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Abstract
Evidence is obtained from the data of an earlier measurement that the effect of ion-surface interaction on the
stopping power of highly charged slow ions is not at all tiny rather remarkably large, even it supersedes the
bulk stopping power. The stopping power due to the surface interactions is directly proportional to the charge
state of incident ions.
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1. Introduction
Energy dissipation of charged particles moving through
matter [1] has been of interest since the discovery of
charged particles. Long ago Ritchie [2] suggested with
the basis of surface plasmon theory that a fast electron
moving through a foil would lose its energy to both bulk
as well as surface. Nevertheless only recently, our experiment [3] showed that stopping power of swift ions
through solids can also distinguish these two contributions clearly. Surface stopping power is determined to
be only a two order of magnitude smaller than that of the
bulk stopping power of the 3.1 MeV/u vanadium ion
beam passing through a carbon foil. The surface stopping
power is due to the wake potential [4] originated from
the surface plasmon. In the past, Koyama et al. [5] revealed existence of surface wakefield. They measured a
new line in energy spectra of electrons from Al surface
by various ions with 0.98 MeV/u ion energy. The electron line energy was larger than that of convoy electron
velocity (equal to the projectile ion velocity). Iitaka [6]
explained the shifting of convoy peak to a higher energy
by image potential of the incident ion. Image charge
interaction energies gained by the incident ions in front
of the surface is shown to vary with Q3/2; where Q =
charge state of the incident ion [7]. However, this energy
gain is a tiny part of the total energy loss. Further,
Schenkel et al. [8] experimentally observed that the
charge state dependent energy loss of slow ions in solids
was not explained with calculated values using the TRIM
code [9].
Nevertheless further progress has been made on the exCopyright © 2011 SciRes.

perimental side. A few years back Srivastava et al. [10]
experimentally observed the surface enhancement in the
stopping power of 1 MeV N+ beam on highly oriented
pyrolytic graphite. Recently Papaléo et al. [11] reported
direct evidence for a strong dependence of the surface
modification as a function of charge state of the incident
ions. It implies that energy deposition near the surface
varies with charge state. With these important evidences
we have taken an attempt to look for the origin of such
ion-surface phenomena. Underlying interaction leading
to energy loss is simply driven by Coulomb’s law and
hence the ion charge can play a decisive role. There are
direct experimental evidences [8,12] showing that higher
charge states of the slow incident ions have higher stopping power in solids. This charge state dependence is
explained in terms of charge pre-equilibrium effects.
However, it has been experimentally shown that such
effects do not exist [13,14]. On the contrary, it has recently been shown that the surface wakefield at the exit
surface rather plays an important role on the ions [3].
Such a field is not possible to exist for highly charged
slow ions as it originates from surface plasmons at the
exit side due to passage of swift ions with velocity greater than the Fermi velocity. In this report, we show that
some retarding force still exists due to ion-surface interaction that leads to the surface stopping power at the
entry surface.

2. Background
One can plan the energy loss measurements by ions with
fixed charge state and constant ion velocity through diOJM
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fferent thicknesses of the foil as done in an earlier experiment [12]. However, it is always a very difficult task
to measure foil thickness precisely. Therefore, one can
think of an energy loss experiment with different charge
states with fixed target foil and constant ion velocity.
Further, ions of lower velocity have long interaction time
with the Coulomb force. Hence, the highly charged slow
ions through very thin foil is the best choice to study the
surface field effects on the ions. Such an experiment
would be appropriate to know the role of charged states
on surface stopping power and was done about a decade
ago [8]. We would like to furnish experimental confirmation of the ion-surface effects on energy loss taking
results from this experiment [8]. Kinetic energy loss by
highly charged slow ions transmitting through thin carbon foils has been measured as a function of projectile
charge state from q = 3  for oxygen to q = 69  for
gold ions. The initial kinetic energies, including relative
errors, were 35.5 (±0.2), 92.3 (±0.6), 197.7 (±1.0), 312.4
(±2), and 454.4 (±3) keV for 16O, 40Ar, 86Kr, 136Xe, and
197
Au ions, respectively. Ion velocities were low and the
same for all the ions ( v = 0.3vB ) ( vB = Bohr velocity).
Several (≥5) charge states were only used for Ar and Au
ions, which have got central attention in this study. Thin
carbon foils of 2 ± 0.5 μg/cm2 (10.4 nm) were used
throughout the experiments.

3. Results and Discussions
As mentioned above, no measurements were carried out
for the present study rather we made use of the earlier
experimental results [8]. Figure 1 shows the average
energy loss values of Ar and Au ions as a function of the
projectile charge state, q. The figure displays clearly that
the energy loss values vary considerably with the charge
states. However, TRIM code [9] does not take this picture into account, it calculates the energy loss for ions in
charge state equilibrium. Calculated energy loss value
for gold ions agreed reasonably well with the experimental, average energy loss value for Au+33 (very far
from fully stripped ion). In contrast, the calculated value
for Argon ions agreed reasonably well with the average
energy loss value for Ar+18 (fully stripped ion). Thereby,
TRIM code is insufficient to represent the energy loss
data for slow ions in solid. We thus take an attempt to
analyze the data in a different way. One can notice in the
figure that the energy loss for q = 16, 17, and 18 for Ar
ions and q = 44, 51, 58, 64, and 69 for Au ions show a
linear dependence. In contrast, the energy loss for q = 7
and 13 for Ar ions (Figure 1(b)) and q = 33 for Au ions
(Figure 1(a)) exhibits different behavior. Energy loss for
these ions shoot up from the linear variation.
Different path ways of energy loss are ionization,
excitation, and electron capture processes for the present
Copyright © 2011 SciRes.

Figure 1. Average energy loss of 2.3 keV/u (a) Au33,44,51,58,64,69+
and (b) Ar7,13,16,17,18+ ions in a thin carbon foil (10.4 nm).

ion-target combination as quasi molecular promotion of
target electrons to the projectile ions are very unlikely to
occur for such asymmetric system [15]. Projectile ionization for high ionic states, that are lying on a straight
line in Figure 1, is not at all possible as v < vi , v =
projectile ion velocity and vi = velocity of the i th
shell (outer most) electron of the projectile ion. Electron
capture cross section (  c ) from n = 1 and 2 shells of
target atoms to low n states of these projectile ions is
negligible at such a low velocities and is very high to
large n values, as for example,  c = 4.6 × 10−12 cm2
from n = 1 target shell to n = 13 projectile shell and
 c = 2.3 × 10−11 cm2 from n = 2 target shell to
n = 26 projectile shell for Au69+ [16]. However, such
Rydberg electrons cannot survive in the bulk of the foil
and thereby no electron capture can occur at all through
out the bulk of foil. Therefore, no target ionization is
possible by electron capture processes, however, target
ionization by direct ionization process will take place
equally by all the charge species. The contribution of
energy loss from direct ionization can be obtained from
OJM
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ΔE intercept of the fitted straight line.
As mentioned already that surface wakefield gave rise
to energy loss at the surface [3] and the energy loss due
to surface wakefield varies with charge state. Further, we
discussed above that nearly neutral atoms emerge out
from the exit surface irrespective of the difference in
charge state at the incidence. Hence, energy loss dependence with charge states is the outcome of some ionsurface effects at the entry surface. Thus, the ion-surface
interaction and direct ionization are the two major mechanisms responsible for the energy loss for slow highly
charged ions exhibiting linear charge state dependence.
When the slow ions leave last layer at the exit surface
they can be neutralized by capturing electrons at the Rydberg states keeping many inner shells empty. As a result,
these hollow neutral atoms will hardly be affected by any
electromagnetic interactions at the exit surface. Thus, the
observed surface effects must be acting only at the entry
surface. Present conclusion is in conformity with an earlier
experiment [13] using the 1H(19F,αγ)16O resonance reaction.
A linear dependence with an intercept as displayed in
Figure 1 represents the contributions coming from two
different processes. One comes from a retarding potential
due to ion-surface interactions and other from direct
ionization. While the former varies with the charge state
and the latter does not. For example, the contribution
from surface potential and the direct ionization are 49.9
keV and 17.4 keV for Au169+, respectively. Besides the
contribution from the above two mechanisms additional
contribution comes from some other process for the
charge states showing a departure from linear energy loss
processes. This contribution can be obtained by deducting the contribution of the surface wakefield and the
direct ionization from the measured value. These values
are comparable to the ionization potential of the projectile ions. Therefore, projectile electron loss process is responsible for this. This finding is in agreement with the
fact that equilibrium charge states depend on the initial
charge states. The equilibrium charge state for these projectile ions can be estimated by equating the sum of ionization potentials with the experimental energy loss contribution due to projectile electron loss process. In case
of argon ions the contribution from surface potential and
the direct ionization are 7.7 and 1.5 keV for A18+, respectively. For A16−18+, no contribution comes from ionization of the projectile ions. However, a large contribution comes from projectile ionization for A7,13+ ions;
4.4 keV for A7+ and 1.5 keV for A13+. Mean equilibrium
charge state within the foil estimated for Ar+7 and Ar+13
are 9.9 and 13.7, respectively. It is worth noting whatever the charge states inside the foil the ions at low
velocities will be neutralized at the exit. However, the
charge state fraction measurements far from the target
Copyright © 2011 SciRes.
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foil will show finite charge states due to multiple Augertransition cascades. Consequently, the average charge
state for Au69+ at an initial velocity of 0.43 vB was
measured about 1.3 ± 0.2 [17].
A remarkable fact is inferred in this work that at low
projectile energies, the surface-energy loss is higher than
the bulk energy loss. With the increase of projectile energies, the ion will not be neutralized at the exit surface.
This fact will result in various charge states of the projectile ion to emerge from the foil, each will then be
differently affected by the surface wakefield at the exit.
It will cause an uncertainty in the total energy loss
leading to energy loss straggling in solid. If the kinetic
energy of the incident ion does not reach to the equilibrium charge state at the foil, the energy loss straggling
due to the surface wakefield at the exit surface will continue to vary with the foil thickness. Thinner the foil
lesser the bulk effect and higher the surface effects,
hence, contribution from the surface wakefield to the
energy loss straggling shows higher significance for the
ultra thin target [18]. Thus, the observed energy straggling is a sum of the statistical fluctuation of energy loss
in the bulk and the energy loss distribution of different
charge states due to the wake potential at the exit surface.
For the relativistic heavy ions, the energy straggling is
divided into collisional straggling and charge-exchange
straggling. The latter depends critically on the different
charge states of out going ions [19]. Since, the charge
exchange cross section reduces faster with the ion
velocity ( q 2 v15 [16]) than the surface-stopping power
( q v 2 ), the energy straggling at surface will play an
important role even for the relativistic heavy ions. The
contribution from surface is expected to be much higher
than that from charge exchange processes.
Energy loss due to the surface potential at the entry
surface per unit charge for different ions at 2.3 keV/µ
through C-foil are 0.72 ± 0.11, 0.50 ± 0.14, and 0.06 ±
0.02 keV for Au+69-ions & Ar+18-ions [8], and protons or
antiprotons [20], respectively. Different incident ions
give rise to different field strength in the surface potential. Such variation can be attributed to the difference
of ion-surface interaction where not only the charge state
plays a role but also the ion species take an important
role as dielectric properties vary with ion species. Manifestation of such property leads to Z1 oscillation [21].
We saw that ion-surface interaction results in large
surface stopping power for highly charged slow ions. At
the entry surface image charge effects and charge exchange processes are the two phenomena known to us.
Both are charge state dependent where the former leads
to acceleration to the ions and the latter retardation to the
ions. Since the net effect is the slowing down, retarding
force ought to be larger. Hence, the charge exchange
OJM
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processes give rise to a surface potential at the entry surface through which ions loose energy as a function of the
charge state. This fact is another interesting point in the
energy loss of highly charged slow ions in addition to the
fact as reported very recently that the unitary-convolution-approximation energy-loss theory explain experimental data well for high to intermediate energies, however, significant deviations occur at low energies [22].

4. Conclusions
We have established that the surface stopping power is
directly proportional to the charge state of the ion.
Recently, Grüner et al. [23] theoretically suggested that
the bulk energy loss depends on the charge state due to
the charge exchange processes. Interestingly, the charge
exchange takes a role in generating a potential as well at
the entry surface. The stopping power due to the surface
potential varies directly with the charge state. Further,
charge state dependent surface energy loss is more prominent than the charge state dependent bulk energy loss
for highly charged slow ions. We strongly believe that
the energy loss mechanism of highly charged slow ions
in solids can be understood better by including a suitable
surface potential with the existing theories. The renewed
mechanism will help us to understand numerous applications such as, thin-film growth, sputtering, plasma wall
interaction in fusion devices, soft-landing, space shuttle
glow, detectors, etc.

3159. doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.65.3156
[6]

T. Iitaka, et al., “Acceleration of Convoy Electrons by
Surface Image Charge,” Physical Review Letter, Vol. 65,
No. 25, 1990, pp. 3160-3163.
doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.65.3160

[7]

H. Winter, C. Auth, R. Schuch and E. Beebe, “Image
Acceleration of Highly Charged Xenon Ions in Front of a
Metal Surface,” Physical Review Letter, Vol. 71, No. 12,
1993, pp. 1939-1942. doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.71.1939

[8]

T. Schenkel, et al., “Charge State Dependent Energy Loss
of Slow Heavy Ions in Solids,” Physical Review Letter,
Vol. 79, No. 11, 1997, pp. 2030-2033.
doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.79.2030

[9]

J. F. Ziegler, J. P. Biersack and U. Littmark, “The Stopping and Range of Ions in Solids,” Pergamon, New York,
1985.

[10] S. K. Srivastava, et al., “Counting Individual Atom Layers in Graphite € High-Resolution RBS Experiments on
Highly Oriented Pyrolytic Graphite,” Nuclear Instruments and Methods B, Vol. 219-220, 2004, pp. 364-368.
doi:10.1016/j.nimb.2004.01.083
[11] R. M. Papaléo, et al., “Direct Evidence for Projectile
Charge-State Dependent Crater Formation Due to Fast
Ions,” Physical Review Letter, Vol. 101, No. 16, 2008,
Article ID 167601.
[12] P. Martens and Th. Krist, “Energy Loss of 300-keV He+
and N+ in 150- to 800- Carbon Foils,” Physical Review,
Vol. 25, 1982, pp. 5591-5597.
doi:10.1103/PhysRevB.25.5591

5. Acknowledgements

[13] B. L. Doyle and D. K. Brice, “Influence of Projectile
Inner-Shell Vacancies on Stopping Power,” Physical Review A, Vol. 24, 1981, pp. 2232-2235.
doi:10.1103/PhysRevA.24.2232

The author thanks Dinesh Shukla for his technical help
during this work and T. Schenkel, S. A. Khan, P. Kumar
for their comments on the manuscript.

[14] R. Hermann, et al., “Charge-State Equilibration Length of
a Highly Charged Ion Inside a Carbon Solid,” Physical
Review A, Vol. 50, No. 2, 1994, pp. 1435-1444.
doi:10.1103/PhysRevA.50.1435

6. References
[1]

[2]

N. Bohr, “On the Theory of the Decrease of Velocity of
Moving Electrified Particles on Passing through Matter,”
Philosophical Magazine, Vol. 25, 1913, pp. 10-31.
R. H. Ritchie, “Plasma Losses by Fast Electrons in Thin
Films,” Physical Review, Vol. 106, No. 5, 1957, pp. 874881. doi:10.1103/PhysRev.106.874

[3]

T. Nandi, “Measurement of Wakefield Intensity,” Journal
of Physics B, Vol. 42, No. 22, 2009, Article ID 225402.
doi:10.1088/0953-4075/42/22/225402

[4]

F. J. G. de Abajo and P. M. Etchenique, “Wake-Potential
Formation in a Thin Foil,” Physical Review B, Vol. 45,
No. 15, 1992, pp. 8771-8774.
doi:10.1103/PhysRevB.45.8771

[5]

A. Koyama, et al., “Excitation of Electrons from an Al
Surface by Grazing-Angle-Incident Fast Heavy Ions,”
Physical Review Letter, Vol. 65, No. 25, 1990, pp. 3156-

Copyright © 2011 SciRes.

[15] M. A. Abdallah, et al., “Single and Double Electron
Capture from He by Ar16+ Studied Using Cold-Target
Recoil-Ion Momentum Spectroscopy,” Physical Review
A, Vol. 58, No. 4, 1998, pp. 2911-2919.
doi:10.1103/PhysRevA.58.2911
[16] H.-D. Betz, “Electron Capture,” In: P. Richard, Ed.,
Atomic Physics Accelerators, Vol. 17, Academic Press,
New York, 1980, pp. 89-109.
[17] M. Hattas, et al., “Charge Equilibration Time of Slow,
Highly Charged Ions in Solids,” Physical Review Letter,
Vol. 82, No. 24, 1999, pp. 4795-4798.
doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.82.4795
[18] O. Schemelmer, et al., “Energy Straggling of 60 MeV
58
Niq+ ions in Thin Carbon Foils and Gases,” Nuclear Instruments and Methods B, Vol. 145, No. 3, 1998, pp.
261-270. doi:10.1016/S0168-583X(98)00526-6
[19] H. Weick, et al., “Drastic Enhancement of Energy-Loss
Straggling of Relativistic Heavy Ions due to Charge-State
Fluctuations,” Physical Review Letter, Vol. 85, No. 13,
2000, pp. 2725-2728. doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.85.2725

OJM

T. NANDI

57

[20] S. P. Möller, et al., “Antiproton Stopping at Low Energies: Confirmation of Velocity-Proportional Stopping
Power,” Physical Review Letter, Vol. 88, No. 19, 2002,
Article ID 193201.

Capture into the Unitary-Convolution-Approximation Energy-Loss Theory at Low Velocities,” Physical Review A,
Vol. 84, No. 5, 2011, Article ID 052703.
doi:10.1103/PhysRevA.84.052703

[21] D. Ward, et al., “Systematics for the Z1-Oscillation in
Stopping Powers of Various Solid Materials,” Canadian
Journal of Physics, Vol. 57, 1979, pp. 645-656.
doi:10.1139/p79-092

[23] F. Grüner, F. Bell, W. Assmann and M. Schubert, “Integrated Approach to the Electronic Interaction of Swift
Heavy Ions with Solids and Gases,” Physical Review
Letter, Vol. 93, No. 21, 2004, Article ID 213201.

[22] G. Schiwietz and P. L. Grande, “Introducing Electron

Copyright © 2011 SciRes.

OJM

