where
(% — /(1 +72) — (cosfy — vsinby)[A — \/e(cos Oy — vsin b))
KU(% — VO +92) + (1w — k) (cosp — ysinbp)[A — /e(cos g — ysin by

The mean differential transmission coefficient, Eq. (5.9), then becomes

79 (v160) = (5.31)

oT, Ko [y ) (cos @y — ~ysin )2
—Z Y (7,00) = 4 1 O 00)2f (). (5.32
(G ) 0nt) = AEdoe 1 g 2y BB A0 i) (532)
We invert this equation and obtain finally
cos 0y 1 [A(—7,00) — Ve(cos by + vsinbp)] 1 aT,
) = . v N (—v,00). (533
Fo(7) dv/fekppy 1+ 2 (cos By + ysinby)? |T1SO)(—’V|90)|2 00, (=7, 60)- )
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e>1
When € > 1, \/ea cos 0 — /€1 cos by is

Ve cosby — \/eq cosby = — lfg [Ve(cos By — ysinby) — AJ. (5.34)

In the present case we find that
Ve(cosby — ysinby) > A (5.35)

as long as cosfy — vsinfy > 0, and v satisfies either the inequalities (5.21) or (5.22) when a = 1 — ecos?® 6y > 0,
or the inequalities (5.24) when a = 1 — ecos? fy < 0. On the assumption that these conditions are satisfied we
obtain from Eq. (4.4) that

5= 1. (5.36)
We also obtain the results that
Ve —cos(b; — 0o) = : +1 5 (cosfy — ysin f)[v/e(cos g — ysinby) — A] (5.37)
v
00—~ = L (Vi 52) (0 44%)  (costly — ysind)
cos(th—fo) — = = 13 “—Z ¥ cos fp — sin O
x [/e(cos By — ysin ) — A]} (5.38)
We can now write ¢ (7]60) in the form
2v/ep .
O (3180) = 2 gy — ysinb) i) 3160), (5.39)
¢

where
(Ve— ﬁ)(l +792) — (cos by — ysinfp)[\/e(cos By — ysin ) — A]
Ky (V€ — ﬁ)(l +72) + (py — Ky )(cos By — ysinOy)[v/e(cos By — vsinby) — A]

7150) (vl60) =

if cos(0; — 6y) > % (5.40a)
0 if cos(0, — 0y) < — (5.40D)
p— 1 S - = .
OS(U¢ 0 \/E
The mean differential transmission coefficient now becomes
oT, 1++2  (cosBy — vysinfp)?
o 0o) = 4Vek, (0) (~ 0|2 £ (—
< 00, > (7. 6o) Ve cos By \/e(cos by — ysinby) — A|T” (100)"f (=)
it cos(6y — 0p) > 1 (5.41a)
t o e .
0 if (0; — 0o) < L (5.41b)
= if cos(0; — —. .
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We invert this result to obtain, finally,

B 1 cos by +/e(cos By + ysinby) — A(—, 0p) 1 or, \ ,
fu(y) = A/eky iy 1+ 72 (cos B + 7 sin 6y )2 |T£0)(_7|90)|2 00, (—v,6p). (5.42)
6. RESULTS

In this section we apply the results obtained in the preceding section to the determination of the surface profile
function in the case where the mean differential transmission coefficient has the form

<‘Z—§> (00,80) — Bub(6: — 01)6(62 — 0,). (6.1)

where B, is a constant and 6(z) is the Heaviside unit step function. We assume that
0y = 61 + AB, (62)

where Af is a small angular interval, which we take to be 1.5°. Since sin 6 is a monotonically increasing function
of 6 in the interval (—m/2,7/2), we can rewrite Eq. (6.1) as

<%§> (6:,60) = B,f(sinf; —sin6;)f(sinf — sinfy)
t

= B,0(\Ve(sinby + ycosby) — vA(y,60) — (1 +~%)sinb,)

xO((1 +~2)sinfy — /e(sinfy + vy cosy) + vA(7,6))

= <g_§:> (7, 0o). (6.3)

We have used Eq. (5.12) in obtaining the second form of this expression. The substitution of Eq. (6.3)
into Egs. (5.33) and (5.42) yields the probability density function f,(v) in the case where ¢ < 1 and ¢ > 1,
respectively. The coefficient B, is obtained from the normalization of f, (7).

In the usual approach to transmission through a randomly rough surface':2 the rejection method® is used
to generate a long sequence of {a,} from the pdf f,(v), and a realization of the surface profile function (1)
is constructed on the basis of Eq. (5.4). The transmission problem is then solved by a rigorous computational
approach” and the result is used to calculate the differential transmission coefficient on the basis of Eq. (3.11).
This process is repeated for IV, realizations of the surface profile function, and an arithmetic average of the N,
results for the differential transmission coefficient yields the mean differential transmission coefficient.

In the present case the form of the mean differential transmission coefficient given by Eqgs. (6.1)-(6.2), and the
smallness of Af, have the consequences that such an ensemble average of the differential transmission coefficient
is unnecessary. Transmission through a single realization already produces a differential transmission coefficient
that is in very good agreement with the result obtained by averaging the results obtained for several hundred
realizations of the surface profile function. Consequently in what follows we will mainly present results obtained
for only a single realization of the surface profile function.

In Fig. 1 we present results for the case where ¢; = 1 and €5 = 2.25, the incident light is p polarized, its
wavelength is A = 632.8 nm, and the angle of incidence is 6y = 15°. If the interface x5 = 0 were planar, the angle
of transmission, calculated from Snell’s law, would be 9.936°. We choose the angle #; to be #; = —10.686°, so
that 02 = —9.186°. In Fig. 1(a) we display a short segment of a single realization of the surface profile function
calculated for the values of these parameters from Eq. (5.33). The characteristic length b is b = 100um and
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Figure 1. (a) A segment of a single realization of the surface profile function, designed to produce negative refraction
of p—polarized light incident on it at an angle of incidence 0o = 15°; (b) the differential transmission coefficient as a
function of the angle of transmission, calculated for this realization of the surface profile function by the use of the
Kirchhoff approximation; and (c) a gray level plot of the differential transmission coefficient as a function of the angles
of incidence and transmission.

the value of N entering Eq. (5.4) is N = 1000 (L; = 20 cm). In Fig. 1(b) we present a plot of the differential
transmission coefficient as a function of the angle of transmission, calculated for this realization of the surface
profile function by the Kirchhoff approximation,® due to its simplicity and speed. It is seen to consist of a single
narrow peak of width 1.5°; centered at 6; = —9.936°. Thus, for this angle of incidence the light transmitted
through the random interface undergoes negative refraction. As the angle of incidence is moved away from 15°,
while the surface remains fixed, the angular position of this peak also moves. In Fig. 1(c) we present a gray-
level plot of the differential transmission coefficient as a function of the angles of incidence and transmission.
The large values of the differential transmission coefficient in Fig. 1(c) trace the dependence of the angle of
refraction #; on the angle of incidence 6y, for 6y in the vicinity of 15°. The dashed line also plotted in this
figure is the dependence ; = sin™*(y/€1/easinfp) of the transmission angle on the incidence angle in the case
that the interface x3 = 0 is planar. It is seen that for the surface profile chosen the transmitted light undergoes
nonstandard refraction, including negative refraction, over a wide range of angles of incidence.

In Fig. 2 we present the analogous results for the same values of the material and experimental parameters
assumed in obtaining Fig. 1, but for the case where the incident light is s polarized. The results are qualitatively
and quantitatively similar to those obtained when the incident light is p polarized. The differential transmission
coefficient at its maximum is slightly higher in the case of p—polarized light due to its weaker reflection from
the facets forming the surface.
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Figure 2: The same as in Fig. 1 but for s—polarized incident light.
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Figure 3. (a) A segment of a single realization of the surface profile function, designed to produce negative refraction
of p—polarized light incident on it at an angle of incidence 0o = 15°; (b) the differential transmission coefficient as a
function of the angle of transmission, calculated for this realization of the surface profile function by the use of the
Kirchhoff approximation; and (c) a gray level plot of the differential transmission coefficient as a function of the angles
of incidence and transmission.

We turn now to the case where the medium of incidence is the optically more dense medium, and present
results in Fig. 3 for the case where ¢; = 2.25, ¢ = 1, the incident light is p polarized, its wavelength is
A = 632.8 nm, and the angle of incidence is §y = 15°. In the case that the interface z3 = 0 is planar, there
is a critical angle for total internal reflection, 6, = sin~! /ey /€1 = 41.81°, while the angle of transmission
obtained from Snell’s law is 22.844°. We choose the angle 6; to be 6 = —23.594° so that 6§, = —22.094°.
In Fig. 3(a) we plot a segment of one realization of the surface profile function calculated for these values of
the parameters from Eq. (5.42) with b = 100pm and N = 1000. In Fig. 3(b) the differential transmission
coefficient, calculated for this surface profile function by the Kirchhoff approximation® is plotted as a function
of the angle of transmission. It consists of a single narrow peak of width 1.5° centered at 6, = —22.844°. The
surface we have designed therefore negatively refracts light incident on it at an angle 6§y = 15°. In Fig. 3(c)
we present a gray level plot of the differential transmission coefficient as a function of the angles of incidence
and transmission for this surface profile function for a range of values of 6y in the vicinity of 6y = 15°. The
dashed line also plotted in this figure is the dependence ; = sin™'(y/e€1/easinfy) of the transmission angle
on the incidence angle when the interface x3 = 0 is planar, and we see that the transmitted light undergoes
nonstandard refraction, including negative refraction, over a large range of values of the angle of incidence.
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Figure 4: The same as in Fig. 3 but for s—polarized incident light.
Finally, in Fig. 4 we present the analogous results for the same values of the material and experimental

parameters assumed in obtaining Fig. 3, except that the incident light is now s polarized. As in the case of the
results presented in Figs. 1 and 2, the results presented in Fig. 4 are qualitatively similar to those presented
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Figure 5. The differential transmission coefficient for s—polarized light incident at an angle 8o = 5° as a function of the
angle of transmission, calculated by the use of the rigorous simulations (RS) (thick line) and the Kirchhoff approximation
(KA) (circles). The characteristic length b is b = 35\ &~ 22.15pum and N = 3 (L1 = 130pum).

in Fig. 3, but are quantitatively different. In this case the differential transmission coefficient at its maximum
is considerably higher in the case of p—polarized light. This is because the local angles of incidence are close
to the Brewster angle, so that the reflection from each of the facets forming the surface is considerably weaker
than it is for s—polarized light.

As we have noted above, the results plotted in Figs. 1-4 were calculated by the use of the Kirchhoff
approximation, due to its simplicity and speed. However, this approximation does not take into account the
vertical segments of the surface profile function nor potential multiple-scattering effects. To see how this neglect
influences the results obtained we have also solved the scattering problem by a rigorous approach based on
Green’s second integral identity in the plane? in which the scattering from these segments is fully taken into
account.” In Fig. 5 the thick solid black line represents the result of the rigorous numerical simulations for
the case where ¢; = 2.25 and e = 1, the incident light is s polarized, its wavelength is A\ = 632.8 nm, and
the angle of incidence is 6y = 5°. In this case the angle of transmission obtained from Snell’s law is 7.512°,
the angle 6, is 01 = —8.262°, so that 5 = —6.762°. The characteristic length b is b = 35\ ~ 22.15um, and
the value of N entering Eq. (5.4) is N = 3 (L; = 130pm). Since the short surfaces generated with such small
values of N cannot fully possess the statistics of an infinitely long random surface, averaging over the ensemble
of realizations of the surface was needed in this case. Thus, the curve represented by the thick solid black line
in Fig. 5 is an arithmetic average of the results obtained for N, = 250 realizations of the random surface.
For comparison the circles show the result obtained by the use of the Kirchhoff approximation for the same
values of the parameters, and is also an average over results obtained for N, = 250 realizations of the surface
profile function. The results presented in Fig. 5 shows that the use of the Kirchhoff approximation produces
quantitatively good results.

7. DISCUSSION

On the basis of the geometrical optics limit of the Kirchhoff approximation we have developed an approach to
the design of a one-dimensional randomly rough interface between two different dielectric media that produces
a transmitted field with a specified dependence of the mean differential transmission coefficient on the angle
of transmission for any specified angle of incidence. We have applied this method to the case where the mean
differential transmission coefficient as a function of the angle of transmission has a constant value within a
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very narrow angular interval, centered at the negative of the angle of transmission given by Snell’s law when
the interface between the two media is planar, and vanishes outside this interval. The light incident on the
interface in this case undergoes a form of negative refraction. Although the interface was designed on the basis
of a single-scattering approximation, calculations of the mean differential reflection coefficient by means of a
rigorous numerical approach that takes multiple-scattering processes of all orders into account show that the
interface designed in this way transmits light in the manner it was designed to do.

For the same interfaces we have also investigated the dependence of the angle of transmission on the angle of
incidence, when the latter is in the vicinity of the value for which the interface was designed. This dependence
shows that the interface refracts light negatively for a large range of values of the angle of incidence.

These properties of the interfaces designed here are consequences of their roughness alone, and do not require
the presence of any negative index material. These interfaces could be used in applications requiring negative
refraction.'®

Finally, we note that interfaces of this type can be fabricated at the interface between air and photoresist
by the method described in.®
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