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Abstract

The electronic excitation spectrum of a material characterises the response to external electro-

magnetic perturbations through its energy loss function (ELF), which is obtained from several

experimental sources that usually do not completely agree among them. In this work we assess the

available ELF of three metals, namely chromium, palladium and samarium, by using the dielectric

formalism to calculate relevant stopping quantities, such as the stopping cross sections for protons

and alpha particles, as well as the corresponding electron inelastic mean free paths. Comparing

these quantities (as calculated from different sets of ELF) with the available experimental data

for each of the analysed metals, we conclude that currently their most reliable ELF are those ob-

tained by means of the recently proposed reverse Monte Carlo method. This work also analyses

the contribution of different electronic shells to the electronic excitation spectra of these materials,

and reveals the important role that the excitation of “semi-core” bands play on the energy loss

mechanism for these metals.

I. INTRODUCTION

The response of a material to electromagnetic perturbations, induced either by an external

radiation or by a field, depends on its electronic excitation spectrum, which is encoded in

the so-called energy loss function (ELF), Im[−1/ε], being ε the complex dielectric function

of the material [1]. A proper knowledge of the ELF for a given material is of paramount

importance for either applied or basic purposes [2].

Since theoretical calculations of the ELF structure (i.e., its energy and momentum de-

pendence) requires a considerable computational effort [3–5], it is mostly obtained exper-

imentally by means of measurements of optical parameters (the refractive index and the

extinction coefficient) or by electron spectroscopy. However, the resulting data for the same

material do not always coincide (within an admissible range), which can lead to substantial

differences in the quantities that depend on the ELF.

In this work we use the dielectric formalism [6–8] to calculate well defined stopping quan-

tities (stopping cross sections for protons and alpha particles, as well as electron inelastic

mean free paths) for chromium, palladium and samarium, using as inputs their ELF as pro-
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vided from various sources, which rely on different experimental techniques. These materials,

apart from presenting excitation spectra characteristic of those of the heavy metals (show-

ing a prominent contribution in the spectrum coming from “semi-core” levels), are found in

numerous technological applications. Chromium is commonly used for the the production

of a wide variety of stainless steels. Both chromium and palladium are useful catalysts for

chemical reactions. Palladium is also found in the electronics industry, as a component of

ceramic capacitors. Samarium finds applications in magnetic devices as well as a neutron

absorber in nuclear reactors. Moreover, for these metals there are several discrepant sources

for their ELF: optical data [9], transmission electron energy loss spectroscopy [10], reflection

electron energy loss spectroscopy [11, 12], as well as the latter analysed by means of the

recent reverse Monte Carlo method [13, 14]. The comparison of these calculated stopping

quantities with available experimental data is used to asses which are considered the most

reliable ELF for each metal discussed in this work.

This paper is organized as follows. Section II contains the basic ingredients of the the-

oretical framework used to calculate the ion stopping cross sections and electron inelastic

mean free paths. In Section III we compare with available experimental data our calcu-

lated stopping quantities derived from different ELF sources. Finally, in Section IV we draw

the main conclusions regarding the different experimentally determined electronic excitation

spectra of Cr, Pd and Sm.

II. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

The dielectric formalism [6–8] constitutes a widely used theory to calculate the stopping

quantities characterising how energetic charged particles interact with a material. In this

work we are interested in the inelastic mean free path λ(T ) for an electron with mass m and

energy T :

λ−1(T ) =
e2

π~2

m

T

∫ E+

E
−

dE

∫ k+

k
−

dk

k
Im

[

−1

ε(k, E)

]

, (1)

and the stopping power Sq(T ) (mean energy loss per unit path length) for an ion with mass

M , atomic number Z, charge state q, and energy T :

Sq(T ) =
e2

π~2

M

T

∫ E+

E
−

E dE

∫ k+

k
−

dk

k
[Z − ρq(k)]

2 Im

[

−1

ε(k, E)

]

, (2)
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where ρq(k) is the Fourier transform of the electronic density corresponding to a charge state

q and ε(k, E) is the target dielectric function. The values of the integration limits, resulting

from conservation laws, are provided and discussed in [15].

The electronic cloud around an ion nucleus is deformed due to the electric field induced

in the target at the position of the projectile [16], therefore Eq. (2) must be modified to

account for this effect, resulting in Spol,q(T ) as detailed in [15].

Due to electron capture and loss by the projectile as it moves through the target, an

additional contribution SC&L(T ) must be considered. Taking into account all these factors,

the total electronic stopping power can be written as [15]

S(T ) =
∑

q

φq(T )Spol,q(T ) + SC&L , (3)

where φq(T ) is the charge fraction of projectiles with charge state q.

Leaving aside the technical details of the calculation of λ(T ) and Sq(T ), already dis-

cussed in [15], what is relevant for our present work is that these stopping quantities de-

pend on the target electronic excitation spectrum through its energy loss function (ELF),

Im [−1/ε(k, E)], which depends on the momentum ~k and energy transfers E = ~ω of the

target electronic excitation spectrum.

In order to evaluate the integrals that appear in the calculations of the stopping quantities,

it is convenient to have an analytical expression of the ELF for all values of k and E. This

can be achieved by employing the MELF-GOS (Mermin energy loss function - generallised

oscillator strengths) methodology, described in detail elsewhere [15, 17], which provides the

ELF of a material for all values of (k, E) from available experimental ELF in the optical

limit (i.e., at k = 0). Within the MELF-GOS methodology, the outermost features of the

optical ELF are fitted by means of Mermin-type energy loss functions (MELF), each having

a characteristic position ~ωi, width ~γi and intensity Ai. The higher energy part of the ELF,

corresponding to the excitation of the atomic-like inner shells, is reproduced by means of

hydrogenic generalised oscillator strengths (GOS).

In the present work, we have applied the MELF-GOS methodology to obtain the ELF

of chromium, palladium and samarium from different sets of available optical ELF for each

material. Table I shows the sources of the ELF of the three metals discussed in this work,

which are the following: optical data (OD) from Palik and Ghosh’s compilation [9], trans-

mission electron energy loss spectroscopy (TEELS) by Wehenkel and Gauthé [10], reflection
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Cr Pd Sm

Palik and Ghosh [9] (OD) Palik and Ghosh [9] (OD) Yang et al. [14] (RMC)

Xu et al. [13] (RMC) Xu et al. [13] (RMC)

Wehenkel and Gauthé [10] (TEELS) Werner et al. [11] (REELS)

Tahir et al [12] (REELS)

TABLE I. Sources of the ELF for each metal. Acronyms refer to the experimental methodology

employed. OD: optical data; RMC: reverse Monte Carlo; TEELS: transmission electron energy

loss spectroscopy; REELS: reflection electron energy loss spectrocopy.

electron energy-loss spectroscopy (REELS) by Werner et al. [11] and Tahir et al. [12], and

REELS combined with the reverse Monte Carlo technique (RMC) by Xu et al. [13] and

Yang et al. [14].

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Figure 1 gathers all the experimental sources for the optical ELF of (a) Cr, (b) Pd, and

(c) Sm, shown by different symbols. In general terms, all experimental optical ELF of Cr

and Pd present excitation peaks at similar energies for each metal (for Sm, only one set of

ELF data is available). However, the widths and intensities of the peaks in the ELF of each

metal can be considerably different, what will influence the calculated energy loss quantities.

As these data are available up to some limiting energy (typically below 100 eV), the ELF

is extended to larger energies by means of the atomic form factors provided by the NIST’s

FFAST database [18].

The consistency of an ELF, as well as the nature of its different excitations, can be

assessed with the help of sum rules [15, 19], such as the Kramers-Kronig (KK):

2

π

∫

∞

0

dE ′
1

E ′
Im

[

−1

ε(k = 0, E ′)

]

= 1. (4)

and the f -sum rule:

Neff(E) =
m

2π2~2e2N

∫ E

0

dE ′ E ′ Im

[

−1

ε(k, E ′)

]

, (5)

where N is the atomic density of the target. In the former, the integral should converge

to a number close to 1. In the latter, Neff(E) denotes the effective number of electrons
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FIG. 1. Optical energy-loss function, ELF (k = 0, E), of (a) Cr, (b) Pd, and (c) Sm, as a function

of the energy transfer E. Symbols depict experimental data, while solid lines represent the MELF-

GOS fit to each set of experimental data. The dashed lines represent different contributions to the

ELF of Cr and Pd from Xu et al. [13] and to the ELF of Sm from Yang et al. [14].

participating in excitations with energy transfers smaller than or equal to E, which should

converge to the atomic number of the target material in the limit E → ∞. As suggested in

Refs. [15, 20], partial f -sum rules can be used to determine the effective number of electrons

6



involved in each feature of the ELF, to estimate the nature of the excitation, by performing

the integral of Eq. (5) over the particular MELF contributing to this excitation.

Another important energy loss quantity can be calculated by integration of the ELF,

namely the mean excitation energy I, entering the Bethe equation for the stopping power

[21, 22]:

ln I =

∫

∞

0

dE ′ E ′ lnE ′ Im

[

−1

ε(k = 0, E ′)

]

∫

∞

0

dE ′ E ′ Im

[

−1

ε(k = 0, E ′)

] . (6)

This quantity will be calculated for the three metals, and compared to the values reported

in the literature [23].

In the following sections, the different ELF available for each of the studied metals will

be analysed and assessed, comparing the stopping powers for protons and helium ions and

the inelastic mean free paths for electrons derived from them with the available values got

from experiments.

A. Chromium

The optical ELF of Cr is relatively clean (Fig. 1(a)), with all experimental sources

providing a very intense peak around 25 eV, slightly less intense in the case of Wehenkel

and Gauthé’s TEELS experiments [10]. While the OD by Palik and Ghosh [9] show a narrow

peak around 10 eV, the results by Wehenkel and Gauthé [10] and by Xu et al.’s RMC [13]

just give a shoulder. A broad feature with an onset around 40 eV is given by all three

datasets, but with Xu et al.’s data displaying it rather more intense.

One or several MELF have been assigned to the excitation of electrons from a particular

outer band of the metal (see Table II), and one of them is identified as the plasmon resonance

by comparing its position to the plasmon energies collected by Egerton [24]. The different

bands are guessed by means of the growing values of their binding energies [18] (also indicated

in Table II). The excitations from the 2p band and inner ones (hereafter referrer as inner

shells) are modelled by means of the hydrogenic GOS. The different contributions to the

outer-shell ELF are depicted by dashed lines in Fig. 1(a).

Table II gathers the total and partial effective numbers of electrons calculated for Cr, as

well as the evaluation of the KK sum rule. The errors in the f -sum rule are around or less
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Outer shell Expected electrons Xu et al. [13] Palik and Ghosh [9] Wehenkel and Gauthé [10] Binding energy (eV)

4s 1 0.42 0.41 0.50 -

Plasmon - 3.38 3.35 3.74 -

3d 5 1.03 0.45 0.26 8.71

3p 6 8.23 6.44 6.67 46.26

3s 2 1.66 3.31 2.54 74.01

Inner shell

2p 6 6.51 6.51 6.51 579.03

2s 2 1.57 1.57 1.57 687.60

1s 2 1.34 1.34 1.34 5988.92

Total 24 24.15 23.64 23.19 -

f -sum - err=0.62% err=-1.47% err=-3.34% -

KK-sum - 1.077 err = 7.74% 1.072 err=7.2% 0.956 err=-4.37% -

TABLE II. Comparison of the expected number of electrons in each excitation level of Cr, and the

corresponding effective number of electrons Neff , as obtained with the MELF-GOS model fit to

the experimental optical ELF from Xu et al. [13], Palik and Ghosh [9] and Wehenkel and Gauthé

[10]. The values of the f - and KK-sum rules appear in the last three rows.

than 3% for all three sources of the ELF (which is acceptable), with the lowest error given

by Xu et al.’s data [13]. The errors in the KK-sum rule are a bit larger, but always lower

than 10%, with Wehenkel and Gauthé’s ELF [10] yielding the lowest value. The plasmon

is most likely formed by electrons coming from the outermost 4s and 3d bands, containing

respectively 1 and 5 electrons. Thus, these three excitations should contribute around 6

effective electrons in total; all sources of the ELF underestimate this value, with Xu et al.’s

giving the closest number. As for the rest of the bands, effective numbers of electrons for all

ELF are reasonably close to the expected number of electrons, except for underestimations in

the innermost shells 2s and 1s. It is well known that inner shells described by atomic GOS

systematically underestimates the number of electrons due to Pauli’s exclusion principle.

Since inner-shell electrons cannot be excited to occupied outer shells, they lose some amount

of GOS, while the outer-shell electrons cannot fall into the occupied inner shells, losing some
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amount of negative GOS [24]. As a consequence, the lack of inner-shell electrons must be

distributed among the outer bands. These electrons seem to be distributed in the 3p band

in the case of Xu et al.’s ELF, and in the 3s band in the ELF from the other sources.

Figure 2(a) depicts by lines the Cr stopping cross sections (SCS, the stopping power

divided by the atomic density of the target) for protons derived for the different optical ELF

data. Dashed lines represent the contributions coming from the excitation of the different

shells, according to the MELF-GOS fitting to the Xu et al.’s ELF. Letter symbols correspond

to the experimental stopping powers compiled in the late Helmut Paul’s (currently IAEA)

database [25], while green circles are the most recent experimental data by Mtshali et al.

[26]. Calculations based on Palik and Ghosh’s and Wehenkel and Gauthé’s ELF clearly

underestimate the experimental SCS, while Xu et al.’s ELF gives results close to the IAEA’s

data and in excellent agreement with the most recent determinations. Our best results

are close to SRIM predictions [27] (gray dashel line in the figure) at high energies, even

though SRIM results overestimate ours at the SCS maximum and below, in line with recent

calculations by Peralta et al. [28] (not shown to avoid confusion in the already crammed

figure).

Something similar happens with the SCS of Cr for He ions, shown in Fig. 3(a). Again,

lines correspond to calculations using the different ELF, data while letter symbols depict the

IAEA’s compiled experimental data [25]. As for protons, calculations based on Xu et al.’s

ELF give the best agreement with the experiments around the stopping maximum, while the

ELF by Palik and Ghosh and Wehenkel and Gauthé clearly underestimate them. Our best

results are similar to SRIM predictions [27] (gray dashed line), except below the maximum.

Finally, Fig. 4(a) shows by lines the calculated electron inelastic mean free path (IMFP)

in Cr, compared to a collection of experimental measurements, depicted by symbols [29–31].

The minimum of the mean free path is correctly reproduced by all three sets of optical

ELF. Calculations based on Xu et al.’s ELF match perfectly the high energy electron mean

free path by Gergely et al. [29] and Tanuma et al. [30]. All ELF provide a mean free

path ∼ 1400-1450 Å at 200 keV, which is of the same order of the experimental value

reported by Iakoubovskii et al. of 1040 Å [31] (the difference may be due to the disregard

of relativistic effects in the current calculations). Even though Palik and Ghosh’s data give

place to a close result, both this ELF and, especially, Wehenkel and Gauthé’s produce results

slightly overestimating the experimental data at high energies. It should be noted that in
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FIG. 2. Comparison of experimental and calculated stopping cross sections of Cr (a), Pd (b) and

Sm (c) for a proton beam, as a function of projectile energy T . Solid lines correspond to calculations

from the ELF indicated in the labels. Dashed lines represent the contribution of each shell to the

stopping cross section. Symbols represent available experimental data collected in [25].

Refs. [15, 20] it was discussed the possible consideration of the 3d electron excitation as of

collective character. Accounting for this effect produces just a small change in the electron

mean free path for Cr, which is shown in Fig. 4(a) as a green dashed line for the case of Xu
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Pd (b) and Sm (c) for a He beam, as a function of projectile energy. Solid lines correspond to

calculations from the ELF indicated in the labels. Symbols represent experimental data from [25].

et al.’s ELF. Such a small difference does not have any impact in the preceding discussion.

Summarising, both the Cr SCS around the maxima and the high energy electron mean

free path are mainly influenced by the excitation of the plasmon and the 3p band. While

the plasmon contribution to the ELF is rather similar for the three experimental sources

(see Table II), Xu et al.’s ELF presents a larger contribution for the 3p band, which makes
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each electronic shell to the inelastic mean free path.

12



the calculated SCS approach much more to the experimental data. The same happens with

the high energy electron mean free path. Also, Xu et al.’s ELF gives the lowest error in

the total f -sum rule. All these facts together seem to justify the much better reproduction

of SCS for protons and helium ions and of IMFP for electrons. It should be noted, in any

case, the relevance of the excitation of the “semi-valence” 3p band: even though having a

somewhat larger binding energy, this shell appreciably contributes to the valence-band ELF,

giving place to large energy transfers with high frequency. As the stopping power integral,

Eq. (2), involves the energy transfer E, the 3p band provides a large contribution to the

SCS.

B. Palladium

The ELF of Pd is more complex (Fig. 1(b)), with a first feature around 10 eV being most

intense in Tahir et al.’s TEELS data [12]. Two intense peaks follow between 20 and 40 eV,

now being Werner et al.’s REELS ELF the most intense. After 40 eV, Werner et al.’s data

present several intense peaks, while Xu et al.’s RMC and Tahir et al.’s ELF give a single

broad feature with onset around 50 eV, being more intense in the case of Xu et al.’s. Except

for the first peak, all other features are significantly less intense in the case of Tahir et al.’s

data as compared to the rest of sources.

The origin of the different excitations is assigned by assessing partial f -sum rules. The

peak around 25 eV is assumed to be due to the plasmon [24], the rest of the structure below

50 eV is assigned to the excitation of the 4d electrons, and the excitation with onset at

this energy corresponds to the 4p electrons. Table III shows the total and partial effective

numbers of electrons and the assessment of the KK-sum rule. All ELF sources fulfill the

f -sum rule with errors below 1%, while the KK-sum rule errors are a bit larger, with Palik

and Ghosh’s data giving the largest one (19%), Xu et al.’s being moderate (3.1%) and Tahir

et al.’s presenting a very low error (0.72%). The outermost electrons are 4d, which are

the ones contributing to the plasmon. The sum of these two excitations, thus, should give

around 10 electrons. Palik and Ghosh’s data and Xu et al.’s ELF give the closest effective

numbers of electrons. As for the “semi-core” 4p shell, Palik and Ghosh’s ELF gives a very

close number of electrons, Werner et al.’s and Xu et al.’s give a slight overestimation, while

Tahir et al.’s clearly underestimate the number of electrons in this excitation. It should
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be remembered that, in the case of Cr, the “semi-core” excitation contained an excess of

electrons due to the underestimation in the inner shells as a result of the Pauli’s exclusion

principle. This may be the case here as well.

Outer shell Expected electrons Tahir et al. [12] Palik and Ghosh [9] Werner et al. [11] Xu et al. [13] Binding energy (eV)

4d 10 4.03 8.83 4.98 7.96 -

plasmon 2.23 2.69 2.37 1.03 -

4p 6 4.55 6.01 7.43 7.87 50.88 (for Xu is 53.06)

4s 2 4.61 1.10 1.64 1.44 87.07

3d, 3p, 3s 18 23.82 20.85 23.066 21.15 335.23

Inner shell

2p 6 4.1 4.1 4.1 4.1 3251.60

2s 2 1.31 1.31 1.31 1.31 3603.96

1s 2 1.15 1.15 1.15 1.15 24350.23

Total 46 45.76 46.03 46.03 46.00

f -sum - err=−0.51% err=0.07% err=0.07% err=0.02% -

KK-sum - 1.007 err = 0.75% 1.19 err=19% 1.06 err=5.85% 1.03 err=3.1% -

TABLE III. Comparison of the expected number of electrons in each excitation level of Pd, and

the corresponding effective number of electrons Neff , as obtained with the MELF-GOS model fit

to the experimental optical ELF from Tahir et al. [12], Palik and Ghosh [9], Werner et al. [11] and

Xu et al. [13]. The values of the f - and KK-sum rules appear in the last three rows.

Such an underestimation of the 4p shell in Tahir et al.’s data has a dramatic impact on the

SCS for both H and He projectiles, Figs. 2(b) and 3(b) respectively. While the rest of ELF

sources provide SCS rather close to the cloud of experimental data points [25], Tahir et al.’s

ELF gives too low values, both around the maximum and even at intermediate ion energies.

As for the rest of ELF sources, judging by the results both for H and He projectiles, Xu

et al.’s ELF again seems to provide the best agreement with the experimental information,

particularly for He. SRIM results (dashed gray lines) overestimate our best SCS calculation

for H around and below the maximum, while for He the results are very similar, except
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below the maximmum.

Figure 4(b) shows by lines the calculated electron IMFP in Pd, compared to a collection

of experimental data, shown by symbols [33, 34]. The minimum and the high energy mean

free path from the ELF by Xu et al. perfectly match the experiments by Krawczyk et al.

[33] and Dietrich et al. [34]. At 200 keV, the experiment by Iakoubovskii et al. gives a

value of 940 Å [31], while Palik and Ghosh’s and Xu et al.’s ELF give calculated values

between 1143 and 1226, and the other ELF a slight overestimation. The agreement between

calculations based on Xu et al.’s ELF and experiments by Krawczyk et al. [33] is better

when the excitation of the 4d electrons is not considered as a collective excitation (solid

black line in the figure). In any case, the consideration of the 4d excitation as collective

(green dashed line) [15, 20] does not change much the picture.

In summary, the Pd SCS around the maxima and the high energy electron IMFP are

mainly influenced by the excitation of the 4d and 4p bands. Xu et al.’s ELF presents a close

number of effective electrons in the 4d shell and plasmon excitation, while overestimating

the number of electrons in the 4p shell. On the other hand, Tahir et al.’s ELF lacks suffi-

cient electrons in these two excitations. These facts seem to justify the good agreement of

calculated stopping quantities based on Xu et al.’s data, while Tahir et al.’s data provides

energy loss quantities departing from experimental measurements.

C. Samarium

There is only one available source for the experimental optical ELF of Sm over a wide

energy range, derived from the RMC method [14]. Even though Palik and Ghosh’s compi-

lation includes some data [9], we do not meake use of it, as it just covers experiments up

to ∼ 3 eV, complemented with atomic data above 30 eV, missing the relevant intermediate

part. The spectrum shown in Fig. 1(c) presents an intense plasmon peak around 15 eV

[24], and the excitation of the 5p band has an onset around 20 eV. The first peak bellow

the plasmon has been assigned to the excitation of the 6s electrons, and the intense peak

around 30 eV to the excitation of the 4f band.

The f - and KK-sum rules are very well fulfilled (see Table IV). The effective number

of electrons comprised in the 6s, plasmon and 4f excitations is very close to the expected

number of 8, while the effective numbers of electrons in the rest of excitations described by
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Outer shell Expected electrons Yang et al. [14] Binding energy (eV)

6s 2 0.30 -

Plasmon - 1.34 -

4f 6 5.71 5.17

5p 6 7.46 21.22

5s 2 3.02 37.28

4d 10 11.22 128.98

4p+ 4s 8 6.19 247.34

3d+ 3p+ 3s 18 21.27 1110.98

Inner shell

2p 6 3.21 7013.92

2s 2 1.14 7736.90

1s 2 1.04 46833.85

Total 62 61.46 -

f -sum - err=-0.88% -

KK-sum - 0.99 err=-1.00% -

TABLE IV. Comparison of the expected number of electrons in each excitation level of Sm, and

the corresponding effective number of electrons Neff , as obtained with the MELF-GOS model fit

to the experimental optical ELF from Yang et al. [14]. The values of the f - and KK-sum rules

appear in the last three rows.
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MELF are reasonable, some of them (e.g. 5p) containing the excess of the electrons lacking

from the inner-shells described by GOS, as it commonly happens due to Pauli’s exclusion

principle.

For light ions’ SCS, there only exist proton experimental data for this target [25], shown

by letters in Fig. 2(c). The calculated SCS based on the RMC ELF, solid line, is rather

close to this set of experimental measurements, reproducing well the high energy tail and

the position of the maximum of the stopping power curve. It should be noted that current

calculations are very close to the recent results by Peralta et al. [35] (dash-dotted line in Fig.

2(c), based on the combination of the dielectric approach with a nonperturbative model for

low energy projectiles), at least down to ∼ 150 keV/u, where we find the maximum. Below

this energy, Peralta et al. calculations still grow, predicting the maximum at ∼ 60 keV/u.

Even though our results seem to agree with the trend of the experimental points, the scarcity

of data prevents a more in-depth discussion. The SRIM prediction (grau dashed line) is in

between of the previous calculations. For He projectiles (Fig. 3(c)), we did not find any

experimental source or any other calculation, except for SRIM [27], which offers estimates

very similar to our results in the entire energy range.

The available measurements of the electron IMFP of Sm [36] are compared in Fig. 4(c)

with out calculations, using the ELF provided by the RMC method [14] (solid line), which

is a little bit larger than the experimental values. However, these results are not very

different from the predictions of the TPP-2M formula [32]. It should be noted that the

experiments are in the energy range from 200 to 1000 eV; at least above a few hundreds

eV, the dielectric formalism should be accurate, and it has been shown to be reliable for

several metals [15, 20]. Thus, there might be some degree of inaccuracy present in these

particular IMFP measurements, particularly having into account the good agreement got

for the proton SCS for Sm, as well as the electron IMFP shown above for Cr and Pd.

In general, the calculated results for Sm seem satisfactory, even though there is a clear

need of further experimental determinations of the optical ELF, as well as the ion stopping

power and electron mean free path, in order to draw more definite conclusions.
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Spectrum source / Target Cr Pd Sm

Palik and Ghosh [9] (OD) 286.81 469.67 -

Wehenkel and Gauthé [10] (TEELS) 301.38 - -

Tahir et al. [12] (REELS) - 692.73 -

Werner et al. [11] (REELS) - 537.18 -

Xu et al. [13] (RMC) 255.64 507.31 -

Yang et al. [14] (RMC) - - 721.53

ICRU Report 37 [23] 257± 10 470± 20 574

TABLE V. Mean excitation energy I (in eV) of the metals discussed in this work, obtained by

the MELF-GOS model from the different sources of the optical ELF. The last row coantains the

I-value provided by ICRU Report 37 [23].

D. Mean excitation energies

The values of the mean excitation energy for each metal, obtained by means of Eq. (6)

for the different available sets of ELF, are presented in Table V and compared with the

reference values contained in the ICRU Report 37 [23]. The expected differences in the

I-values obtained from the different sources for each metal are rather small for Cr, with the

result derived from Xu et al. being closer to the ICRU Report 37 value. For Pd there is a

large dispersion of I-values, with the result derived from Palik and Ghosh’s ELF being the

closest to ICRU Report 37, although the calculation based on Xu et al.’s ELF is entirely

compatible with the ICRU result, very close to the energies covered by the error bar range.

However, the calculated I-value for Sm is in clear disagreement with the value appearing in

ICRU Report 37 (which is based on an interpolation from the elements with closest atomic

numbers); despite the large difference, its consequence in the Bethe equation for the stopping

power are practically inappreciable at high energies (≥ 5 MeV/u), although the SCS with

the present I = 721.5 eV is closer to the experimental results from 2 to 5 MeV//u.
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IV. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

As clearly seen from the previous results, the differences in intensity and width of the dif-

ferent electronic excitations of Cr, Pd, and Sm, contained in their optical ELF obtained from

different experimental sources, give place to sizeable differences in the calculated stopping

quantities analysed in this work for each metal (H and He ions SCS and electron IMFP).

For the three metals, the availability of experimental values for these energy loss quantities

allows then the evaluation of the most accurate source for the optical ELF.

The consistency of each ELF has been assessed by means of partial and the total f -sum

rule, as well as the KK-sum rule. Unfortunately, these integrals do not suffice to make a

proper comparison of different experimental sources as, in general, total errors are always

within a few percent for all the optical ELF. Partial sum rules are useful to assign the

different features of the ELF to the excitation of electrons from particular bands. The

partial effective number of electrons for each band are closer to the expected number of

electrons for some sources than for others. Still, all sources give reasonable numbers, and

this information alone neither suffices to judge for the most accurate source of data.

The observed differences in the features of the ELF for each metal give place to cal-

culated stopping quantities which, for some sources agree very well with the different sets

of experimental data while, for others, do not. Particularly, the ELF obtained from the

reverse Monte Carlo method have always led to calculations in very good agreement with

all stopping quantities measured experimentally for Cr, Pd, and Sm. In a previous work

[15] we already observed that, for Fe, the reverse Monte Carlo ELF [37] was the one best

reproducing the experimental H stopping power too, which is consistent with present results.

We do not know the exact reason why this method seems to work better than the oth-

ers for obtaining the ELF of a metal. However, the characteristics of each experimental

technique may justify the differences. It is well known that optical measurements are very

sensitive to the sample surface roughness, as well as to potential surface contamination, as

they are typically performed in ambient conditions. Having also into account that data

acquisition in a wide energy range usually requires different measurements, possibly with

different associated uncertainties, electron spectroscopy has become the method of choice

for the ELF determination. Indeed, electron spectroscopy requires just one measurement to

asses the ELF in a very wide energy range, it is not so sensitive to the surface roughness,
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and it is by default performed in ultra high vacuum conditions which avoid contamination.

Still, the analysis of electron energy loss spectra requires some amount of modelling, partic-

ularly in the case of REELS, to account for multiple scattering effects and the influence of

surface excitations. In this sense, the RMC method, using detailed Monte Carlo simulations

to account for these effects, and using a self-consistent approach to arrive to the optimal

ELF parameters which best reproduce the REELS spectrum [37], seems to work optimally

for the electronic excitation spectrum determination.

Finally, it should be stressed the important role that “semi-core” excitations play in the

energy loss quantities of heavy metals, particularly in the SCS. We refer to these excitations

as the ones presenting significant binding energies (e.g. around 20-50 eV), i.e. the 3p

excitation in Cr, the 4p in Pd and the 5p in Sm. While the innermost shells typically have

low intensities and contribute less to the stopping cross section, these “semi-core” excitations

still present relatively large intensities in the 40-100 eV range, giving a large contribution to

the energy loss. Interestingly, for Cr and Pd, the successful reverse Monte Carlo ELF give

place to an overestimation of the effective number of electrons in these excitations, while the

optical data presenting the largest underestimations in the stopping cross section, tend to

yield effective numbers of electrons below the expected ones. It is worth to remember that

it is common that the innermost shells present a lack of effective electrons due to the Pauli’s

exclusion principle, as discussed above. Therefore, it is normal for the missing electrons to be

redistributed among the outer shells, so an excess of electrons in the “semi-core” excitations

may be considered normal, and possibly even necessary if the ELF is to correctly predict

the stopping cross sections, as apparent from present results.

According to the results and discussions presented in this work, we conclude that the

recent reverse Monte Carlo methodology for obtaining the ELF from REELS experiments,

at least for Cr, Pd and Sm (as well as for Fe [15]) is the most reliable, and should be used for

the calculation of stopping quantities of metals and other related electronic cross sections.

For this purpose, we provide in Tables VI, VII and VIII, for Cr, Pd and Sm, respectively,

the MELF-GOS fitting parameters to the respective reverse Monte Carlo ELF, so they can

be used by other researchers.
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i-th MELF ~ωi (eV) γi (eV) Ai (eV
2) A′

i Eth,i (eV) ∆i (eV
−1)

1 3.10 2.90 1.70 0.18 - -

2 7.10 6.90 4.22 0.08 - -

3 10.50 7.80 6.59 0.06 - -

4 14.30 6.97 55.53 0.27 - -

5 19.59 10.88 22.21 0.06 5.17 1.29

6 23.40 8.16 20.73 0.04 5.17 1.29

7 27.50 5.90 8.88 0.01 5.17 1.29

8 33.66 10.88 185.10 0.16 5.17 1.29

9 34.53 35.37 96.25 0.08 21.22 0.74

10 42.00 10.88 29.62 0.02 21.22 0.74

11 47.10 16.33 59.23 0.03 21.22 0.74

12 51.70 21.77 133.27 0.05 21.22 0.74

13 108.84 68.03 125.87 0.01 37.28 3.68

14 130.61 13.61 140.67 0.008 128.98 3.68

15 176.87 680.25 407.21 0.013 128.98 3.68

16 258.50 598.62 281.35 0.004 247.34 1.84

17 1170.03 897.93 1169.81 0.001 1110.98 0.55

TABLE VIII. Target: Sm. Fitting parameters (~ωi, γi, Ai, Eth,i, ∆i) for the MELF-GOS fit to

experimental data by Yang et al. [14]. For the exact meaning of each parameter, the reader is

referred to the detailed description provided in Ref. [15].
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