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Abstract

Differential Phase Contrast (DPC) imaging, in which deviations in the bright field beam are in
proportion to the electric field, has been extensively studied in the context of pure elastic scattering.
Here we discuss differential phase contrast formed from core-loss scattered electrons, i.e. those that
have caused inner shell ionization of atoms in the specimen, using a transition potential approach
for which we study the convergence properties. In the phase object approximation, we show
formally that this is mainly a result of preservation of elastic contrast. Through simulation we
demonstrate that whether the inelastic DPC images show element selective contrast depends on
the spatial range of the ionization interaction, and specifically that when the energy loss is low the
delocalisation can lead to contributions to the contrast from atoms other than that ionized. We
further show that inelastic DPC images remain robustly interpretable to larger thicknesses than
is the case for elastic DPC images, owing to the incoherence of the inelastic wavefields, though
subtleties due to channelling remain.
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1. Introduction

Fast readout electron pixel detectors are facilitating a range of momentum-resolved imaging
modes now broadly referred to as four-dimensional scanning transmission electron microscopy1

(4D STEM) [2], in which two-dimensional diffraction patterns are recorded at each position as
a converged electron probe is raster scanned across the surface of a specimen. At nanometer
resolution, this includes orientation mapping [3, 4], strain measurement via nanobeam electron
diffraction [5, 6], and electromagnetic field mapping via differential phase contrast (DPC, also
called centre-of-mass or first moment imaging) [7, 8, 9]. At atomic resolution, this includes atomic-
resolution DPC [10, 11] and various forms of electron ptychography [12, 13, 14]. These techniques

∗Corresponding author
Email address: scott.findlay@monash.edu (Scott D. Findlay)

1Not to be confused with STEM electron energy loss spectroscopy (EELS) tomography which is also referred to
as 4D STEM EELS [1].
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are predicated on the elastic scattering behaviour of electrons. Inelastic scattering is a confounding
factor for these techniques, that can be mitigated if the 4D STEM data are zero-loss energy filtered
[15]. However, STEM with an energy filter before a fast-readout pixel detector, as depicted in
Fig. 1(a), allows for additional imaging possibilities.

Simultaneous momentum and energy resolution has a long history in conventional TEM [16].
In STEM, Midgley et al. [17] showed a core-loss-filtered (i.e. from probe electrons that caused
inner shell ionization events) convergent-beam electron diffraction pattern containing chemically-
sensitive features in 1995. More recently, experimental realisation of simultaneous momentum and
energy resolution in STEM by using an energy filter in front of a fast readout pixel detector has
mainly focused on so-called ω-q imaging, resolving one direction of momentum transfer and energy
loss to probe dispersion relations in plasmon and phonon scattering [18, 19]. Haas and Koch
[20] used ω-q imaging with multiple slit orientations to synthesise core-loss-filtered DPC images of
monolayer hexagonal boron nitride (hBN), showing atomic-resolution contrast qualitatively similar
to that in zero-loss-filtered DPC images. While frameworks in which to simulate core-loss-filtered
diffraction patterns are well established [21, 22, 23] – notably, Müller-Caspary et al. [24] showed
that simulated diffraction patterns in core-loss-filtered 4D STEM can contain rich structure that
varies with probe position – there has been little exploration of how core-loss-filtered diffraction
patterns might be interpreted.

This paper explores the imaging formation dynamics of DPC imaging from core-loss-filtered
4D STEM, describing core-loss scattering via the transition potential formulation [21, 23, 25,
26]. Our exploration is centred around two key results. The first is the experimental finding of
Haas and Koch [20] that the zero-loss-filtered and core-loss-filtered DPC images have qualitatively
similar appearance, as reproduced in the simulated DPC images for hBN in Fig. 1(b) and (c)
respectively. In particular, the nitrogen atoms are clearly visible in the core-loss-filtered DPC
image for the boron K-edge, and so, in this case, core-loss-filtered DPC imaging is not providing
element-specific contrast. The second, demonstrated in the simulated DPC images for 200 Å thick
SrTiO3 in Fig. 1(d) and (e), is that the image contrast in core-loss-filtered DPC imaging (Fig. 1(e))
is more robust with respect to thickness (and defocus) than that in zero-loss-filtered DPC imaging
(Fig. 1(d)).

A brief note on terminology is warranted. While there is a close analogy between energy-
filtered transmission electron microscopy (EFTEM) and energy-filtered 4D STEM, as an acronym
‘EFSTEM’ is already used in different contexts [27]. For specificity, we will therefore refer to
energy-filtered DPC, abbreviated to EFDPC, which unless otherwise specified should in this work
be understood to mean core-loss filtering.

2. Transition potential formulation of core-loss scattering

To simulate core-loss-filtered 4D STEM data, we follow the approach of Coene and Van Dyck
[26], further developed for core-loss transitions by Dwyer [21]. The basic concept is sketched in
Fig. 2 for a single layer of atoms. The inelastically-scattered wavefield ψf that results when an
incident elastic wave ψi excites an atom from its initial state i to some final state f is given by
[21, 25, 26]

ψf (r⊥) = −iσHfi(r⊥)ψi(r⊥) , (1)
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Figure 1: (a) Simplified schematic of the energy-filtered 4D STEM setup. An electron probe is raster scanned across
a monolayer of hBN. The electrons pass through a spectrometer with a slit chosen to only let through electrons
with kinetic energies in a desired energy range. (b) Elastic and (c) inelastic (with energy filter 50 eV above the
boron K-shell edge) simulated DPC images for monolayer hBN. The nitrogen columns are more pronounced in the
elastic image, but still clearly visible in the inelastic image from the boron K-shell. (d) Elastic and (e) inelastic
(with energy filter 50 eV above the Ti L1-shell) DPC images for 200 Å thick SrTiO3. Whereas at this thickness it is
difficult to interpret the structure clearly from the elastic image, the inelastic image is more robustly interpretable,
with the Ti column locations showing clear differential phase contrast. These simulations assume 300 keV beam
electrons and a 15.7 mrad probe-forming convergence semiangle.
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Figure 2: Schematic of the inelastic scattering process in a monolayer of atoms. The incident wavefield ψi produces
an inelastic wave with probability governed by the transition potential Hfi. This procedure is repeated for each
final state of each atom of the ionized species, and the resultant diffraction patterns are summed incoherently.

where r⊥ are the real-space coordinates transverse to the optic axis, σ = γm0λ/2πℏ2 (in which
γ is the Lorentz factor, m0 is the electron rest mass, λ is the relativistically-corrected de-Broglie
wavelength and ℏ is the reduced Planck’s constant), and Hfi(r⊥) is a (projected) transition po-
tential2. Since for the single plane of atoms depicted in Fig. 2 the wavefield ψf (r⊥) is at the
exit surface of the sample, its contribution to the diffraction pattern is given by the intensity of
its Fourier transform. The principles of quantum mechanics oblige us to (incoherently) sum all
contributions from sample final states that are not directly observed but which are consistent with
what is measured. Thus the core-loss-filtered diffraction intensity may be written

I(k⊥) =
∑

f

|F{ψf}(k⊥)|2 , (2)

where the sum over f includes all inner shell ionization final states consistent with the selected
energy loss (in practice, rather an energy loss range), F denotes Fourier transform, and k⊥ denotes
the diffraction plane coordinate.

Following Dwyer [21] in assuming a central field, one-electron wavefunction model for the
atomic electron being ejected through the ionization event, we label the initial states via the
quantum numbers n (principal quantum number), ℓ (orbital quantum number) and m (magnetic
quantum number), and the final states via the quantum numbers ε (being the kinetic energy of
the ejected electron, equal to the energy loss above the atom’s ionization threshold), ℓ′ and m′

2In the literature Hfi(r⊥) is also referred to as a projected matrix element, Møller potential or simply a matrix
element. The choice of units also varies, with other choices leading to a prefactor that differs accordingly from the
σ of Eq. (1).
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(the orbital and magnetic quantum numbers, respectively). Throughout this paper, we adopt the
convention of denoting continuum orbital and magnetic quantum numbers using primed variables.
The three-dimensional transition potentials in reciprocal space are given by [21, 25]

Hnℓm→εℓ′m′(k) =
q2e

4π2ε0k2

∫
dr anℓm(r) a

∗
εℓ′m′(r) e−i2πk·r , (3)

where qe is the elementary charge and ε0 is the permittivity of free space. Equation (3) corresponds
to the coupling of the bound state anℓm(r) and the continuum state aεℓ′m′(r) of the atomic electron
ejected during the ionization event.3 The projected transition potential appearing in Eq. (1) is
then obtained by [21, 25]

Hfi(r⊥) =

∫ ∞

−∞
dz′ e−i2π(kf−ki)z

′
Hfi(r⊥, z

′) (4)

=

∫
dk⊥Hfi(k⊥, kf − ki) e

i2πk⊥·r⊥ , (5)

where the second equality follows by the Fourier projection theorem, and kf − ki is related to the
energy loss of the probe electron. We will refer to Hfi simply as a transition potential, with the
argument implicitly denoting whether the potential is projected or otherwise.

Writing the bound and continuum states explicitly as a product of angular and radial terms4,
anℓm(r) = Y m

ℓ (r̂)Pnℓ(r)/r and aεℓ′m′(r) = Y m′
ℓ′ (r̂)Pεℓ′(r)/r, Eq. (3) can be simplified to

Hnℓm→εℓ′m′(k) =
q2e

4π2ε0k2

ℓ′+ℓ∑

ℓ′′=|ℓ′−ℓ|
(−i)ℓ′′Y m−m′

ℓ′′ (k̂)⟨l′m′|l′′(m−m′)|lm⟩Rl′,l′′,l(k) , (6)

where the Gaunt coefficient

⟨l′m′|l′′m′′|lm⟩ =
∫
dq̂Y m′∗

ℓ′ (q̂)Y m′′∗
ℓ′′ (q̂)Y m

ℓ (q̂)

= (−1)m
′+m′′

√
(2ℓ′ + 1)(2ℓ′′ + 1)(2ℓ+ 1)

4π

(
ℓ′ ℓ′′ ℓ
0 0 0

)(
ℓ′ ℓ′′ ℓ

−m′ −m′′ m

)
(7)

(in which the array-like objects are Wigner 3-j symbols), and

Rl′,l′′,l(k) =

∫ ∞

0

drPεℓ′(r)jℓ′′(kr)Pnl(r) =

√
π

2k
HTℓ′′+1/2

{
Pεℓ′(r)Pnℓ(r)

r3/2

}
(k) (8)

(in which jℓ′′ are spherical Bessel functions of order ℓ′′ of the first kind) can be computed effi-
ciently using the fast Hankel transform5. Calculations in this paper are based on these ideas as

3We will not consider bound-bound transitions, though they can be described by a similar formalism [28].
4Following Ref. [29], we use relativistic Hartree-Fock wave functions for the bound states and Hartree-Slater

wave functions for the continuum states.
5The Hankel transform is defined as

HTµ{f}(k) =
∫ ∞

0

dr f(r)Jµ(kr)r ,

where Jµ is a µth order Bessel function of the first kind.
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implemented in py multislice [30].
Figure 3 shows various titanium L2,3-shell excitation probabilities. The greatest amplitude is

near the atom, implying beam electrons closest to the titanium atom are more likely to cause
ionization events. The vortex phase structure occurs because, despite the sum over ℓ′′ in Eq. (6),
all the azimuthal dependence is contained in a phase factor of the form ei(m−m′)ϕk . The so-called
winding number of the vortex is given by m − m′, where positive values imply increasing phase
in the clockwise direction. The transitions are related by the magnetic quantum numbers through
the relationship

H∗
ℓ(−m)→ℓ′(−m′)(r⊥) = (−1)ℓ

′+ℓHℓm→ℓ′m′(r⊥) (9)

which is seen in Fig. 3, where the tiles (m,m′) and (−m,−m′), located in the diametrically opposed
position about the (m = 0,m′ = 0) tile, have opposite winding numbers due to the complex
conjugation in Eq. (9).

The transition potentials in each tile in Fig. 3 are normalised to a common maximum magnitude
to make the phase structure clear. However, this obscures that the magnitudes vary significantly.
In particular, they tend to decrease with increasing ℓ′. Transitions which are unlikely to be realized
can be neglected with little consequence on the accuracy of the calculation. Indeed, simulation
relies on being able to reduce the in-principle infinite number of final states to sum over in Eq. (2)
(ℓ′ being any non-negative integer) to a limited number that capture the majority of the inelastic
scattering probability. The probability of inelastic scattering into different final states f is, for the
same incident wavefield, bounded6 by the integrated intensity in Hfi. We therefore consider the
rate of convergence of the following sequence in ℓ′:

Tℓ′(nℓ, ε) =
∑

m,m′

∫
dr⊥ |Hnℓm→εℓ′m′(r⊥)|2 . (10)

A remarkable pattern emerges when the sequence (normalised by the ℓ′ = 0 term) is plotted on
a log scale as illustrated in Fig. 4. Beginning from ℓ′ = 2 for K-shell and ℓ′ = 4 for L1-shell,
the terms of the sequence fall off exponentially (linear behaviour with the vertical scale plotted
logarithmically). This fall-off varies depending on several experimental parameters: the atomic
number Z is most significant, followed by the energy loss above ionization threshold ε. The
dependence on accelerating voltage is not shown because it is very weak indeed.

As derived in the supplementary material, an approximate analytic expression for the fall-off
observed for the K-shell is given by

log10

[
Tℓ′(nℓ, ε)

T0(nℓ, ε)

]
∼ 2ℓ′

[
log10 e+

1

2
log10 |ε/Rd − Z2/7| − log10(ζ)

]
+ terms weakly depending on ℓ′ ,

(11)

6This follows by applying the triangle inequality to the integrated intensity on both sides of Eq. (1), an idea
developed further in the Supplementary Material.
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Figure 3: L2,3-shell titanium transition probabilities, Hnℓm→ϵℓ′m′ , for beam energy 80keV and ε = 10eV. The
magnitude, depicted as brightness, shows that beam electrons near the atom are most likely to cause ionization
events. The phase, depicted modulo 2pi by colour, has a vortex structure with the winding number given by m−m′.
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Figure 4: Sequence in Eq. (10) (normalised by the ℓ′ = 0 term) plotted for boron and zinc for ionization energies
50 eV and 200 eV above the (a) K- and (b) L1- shell edge. Solid lines are a guide to the eye, emphasising the linear
trend. Dotted lines show the prediction of the approximate analytic expression, Eq. (11), for K-shell ionization.

where ζ ≈ Z and Rd = 13.6 eV. A correction factor of Z2/7 is included based on empirical
considerations. This approximation is plotted in Fig. 4(a) by dotted lines (though not Fig. 4(b)
since the analytic approximations we have used do not hold for L1 edge), and seen to be in good
qualitative agreement with the more detailed calculation. Equation (11) shows specifically that Z
and ε have approximately equal effects on the fall-off, albeit in opposite directions. For instance,
doubling Z and halving ε leaves the fall-off approximately unchanged.

3. Case study – monolayer materials

To clarify the similarities and differences, let us first re-derive the elastic DPC expression before
proceeding to EFDPC. For an elastic wavefield Ψ, the first moment of the diffraction intensity is
given by

C =

∫
k⊥ |Ψ(k⊥)|2 dk⊥ =

i

2π

∫
ψ(r⊥) [∇r⊥ψ

∗(r⊥)] dr⊥ , (12)

where ψ(r⊥) is the exit surface wave function with Fourier transform F{ψ} = Ψ(k⊥). The second
equality follows by the Fourier derivative theorem. Within the phase object approximation, the
exit surface wave function resulting from elastic scattering takes the form

ψ(r⊥) = eiϕ(r⊥)ψ0(r⊥ −R) , (13)

where the transmission function phase ϕ(r⊥) = σV (r⊥) (i.e. is proportional to the specimen
projected potential V (r⊥)), ψ0 is the entrance surface wave field, and R is the probe position on
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the specimen surface. Substituting Eq. (13) into Eq. (12) yields

C(R) =
1

2π

∫
dr⊥[∇r⊥ϕ(r⊥)]|ψ0(r⊥ −R)|2 + i

2π

∫
dr⊥ψ0(r⊥ −R)∇r⊥ψ

∗
0(r⊥ −R) . (14)

When the probe-forming aperture is symmetric, the second term in Eq. (14) is identically zero,
and thus [31]

C(R) =
1

2π
|ψ0(R)|2 ⋆∇ϕ(R) , (15)

where ⋆ denotes cross correlation.
In the inelastic regime, for a single transition the exit surface wavefield within the multiplicative-

object approximation is given by both the transition of an elastic to an inelastic wavefield as per
Eq. (1) and transmission through the specimen as per Eq. (13):

ψ(r⊥) = −iσHfi(r⊥)e
iϕ(r⊥)ψ0(r⊥ −R) . (16)

To describe the inelastic case for inner shell ionization, not only must we sum over all final states
as per Eq. (2) but it is also appropriate to sum over the different possible initial states which
produce the same energy loss. Specifically, neglecting fine structure, this means summing over
initial magnetic quantum number m and spin states s. The appropriate generalisation of Eq. (2)
is then

I(k⊥) =
∑

atoms
m,s, ℓ′,m′

|Ψnℓm→εℓ′m′(k⊥)|2 , (17)

where n and ℓ are fixed by the EELS edge chosen and ε is fixed by the excitation energy above
threshold. We will use the shorthand notation

∑
a, fi for this summation in subsequent equations,

with a distinguished from f to emphasise that we must sum over multiple atomic sites as well as
final states for each atom.

Replacing the coherent intensity in Eq. (12) with the incoherent intensity in Eq. (17) using the
wavefields of Eq. (16) yields

C(R) =
σ2

2π
|ψ0(R)|2 ⋆

[∑

a, fi

|Hfi(R)|2∇ϕ(R)

]

+
iσ2

2π

∑

a, fi

∫
Hfi(r⊥)ψ0(r⊥ −R)∇r⊥(Hfi(r⊥)ψ0(r⊥ −R))∗ dr⊥ . (18)

Akin to elastic DPC, it can be shown (see appendix Appendix A) that the second term in Eq. (18)
is identically zero for a rotationally-symmetric, aberration-free probe when initial and final states
(specifically, m and m′) are summed over. Even when the probe contains aberrations which break
the rotational symmetry, the second term in Eq. (18) is at least an order of magnitude smaller
than the first term. We thus neglect the second term to yield

C(R) =
σ2

2π
|ψ0(R)|2 ⋆

[∑

a, fi

|Hfi(R)|2∇ϕ(R)

]
. (19)
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This inelastic DPC expression is very similar in form to the elastic CoM expression in Eq. (15),
save now that the phase gradient is modulated by the inelastic transition probability. In particular,
the contrast does not arise from the inelastic scattering (interpreted to be the Hfi(R) transition
potential) but rather from the elastic scattering (interpreted to be ϕ(R), the phase of the elastic
scattering transmission function). The result can thus be considered an example of preservation
of elastic contrast [32, 33], where contrast deriving from the elastic scattering is retained in the
inelastic signal.

Strictly speaking, Eq. (19) means the DPC image is no longer an exact gradient. However, if
the inelastic transition probability is approximately constant in the vicinity of the atom sites then

∑

a, fi

|Hfi|2∇ϕ ≈ ∇
(∑

a, fi

|Hfi|2ϕ
)
. (20)

When this approximation holds, the EFDPC signals can be integrated in the same way as DPC
signals to give an integrated DPC (iDPC) signal [34]:

(
ϕ
∑

a, fi

|Hfi|2
)
(R) ≈ F−1

{F {Cx} (k⊥) + iF {Cy} (k⊥)

2πi(kx + iky)F {|ψ0|2} (k⊥)

}
(R) , (21)

where k⊥ = (kx, ky) are taken to be Fourier space coordinates and Cx and Cy are the components
of Eq. (19).

The interpretation of Eqs. (19) and (21) depends on the spatial extent of the transition prob-
abilities |Hfi|2. If they are so delocalised that

∑
a, fi |Hfi|2 would be approximately constant

throughout the material then the inelastic DPC signal would be proportional to the elastic DPC
signal, with contrast from all atoms visible. (This is consistent with the results of Beyer et al. [35]
for plasmon-loss-filtered, atomic-resolution DPC.) If they are sufficiently localised as to become
negligible over the interatomic distance in the direction transverse to the beam axis then only
the columns containing the ionized elements will appear in the image, producing element selective
contrast. If they are between these limits, being non-zero but reduced in magnitude at adjacent
atomic sites, then those sites will appear in the EFDPC image with reduced contrast (relative to
the elastic case).

The spatial extent of the transition probabilities |Hfi|2 depends on accelerating voltage of the
beam, the ionization edge (i.e. the atomic species and the initial state), and the energy loss above
the atom’s ionization threshold, ε. This is explored in the EFDPC image tableaus over ε and
atomic number Z in Fig. 5(a) and (b). In the case Z=5 the structure is monolayer hBN; for
other Z we assume a fictitious structure in which the boron atoms are replaced by atoms of that
atomic number. In Fig. 5(a), the K-shell ionization of that atom is assumed; in Fig. 5(b), L1-shell
ionization is assumed. The transition potentials become more localized with increasing atomic
number and/or energy above threshold, and consequently the contrast at the nitrogen atom sites,
indicated by arrows, become fainter.

Hence, for element-selective contrast corresponding to a low atomic number (≲ 8) the energy
window needs to be several tens of electron volts above the ionization edge. For larger atomic
numbers, the energy window can be moved closer to the ionization edge. Since fewer inelastic events

10



Figure 5: (a) K-shell and (b) L1-shell EFDPC tableaus assuming a hBN-like structure and varying Z, the atomic
number of the atoms at what in hBN would be the boron site, and ε. These simulations assume 300 keV beam
electrons and a 15.7 mrad probe-forming convergence semiangle. The arrows indicate nitrogen sites where there is
a gradual reduction in contrast with increasing Z (of the atom being ionized) and/or energy above threshold. To
convey in more detail the spatial localization of the transition potentials, we show what percentage of the transition
probability (integrated mod-square of the transition potential) is contained within a given radius (see Eq. (22)) for
(c) K-shell (d) L1-shell for all possible combinations of Z : 5, 20, ε : 50, 200 eV and beam energy E : 80, 200 keV up
to ℓ′ = 5 inclusive.

will occur further from the ionization edge, lower atomic numbers present the greatest challenge
experimentally. The experimental images of Haas and Koch [20] of boron K-shell ionization do
not show boron-selective contrast, instead having contrast evident at the nitrogen sites too. This
is expected since for element-selective contrast for boron the energy window need to be placed
around 50 eV above the K-edge. However, since this distance from the edge will yield much lower
signal-to-noise, the energy filter for that experiment was likely positioned a few electron volts
beyond the boron K-edge.

We can quantify the spatial localization of the transition potentials by considering the radial
distance from the atom within which some fraction of all transitions are expected to occur. That
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is, we solve

∫ r

0

∫ 2π

0
dr r dθ

∑
fi |Hfi(r, θ)|2∫∞

0

∫ 2π

0
dr r dθ

∑
fi |Hfi(r, θ)|2

= f (22)

for r for various 0 < f < 1. Since the final CoM image will contain contributions from all allowed
intermediate states, Eq. (22) does not distinguish the individual transition contributions to the
overall fraction of all expected transitions, hence the summation over final states. Figure 5(c) and
(d) contain the solution of Eq. (22) for all combinations of the accelerating voltage E : 80, 200
keV, the ionization energy above threshold ε : 50, 200 eV, the atomic number Z : 5, 20 and the K,
L1 shells. The summation in Eq. (22) is truncated at ℓ′ = 5 inclusive since, as implied by Fig. 4,
the remaining transitions are heavily suppressed. For small atomic numbers both beam energy
and ε are significant in the potential’s localization albeit ε is dominant. However, this dependence
gradually flips for larger atomic numbers. The same is true, but more pronounced, for higher
shells.

4. Case study – thick specimen

The previous section showed that if the transition potentials were sufficiently localised then
EFDPC images showed differential phase contrast arising from the gradient of the elastic potential
with element-selectivity resulting from the inelastic scattering event selected. This followed from
the phase object approximation of Eq. (16). At atomic resolution, the phase object approximation
has been shown to break down for thicknesses beyond a few nanometers for elastic differential
phase contrast [36, 37]. In this section we explore the interpretability of EFDPC images from
thicker samples as the phase object approximation breaks down and dynamical diffraction becomes
significant.

To simulate core-loss-filtered diffraction patterns for thick samples, we use the efficient scattering-
matrix-based approach of Brown et al. [23], building on the transition potential relation in Eq. (1)
by incorporating the elastic scattering of the wavefield in the sample before and after each inelastic
transition. Consider a particular transition Hfi of the particular atom indicated by the arrow in
Fig. 6. The elastic scattering of the entrance surface wavefield ψ0 to the plane containing the
particular atom in question is denoted here by the scattering matrix operator S1, and subsequent
elastic scattering of the inelastic wavefield to the exit surface is denoted by the scattering matrix
operator S2. Thus Eq. (1) generalises to a thick sample as

ψf (r⊥) = −iσS2Hfi(r⊥)S1ψi(r⊥) , (23)

where the scattering matrix operators are understood to effect elastic scattering through the crystal.
As before, the total inelastic diffraction pattern is the incoherent sum of the contributions, i.e. the
intensity of the Fourier transform of Eq. (23), for each final state (or at least enough to obtain a
converged calculation, as per the discussion of Fig. 4), repeated for each atom of the same species.
We evaluate the scattering matrix operator via absorptive multislice calculations. As shown by
Brown et al. [23], the advantage of the scattering matrix approach is that for each depth the
scattering matrix can be evaluated just once but then applied to all the inelastic transitions that

12



Figure 6: Schematic of the inelastic scattering process in a thick specimen of condensed matter. The incident
wavefield ψ0 is elastically propagated using the scattering matrix S1 to the depth of the atom being ionized, produces
an inelastic wave with probability governed by the transition potential Hfi, and is then elastically propagated using
the scattering matrix S2 to the exit surface. This procedure is repeated for each final state of each atom of the
ionized species, and the resultant diffraction patterns are summed incoherently.
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take place at that depth. Note that we only consider single inelastic scattering, since the probability
of ionization is sufficiently small that the probability of the same beam electron ionizing multiple
atoms is negligible for typical sample thickness in atomic-resolution STEM.

Taking the prototypical example of SrTiO3, following Ref. [36] we can explore the breakdown
of the phase object approximation using a thickness-defocus tableau, a mosaic of DPC images
across various thicknesses and probe defocus values. Because simulating for a range of thickness
and defocus values is time-consuming, in the calculations that follow we have restricted the extent
of the detector to 35 mrad, which in the methodology of Ref. [23] limits the size of the S2 operator
and thereby the computational complexity. For core-loss transitions, the contributions for higher
scattering angles are more significant than in the elastic case [24] and so limiting the detector extent
results in an underestimate of the inelastic DPC contrast. However, the qualitative appearance
of the images is not appreciably affected, and the detector extent would anyway be limited in
practice. We also limit the final states to ℓ′ ≤ 2, since, as per Fig. 4, the terms ℓ′ = 3 are small
enough to be neglected.

To make evident when the phase object approximation breaks down quantitatively, we nor-
malise each DPC image in the tableau according to the sample thickness. Equation (15) shows
that the elastic DPC image will increase linearly with thickness (assuming a specimen periodic
along the beam direction) since the phase of the transmission function ϕ, which is proportional to
the projected potential, is linearly proportional to thickness. Hence, normalising the elastic DPC
images by the sample thickness will lead to the contrast within each unit cell being independent
of thickness within the phase object approximation’s domain of applicability. This is seen in the
elastic DPC tableau in the left panel in Fig. 7: up to a thickness of roughly 35 Å, the contrast is
largely independent of thickness. Beyond that thickness, the decrease in contrast is evidence of the
quantitative breakdown of the phase object approximation. For still larger thicknesses, the pattern
starts to change as the breakdown of the phase object approximation impacts the interpretability
of the images. For the present parameters the depth of focus is around 130 Å and so the defocus
dependence in the figure is weak over the range shown, though the finding that in the phase object
approximation the contrast is maximised when the probe is focused on the specimen midplane [36]
is perceptible in the images at larger thicknesses being more interpretable for greater defocus into
the sample.

In the inelastic case, Eq. (19), in addition to the linear dependence of ϕ on sample thickness,
the incoherent summation of contributions from the atoms along the column is also linear in
thickness. Hence, normalising the EFDPC images by the square of the sample thickness will
lead to the contrast within each unit cell being independent of thickness within the phase object
approximation’s domain of applicability. This is seen in the EFDPC tableau for the Ti L1-edge in
the right panel in Fig. 7. The quantitative domain of validity of the phase object approximation
is seen to be consistent with the elastic case, with very similar contrast seen for thicknesses below
35 Å but a decrease in contrast at larger thicknesses. However, excepting for large defocus in the
thinnest sample, the pattern in the EFDPC image persists to larger thicknesses than in the elastic
case.

To show that this qualitative robustness persists to still larger thicknesses, Fig. 8 shows
thickness-defocus tableaus for (a) elastic DPC, and for EFDPC of (b) the O-K edge, and (c)
Ti L1-edge. These extended tableaus are not thickness-normalised and more clearly show that
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Figure 7: Thickness-defocus tableaus of SrTiO3 elastic DPC images (left) and EFDPC 10 eV beyond the Ti L1-
edge (right), where underfocus is negative. All images assume a 15.7 mrad probe-forming aperture and 300 keV
beam energy. With elastic DPC normalized by thickness and EFDPC by the thickness squared here, the contrast
within each unit cell should be independent of thickness within the phase-object approximation’s domain of validity.
This contrast is seen to decrease beyond about 35 Å for both regimes, evidence of the phase-object approximation
starting to break down.
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Figure 8: Thickness-defocus tableaus of SrTiO3 for (a) elastic DPC images, (b) EFDPC images 10 eV beyond the O
K-edge, and (c) EFDPC images 10 eV beyond the Ti L1-edge, assuming a 15.7 mrad probe-forming aperture and 300
keV beam energy, and where underfocus is negative. Elastic DPC remains interpretable for specimens of thickness
of around 40 Å given the probe is focused into the mid-plane of the specimen. EFDPC remains interpretable
throughout the entire range observed. The emphasised tiles in (c) correspond to the parameters used in Fig. 9.

a defocus value near the specimen midplane tends to maximise the contrast. In contrast to the
elastic case, where we see that the defocus-thickness combinations over which the images show
clear differential phase contrast is somewhat limited, in the inelastic case the images show clear
differential phase contrast over a wide range of thickness and defocus values. Atom-selective con-
trast is evident, with only the Ti sites clearly visible in the Ti L1-edge case. In the O K-edge
case, we see both the pure O and TiO columns, with the latter showing higher contrast due to
the larger gradient of the elastic potential on that more-strongly-scattering TiO column. Inelastic
DPC thus constitutes an interesting compromise: it contains phase-contrast-like elements through
preservation of elastic contrast, but maintains interpretable contrast over a wide thickness as is
more usually found in incoherent imaging (somewhat reminiscent of energy filtered TEM [33]).

However, this robust interpretability does not mean that channelling effects are absent. To see
this, we decompose the incoherent sum over final states in Eq. (17) to the total contribution from
unit-cell-thick layers perpendicular to the optic axis. Figure 9(a) shows this layer decomposition
for the tiles in the coloured boxes in Fig. 8(c), these defocus-thickness parameter combinations —
{t = 78 Å, ∆f = 0 Å}, {t = 156 Å, ∆f = −75 Å}, and {t = 234 Å, ∆f = 0 Å} — being diverse
choices over the parameter space shown. We see that the contribution from different layers varies.
The layers which show the clearest differential phase contrast are also those which contribute
most to the signal, which helps explain the robustness of the total contrast, even though the
contribution from some layers is far less directly interpretable. Which layers contribute the most
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varies widely for the different defocus-thickness parameter combinations: in Fig. 8(b) the layers
near the midplane dominate the intensity; in Fig. 8(c) the layers prior to the midplane dominate;
in Fig. 8(d) the layers prior and subsequent to the mid-plane provide comparable contributions.
Note too that the layers which contribute the most are not necessarily those at the nominal in-
focus plane. Nevertheless, in each case the sum over layers produces a fairly similar total image,
consistent with the fairly uniform contrast in Fig. 8(c).

That different depths contribute differently has been well established in inelastic STEM imag-
ing, both in the context of high angle annular dark field imaging and electron energy loss spec-
troscopy [38, 39, 40, 41]. In both cases, the underlying cause is the way the probe electron wavefield
evolves through the sample. The intensity distribution of an atomically fine electron probe on an
atomic column oscillates with propagation along the columns, at some depths peaking up on the
columns and at others spreading out. One way of visualising this is to evaluate the integrated
elastically-scattered electron probe intensity within a certain radius of the column, i.e.

σ(z) =

∫

disk

dr⊥ |ψ0(r⊥, z)|2 (24)

(this is not conventionally a cross-section, but the reasons for this notation will become clear
presently). For the probe centred on the Ti column, this is plotted as the orange line, labelled “σ
w/ top-hat”, in Fig. 8(b)-(d) for the three different thickness and defocus parameter combinations
considered previously, and this integrated intensity is seen to vary with layer depth. That this
behaviour largely underpins the layer dependence of the EFDPC signal can be motivated by the
following series of models of increasing complexity.

The cross-section expression for electron energy loss spectroscopy is given by [40]:

σlayer(z) =

∫ z+uz

z

dz

∫
dr⊥ |ψ0(r⊥, z)|2Veff(r⊥, z) , (25)

where uz is the layer thickness, Veff(r⊥, z) is an effective scattering potential for the inelastic
transition and incorporating the detector geometry7, and this model neglects elastic scattering
after the inelastic scattering event. The blue dotted lines, labeled σ, in Fig. 8(b)-(d) show the
Ti L1-edge signal calculated in this model, assuming a 35 eV energy window above threshold and
a very large detector collection angle. The radius of the disk integration region used to evaluate
Eq. (24) was chosen to be that containing 60% of the effective scattering potential Veff since it
gave the most favourable agreement with the results of Eq. (25). Nevertheless, and while not
identical, the similarity in the plots supports the channelling behaviour being the primary cause
of the oscillations seen.

The green lines in Fig. 8(b)-(d) were calculated using the transition potential model of Eq. (23),
assuming an energy filter 10 eV above the Ti L1-edge and a large detector. Since this quantity is
the would-be-observed intensity on an EELS spectrum at the corresponding energy loss, the signal
is labelled “total EELS”. By including absorption due to thermal scattering after the ionization

7For notational simplicity, we have absorbed into Veff the prefactors that more conventionally appear in front of
Eq. (25).
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event and restricting to a single energy loss, the assumptions of this calculation differ somewhat
from that of the cross-section expression. (Elastic scattering after the ionization event is also
included, but that redistribution will not much affect the total inelastic intensity.) Nevertheless,
the total EELS signal and the cross-section expression are in close agreement, suggesting those
differences have only a small effect on the depth dependence of the signal.

Since these plots considered the probe on the column site, where the EFDPC signal is zero,
the blue lines in Fig. 8(b)-(d) show instead the energy-filtered iDPC (EFiDPC) signal, which is
peaked on the column. The EFDPC x and y signals are not strictly partial derivatives of the same
function even in the thin sample regime, Eq. (19), but the procedure on the right hand side of
Eq. (21) can still be applied and, as shown in the select layer insets in Fig. 8(b)-(d), the resultant
images have the expected qualitative form of an iDPC signal when the DPC signals are directly
interpretable. Though the blue lines show more differences from the other lines, which we attribute
largely to elastic scattering after the inelastic scattering event having some impact on the DPC
value, their general shape is broadly quite similar, with clear correspondence between the peaks
and troughs. This is consistent with channelling being the underlying mechanism for the variation
in contributions from different layers.

5. Conclusion

In this work we have presented a theoretical interpretation and explored the imaging dynamics
of energy-filtered DPC imaging, where the energy filter selects electrons that have caused inner
shell ionization.

Within the phase object approximation applicable to thin samples, we have shown that the con-
trast is similar to that of elastic DPC imaging because the elastic DPC contrast is preserved within
the momentum distribution of inelastically scattered electrons, over a spatial region correspond-
ing to the range of appreciable ionization probability. For low energy losses and light elements,
this means that the EFDPC signal at an energy loss corresponding to a particular element may
include contrast from nearby atoms of different species, explaining why nitrogen atom sites are
visible in the boron K-shell EFDPC experimental results of Haas and Koch [20]. However, for
heavier elements the range of the ionization interaction is much narrower, and element selective
DPC contrast is expected.

For thick specimens, say beyond several nanometres, the phase object approximation breaks
down quantitatively for both EFDPC and elastic DPC. However, we have shown that qualitatively
the EFDPC images remain interpretable to much larger thicknesses than do elastic DPC images,
a consequence of the incoherence between the contributions from the different atoms. Despite this
more robust appearance, we have also shown that the contribution from different depths within
the sample differ as a result of the nonuniform evolution of the probe wavefield along the atomic
columns.

EFDPC thus combines the advantages of STEM EELS and elastic DPC. Indeed, the strengths
of each mitigate against limitations in the other. The delocalisation of EELS is mitigated by
manifesting as a modulation of the gradient of the elastic potential. This may allow the position of
atoms to be more precisely determined, for instance when probing orientation relationships between
a thin surface layer and a substrate. Conversely, the limited thickness range of interpretable elastic
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Figure 9: (a) Layer contributions (from a sub-set of layers) to the EFDPC images for the three different thickness
and defocus parameter combinations indicated by the coloured boxes in Fig. 8(c), specifically 78.1 Å (20 layers)
and surface defocus (top), 156.2 Å (40 layers) and −75 Å defocus (middle), and 234.3 Å (60 layers) and surface
defocus (bottom), all assuming SrTiO3 specimen, 300 keV beam electrons, 15.7 mrad aperture and energy filter
placed 10 eV beyond the Ti L1-edge. A layer is taken to be the depth of a unitcell i.e. 3.9 Å. For each of the three
cases respectively, (b), (c) and (d) plot the energy-filtered, integrated DPC (EFiDPC), integrated inelastic intensity
(total EELS), scattering cross-section (σ, Eq. (25)), and the scattering cross-section with a top-hat function (σ w/
top-hat, Eq. (24)) for the probe on the TiO column as a function of layer depth. Insets show the 2D EFiDPC maps
about the TiO column. All plots are scaled such that maxima and minima align, with the units for the EFiDPC
signal given on the left axis and those for the cross-section given on the right. The broad similarity between the
plots results from the underlying channelling of the probe being common to each signal.
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DPC images has been mitigated by the incoherence of EELS, making direct interpretation possible
in much thicker samples, extending the range of samples over which reliable DPC-like contrast
can be achieved. Further work is needed in developing procedures to acquire core-loss filtered 4D
STEM data to determine whether EFDPC might be convenient and/or competitive over separately
recording EELS and elastic DPC images when seeking such structural insights. Irrespective, the
present results offer some initial insights into the prospects of energy-filtered 4D STEM.
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Appendix A. Vanishing of the first moment of inelastic diffraction patterns if elastic
scattering did not occur

The diffraction intensity for wavefields ψ0Hnℓm→εℓ′m′ summed over m and m′ is given by

I(k⊥,R) =
∑

m,m′

|(Ψ0(k⊥)e
−2πik⊥·R)⊗Hnℓm→εℓ′m′(k⊥)|2

=

∫
dτ dγ Ψ0(k− τ )Ψ∗

0(k− γ)e2πi(τ−γ)·R
[∑

m,m′

Hnℓm→εℓ′m′(τ )H∗
nℓm→εℓ′m′(γ)

]
, (A.1)

where ⊗ denotes convolution. To evaluate the term in square brackets, let us first re-write the
transition matrix element as

Hnℓm→εℓ′m′(k) =
q2e

4π2ε0k2

∞∑

ℓ′′=0

ℓ′′∑

m′′=−ℓ′′

(−i)ℓ′′Y m′′
ℓ′′ (k̂)⟨l′m′|l′′m′′|lm⟩Rl′,l′′,l(k) (A.2)
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(which simplifies to Eq. (6) on using the properties of the Wigner 3j symbols in Eq. (7)). Antici-
pating that it will depend only on the magnitudes τ and γ and on the dot product τ̂ · γ̂, the term
in square brackets can then be written as

F (τ, γ, τ̂ · γ̂) =
∑

m,m′

Hnℓm→εℓ′m′(τ )H∗
nℓm→εℓ′m′(γ)

=
q4e

(4π2ε0)2τ 2γ2

∞∑

ℓ′′=0

∞∑

ℓ′′′=0

ℓ′′∑

m′′=−ℓ′′

ℓ′′′∑

m′′′=−ℓ′′′

(−i)ℓ′′−ℓ′′′Y m′′
ℓ′′ (τ̂ )Y m′′′∗

ℓ′′′ (γ̂)Rl′,l′′,l(τ)Rl′,l′′′,l(γ)

∑

m,m′

⟨l′m′|l′′m′′|lm⟩⟨l′m′|l′′′m′′′|lm⟩

=
q4e

(4π2ε0)2τ 2γ2
(2ℓ′ + 1)(2ℓ+ 1)

4π

∞∑

ℓ′′=0

Rl′,l′′,l(τ)Rl′,l′′,l(γ)

(
ℓ′ ℓ′′ ℓ
0 0 0

)2

ℓ′′∑

m′′=−ℓ′′

Y m′′
ℓ′′ (τ̂ )Y m′′∗

ℓ′′ (γ̂)

=
q4e

(4π2ε0)2τ 2γ2
(2ℓ′ + 1)(2ℓ+ 1)

4π

∞∑

ℓ′′=0

Rl′,l′′,l(τ)Rl′,l′′,l(γ)

(
ℓ′ ℓ′′ ℓ
0 0 0

)2

(2ℓ′′ + 1)

4π
Pℓ′′(τ̂ · γ̂) , (A.3)

where the third equality follows from the orthogonality relation

(2j3 + 1)
∑

m1,m2

(
j1 j2 j3
m1 m2 m3

)(
j1 j2 j′3
m1 m2 m′

3

)
= δj3,j′3δm3,m′

3
, (A.4)

and the fourth equality follows from the addition theorem

Pℓ′′(x̂ · ŷ) = 4π

2ℓ′′ + 1

ℓ′′∑

m′′=−ℓ′′

Y m′′
ℓ′′ (ŷ)Y m′′∗

ℓ′′ (x̂) . (A.5)

Thus we can rewrite Eq. (A.1) as

I(k⊥,R) =

∫
dτ dγ Ψ0(k− τ )Ψ∗

0(k− γ)e2πi(τ−γ)·RF (τ, γ, τ̂ · γ̂) . (A.6)
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From Eq. (A.6) we may reason as follows

I(−k⊥,R) =

∫
dτ dγ Ψ∗

0(−k− τ )Ψ0(−k− γ)e2πi(τ−γ)·RF (τ, γ, τ̂ · γ̂)

=

∫
dτ dγ Ψ∗

0(−k+ τ )Ψ0(−k+ γ)e−2πi(τ−γ)·RF (τ, γ, τ̂ · γ̂)

=

∫
dτ dγ Ψ∗

0(−k+ γ)Ψ0(−k+ τ )e2πi(τ−γ)·RF (γ, τ, τ̂ · γ̂)

=

∫
dτ dγ Ψ∗

0(k− τ )Ψ0(k− γ)e2πi(τ−γ)·RF (τ, γ, τ̂ · γ̂)

= I(k⊥,R) (A.7)

where in the second line we have made the change of variables τ → −τ and γ → −γ, in the third
line we have exchanged the dummy variables of integration, and in the forth line have assumed
that Ψ∗

0(−k) = Ψ0(k), which would hold for a rotationally-symmetric, aberration-free probe, and
used the property of Eq. (A.3) that F (τ, γ, τ̂ · γ̂) = F (γ, τ, τ̂ · γ̂). Equation (A.7) shows that the
inelastic diffraction pattern is inversion symmetric, and it then immediately follows that its centre
of mass is zero:

∫
dk⊥ kx

∑

m,m′

I(k⊥) =

∫
dk⊥ (−kx)

∑

m,m′

I(−k⊥) = −
∫
dk⊥ kx

∑

m,m′

I(k⊥) = 0 (A.8)

(the same result follows for the y-direction). Hence the first moment of an inelastic diffraction
pattern would be zero if elastic scattering did not occur (assuming the phase object approximation
and a rotationally-symmetric, aberration-free probe).
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[39] C. Dwyer, J. Etheridge, Scattering of Å-scale electron probes in silicon, Ultramicroscopy
96 (3-4) (2003) 343–360. doi:10.1016/S0304-3991(03)00100-1.

[40] L. Allen, S. Findlay, M. Oxley, C. Rossouw, Lattice-resolution contrast from a focused coherent
electron probe. Part I, Ultramicroscopy 96 (1) (2003) 47–63. doi:10.1016/S0304-3991(02)
00380-7.

[41] P. Voyles, D. Muller, E. Kirkland, Depth-dependent imaging of individual dopant atoms in sil-
icon, Microscopy and Microanalysis 10 (2) (2004) 291–300. doi:0.1017/S1431927604040012.

26

https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-3991(93)90209-G
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0304-3991(03)00100-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0304-3991(02)00380-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0304-3991(02)00380-7
https://doi.org/0.1017/S1431927604040012


Supplementary Material for “Differential phase contrast from electrons

that cause inner shell ionization”

Michael Deimetrya, Timothy C. Petersenb, Hamish G. Brownc, Matthew Weylandb,
Scott D. Findlaya,∗

aSchool of Physics and Astronomy, Monash University, Clayton, Victoria, 3800, Australia
bMonash Centre for Electron Microscopy, Monash University, Clayton, Victoria, 3800, Australia

cIan Holmes Imaging Center, University of Melbourne, Parkville, Victoria, 3052, Australia

1. Derivation of Eq. (11)

To evaluate Eq. (10), we use Parseval’s theorem,

∫ ∞

−∞
dr⊥ |Hfi(r⊥)|2 =

∫ ∞

−∞
dk⊥ |Hfi(k⊥)|2 , (1)

and set τ = γ = k⊥ in (A.3) to give

Tℓ′(nℓ, ε) =

∫
dk⊥

∑

m,m′

|Hnℓm→εℓ′m′(k⊥)|2

=
q4e

(4π2ε0)2
(2ℓ′ + 1)(2ℓ+ 1)

(4π)2

∞∑

ℓ′′=0

(
ℓ′ ℓ′′ ℓ
0 0 0

)2

(2ℓ′′ + 1)

∫
dk⊥
k4

Rl′,l′′,l(k)
2 (2)

where we have used the fact that Pℓ′′(k̂ · k̂) = 1. We focus on the weighted radial wave function
overlap integral Rl′,l′′,l(k) in Eq. (8), reproduced here for convenience:

Rl′,l′′,l(k) =

∫ ∞

0

drPεℓ′(r)jℓ′′(kr)Pnl(r) . (3)

To proceed with this integral we need to obtain expressions for the bound and continuum radial
wave functions.

An analytic form for the bound wave function can be obtained using variational methods [42].
The form chosen is given by the Slater-type orbital

Pn∗ℓ(r) = Nrn
∗
e−ζr , (4)
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Figure 1: Bound radial wave functions for various quantum numbers.

where N = (2ζ)n
∗
(2ζ/Γ(2n∗ + 1))1/2 is the normalization, r is the distance from the nucleus

in atomic units and ζ = (Z − s)/n∗ where Z is the atomic number, n∗ is a modified principal
quantum number (which equals n if n ≤ 3) and s is a so-called shielding factor. The remainder
of this argument will only follow for bound states which are nodeless with non-negative range, for
instance, 1s, 2p or 3d. These are illustrated in Fig. 1, where it is seen that they are only non-zero
in close vicinity of the origin, consistent with the decaying exponential term in Eq. (4).

The unbound radial wave functions, Pεℓ′ , satisfy the differential equation [43]

[
− d2

dr2
+
ℓ′(ℓ′ + 1)

r2
+ Vεℓ′(r)

]
Pεℓ′(r) = εPεℓ′(r) . (5)

Here Vεℓ′ is the radial potential of the atom after an electron has been ejected with energy ε above
the ionization threshold given now in Rydberg units to reduce notational clutter. Since the radial
norm of Pεℓ′(r) is not finite, we adopt the normalization convention [43]

∫ ∞

0

Pεℓ′(r)Pε′ℓ′(r)dr = δ(ε− ε′) . (6)

Since the bound state wavefunctions are localised near the origin in r, as seen in Fig. 1, for
the purpose of evaluating Rl′,l′′,l(k) in Eq. (3) we are primarily interested in the form of Pεℓ′(r) for

small r. In this regime, if ℓ′ is sufficiently large the centrifugal barrier term ℓ′(ℓ′+1)
r2

will dominate
over the potential term Vεℓ′(r) and we can approximate Eq. (5) to

[
− d2

dr2
+
ℓ′(ℓ′ + 1)

r2

]
Pεℓ′(r) = εPεℓ′(r) , (7)

which has general solution

Pεℓ′(r) ≈
√
rJν(r

√
ε)c1 +

√
rYν(r

√
ε)c2 , (8)

2



Figure 2: Continuum wave function obtained by solving Eq. (5) (dotted) in comparison with Eq. (10) (solid) which
neglects the potential. For large ℓ′ the centrifugal barrier dominates. This result is weakly dependent on Z and ε.

where J and Y denote Bessel functions of the first and second kinds respectively, the subscript
denotes the order and c denote arbitrary constants. To satisfy the boundary condition

Pεℓ′(r) → 0 as r → 0 (9)

it follows that

Pεℓ′(r) ≈ c
√
rJℓ′+1/2(r

√
ε) . (10)

Using the large x asymptotic result that [44]

Jν(x) ∼
√

2

πx
cos(x− δν) , (11)

it can be shown that the choice c = 1/
√
2 satisfies the normalisation condition of Eq. (6).

Some examples of the approximate continuum radial wave function Pεℓ′(r) in Eq. (10) in com-
parison with the true solution are illustrated in Fig. 2. As expected, increasing the centrifugal
barrier by increasing ℓ′ reduces the relative effect of the atom potential, bringing the approximate
solution closer to the exact solution.

Being interested in the small r regime, we simplify the radial wave functions integral further
using the asymptotic approximation [44]

Jν(r) ∼
eν−(ν+

1
2) log(ν)+ν log(r/2)

√
2π

+O(1/ν) , (12)

to yield

Pεℓ′(r) ≈
√
r

2

eν−(ν+
1
2) log(ν)+ν log(r

√
ε/2)

√
2π

. (13)
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where ν = ℓ′ + 1/2. Although we have analytic forms for all the factors in the integrand in
Eq. (3), the resultant integral still does not admit an analytic soluion. We therefore make further
approximations. We begin by applying the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality to obtain

|R(k)|2 =
∣∣∣∣
∫ ∞

0

dr Pεℓ′(r)jℓ′′(kr)Pn∗ℓ(r)

∣∣∣∣
2

≤
∫ ∞

0

dr |Pεℓ′(r)Pn∗ℓ(r)|2
∫ ∞

0

dr jℓ′′(kr)
2 for k > 0 ,

(14)

which is a crude bound but, as we will see, is sufficient to imply an exponential fall-off.
Substituting Eq. (4) and Eq. (13) into the first integral on the right in Eq. (14) gives

∫ ∞

0

dr |Pεℓ′(r)Pn∗ℓ(r)|2 =
N2

π

e2ℓ
′+1εℓ

′+ 1
2Γ(2ℓ′ + 2n∗ + 3)

(2ℓ′ + 1)2(ℓ′+1)22(ℓ′+n∗+2)ζ2ℓ′+2n∗+3
(15)

The integral of the spherical Bessel function in Eq. (14) is straightforward and evaluates to

∫ ∞

0

dr jℓ′′(kr)
2 =

π

2k(2ℓ′′ + 1)
if k > 0 . (16)

Combining Eq. (14) with Eq. (2), we obtain

Tℓ′(nℓ, ε) ≲
N2π

12

q4e
(4π2ε0)2

(2ℓ′ + 1)(2ℓ+ 1)

(4π)2

∑

ℓ′′

(
ℓ′ ℓ′′ ℓ
0 0 0

)2
e2ℓ

′+1εℓ
′+ 1

2Γ(2ℓ′ + 2n∗ + 3)

k3z(2ℓ
′ + 1)2(ℓ′+1)22(ℓ′+n∗+2)ζ2ℓ′+2n∗+3

.

(17)

Taking the ratio of this with the ℓ′ = 0 term and then taking the logarithm gives

log10

[
Tℓ′(nℓ, ε)

T0(nℓ, ε)

]
≈ 2ℓ′ log10(e/2) + log10

(
Γ(2ℓ′ + 2n∗ + 3)

(1 + 2ℓ′)1+2ℓ′

∑

ℓ′′

(
ℓ′ ℓ′′ ℓ
0 0 0

)2
)

+ℓ′ log10 ε− 2ℓ′ log10(ζ) + other terms . (18)

We reiterate ε in this equation is in Rydbergs while it is in electron volts in the main manuscript.
This result elucidates the ε and Z dependence observed in n Fig. 4. The first terms on the right
hand side of Eq. (18) dictate the rate at which the fall-off occurs. We indeed see increasing ε slows
down the fall-off (by increasing or decreasing the gradient of the approximately linear behaviour
in ℓ′) while the converse is true for Z. This is made clearer when the relevant terms are grouped
as follows:

gradient ≈ 2

[
log10 e+

1

2
log10 ε− log10(ζ)

]
(19)

The second term on the right in Eq. (18) is inconsequential to this main result since it only creates
minor deviations from the otherwise linear dependence on ℓ′ in the logarithmic form of Eq. (18),
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i.e. the sequence Tℓ′(nℓ, ε) decreases exponentially with ℓ′. The absence of kz is in line with
expectations obtained from numerical simulations since the dependence is expected to be very
weak. The approximations made here have produced an expression which has entirely neglected
it.

We finally note that substituting ε → |ε − V0| can better approximate the continuum wave
function near the origin where the bound wave function admits a majority of its support. Through
empirical considerations, a value of V0 = Z2/7 has been found to work well.
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