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Abstract

We present a dedicated experimental study of microscopic mechanisms controlling radiolysis and sputtering of
astrophysical ices uponbombardment by cosmic-ray ions. Such ions are slowed down owing to inelastic collisions
with bound electrons, resulting in ionization and excitation of ice molecules. In experiments on CO ice irradiation,
we show that the relative contribution of these two mechanisms of energy loss to molecule destruction and
sputtering can be probed by selecting ion energies near the peak of the electronic stopping power. We have
observed a significant asymmetry, in both the destruction cross section and the sputtering yield, for pairs of ion
energies corresponding to the same values of the stopping power on either side of the peak. This implies that the
stopping power does not solely control these processes, as usually assumed in the literature. Our results suggest
that electronic excitations represent a significantly more efficient channel for radiolysis and, likely, for sputtering of
CO ice. We also show that the charge state of incident ions and the rate for CO+ production in the ice have a
negligible effect on these processes.

Unified Astronomy Thesaurus concepts: Cosmic rays (329); Astrochemistry (75); Laboratory astrophysics (2004)

1. Introduction

Subrelativistic cosmic rays (CRs) play a crucial role in the
evolution of dense astrophysical environments. Such CRs are
known to be the primary source of gas ionization and heating in
dense cores of molecular clouds, thus controlling dynamical
and chemical processes that accompany practically all stages
of star formation (McKee 1989; Dalgarno 2006; Keto &
Caselli 2008; Glassgold et al. 2012). Apart from the dynamical
and structural evolution of dense cores and the formation of
disks, these processes also include the growth of icy mantles on
the surface of dust grains, ice processing, and chemical
reactions. The gas-phase chemistry is inherently linked to the
chemistry occurring within the icy mantles (Bergin et al. 1995;
Caselli et al. 1999), as the bombardment by CRs affects the
structural and chemical properties of ices and leads to
desorption of chemical species back to the gas phase (Leger
et al. 1985; Hasegawa & Herbst 1993; Vasyunin et al. 2017).

While the gas-phase chemistry and the physical processes
induced by CRs in gas are reasonably well understood, the
phenomena occurring in icy mantles are far more complex. The
energy deposited by CRs upon their collisions with dust grains
causes structural evolution, compaction, and desorption of ices
(Brown et al. 1982; Johnson & Brown 1982; Leto &
Baratta 2003; Loeffler et al. 2005; Palumbo 2006; Dartois
et al. 2013; Rothard et al. 2017; Dartois et al. 2021). In
addition, CRs induce nonequilibrium chemistry in ices, and
recently developed astrochemical models include reactions

between excited species, as well as high-temperature reactions
(Anders & Urbassek 2019; Garrod 2019; Kalvāns &
Kalnin 2019; Shingledecker et al. 2019; Gronoff et al. 2020;
Shingledecker et al. 2020; O’Donoghue et al. 2022). Never-
theless, one should keep in mind that the energy of CRs is
primarily transferred to the bound electrons, causing excitation
of the electronic states of molecules and their ionization, and
there are diverse possibilities of how this deposited energy may
then drive the physical and chemical processes in the ice.
Ionization and electronic excitation by CRs are the two

well-understood channels of energy deposition (Ziegler &
Biersack 1985; Ziegler & Manoyan 1988; Ziegler et al. 2010).
However, their individual contributions into various physical
and chemical processes driven in ices are still poorly studied.
The principal aim of the present paper is to experimentally
explore the relative importance of electronic excitation and
ionization for processing of astrophysical ices by CRs.
Specifically, we have conducted dedicated experiments on a
CO ice to investigate the relative efficiency of the two
mechanisms of energy deposition for destruction of CO
molecules and their sputtering. In Section 2 we discuss how
the contribution of these two mechanisms to radiolysis and
sputtering can be probed by selecting ion energies near the
peak of the electronic stopping power. In Section 3 we describe
the experimental procedure and techniques that provide
complementary data on the energy dependencies of the CO
destruction cross section and sputtering yield. Section 4
contains results of the measurements, showing that both
radiolysis and sputtering are significantly enhanced at lower
ion energies, where the proportion of energy deposited through
electronic excitations is expected to be higher. Implications of
the results for microscopic processes that may potentially be
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involved in radiolysis and sputtering, as well as the
astrophysical implications of our work, are discussed in
Section 5, and a summary is presented in Section 6.

2. Motivation

For projectile ions with Eion 10 keV u–1, their energy loss
due to elastic collisions with nuclei of target molecules
(“nuclear” stopping power) becomes less important than that
due to inelastic collisions with the bound electrons (Ziegler &
Biersack 1985; Ziegler & Manoyan 1988; Ziegler et al. 2010).
The resulting energy-loss rate, associated with the ionization of
molecules and excitation of their electronic states, is commonly
called electronic stopping power, Sel(Eion).

While ice processing by low-energy ions occurs due to the
elastic collisions (Fama ́ et al. 2008), the electronic stopping
power is the key parameter that controls characteristics of
radiation chemistry and sputtering of ices at energies relevant
to CRs (see, e.g., Rothard et al. 2017, and references therein).
For a given ice composition, Sel is considered to solely
determine the sputtering yield and radiolysis cross sections
(Brown et al. 1980, 1982; Johnson & Brown 1982; Loeffler
et al. 2005; Seperuelo Duarte et al. 2009; Pilling et al. 2010;
Seperuelo Duarte et al. 2010; Mejía et al. 2015a; Dartois et al.
2018; de Barros et al. 2020; Dartois et al. 2021). There are a
number of ways in which the energy transferred to electrons as
a result of ionization and excitation can be converted into the
kinetic energy of molecules, and a number of ways in which
the molecules can be destroyed. The ionized molecules can
undergo barrierless reactions with nearby molecules (Herbst &
Klemperer 1973; Watson 1974), or they can be destroyed in
dissociative recombination with electrons (Dalgarno &
Black 1976), converting the repulsive energy of dissociation
products into their kinetic energy. In addition, mutual
electrostatic repulsion between ions that are created along the
projectile track may break the intermolecular bonds and
accelerate ions and molecules in a “Coulomb explosion”
(Brown et al. 1984). At the same time, excitation of
dissociative electronic states (Cosby 1993; Jamieson et al.
2006)—directly by ions or by the ejected electrons—also leads
to molecular destruction and acceleration. Furthermore, excited
molecules can efficiently react with their neighbors: e.g.,
reaction between excited and ground-state CO molecules
produces CO2 and atomic carbon (Jamieson et al. 2006).

The importance of these microscopic processes for radiolysis
and sputtering of ices is largely unknown. One cannot exclude
that different processes may play a dominant role in different
ices and for different ion energies. For radiolysis, there have
been attempts to parameterize the efficiency of these processes
in terms of mean energies lost by ions per ionization and
excitation (Shingledecker & Herbst 2018; Shingledecker et al.
2018). In the following section we discuss how the relative
efficiency of ionization and excitation channels can be probed
in experiments.

2.1. Ionization versus Excitation

For high ion energies, corresponding to the decreasing
branch of the stopping power curve in Figure 1, Sel(Eion) is
described by the classical Bethe formula (Bethe 1932). For
nonrelativistic ions, it has the universal dependence
S E Elnel ion ion( ) µ  , where 1 is the dimensionless ion

velocity,

m

m

E

I
,el

ion

ion=

with the normalization by the mean excitation energy I of
electronic shells of the target molecule. The maximum of
Sel(Eion) is reached where the ion velocity becomes comparable
to the characteristic velocity of bound electrons in the molecule
(Rudd et al. 1992). For different ions and molecules, this
roughly corresponds to the value of  of the order of unity
(Ziegler et al. 2010); this value slowly increases with the ion
atomic number Z, changing from ∼1 for protons (maximum at
Eion∼ 0.1 MeV) to ∼3 for iron ions (maximum at
Eion∼ 1MeV u−1). We note that the electronic stopping power
completely dominates over the nuclear contribution (by a factor
of ∼ 300–1000; see http://physics.nist.gov/Star) at energies
near and above the peak of Sel(Eion).
The electrons generated in ionizing collisions have a certain

energy spectrum; hence, they are able to produce secondary
ionization and excitation. The energy probability distribution of
these ejected electrons, p(Eel), critically depends on the
magnitude of  (Rudd 1988; Rudd et al. 1992). In the Bethe
regime 1 , we have p E Eel el

2( ) µ - and the maximum
electron energy is limited by a large value of I4 2»  . The shape
of the distribution weakly changes with Eion in this case, and
the mean energy of ejected electrons, 〈Eel〉= ∫Eel p(Eel) dEel,
approaches a constant value of the order of a few I. On the
other hand, for 1 the ejected electrons are localized at
lower energies, and their distribution has a sharp exponential
dependence,
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I

E

I
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where α is an order-of-unity constant (dependent on the target
molecule). Thus, the mean energy of ejected electrons in this

Figure 1. The electronic stopping power of ions, Sel, and the mean kinetic
energy of ejected electrons, 〈Eel〉, vs. the ion kinetic energy Eion. The plot
illustrates the generic behavior near the stopping power peak; the axis ticks
indicate decades. Exact values depend on the projectile ion and target molecule
(see text for details), and the peak is typically reached at Eion between ∼0.1 and
∼1 MeV u−1. The plotted curves represent protons in molecular hydrogen: Sel
is obtained from the National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST)
database (http://physics.nist.gov/Star), and 〈Eel〉 is computed for the energy
distribution of Rudd et al. (1992).
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regime is E Ielá ñ ~  , i.e., it approximately increases as
Eionµ . A typical dependence 〈Eel〉 versus Eion is plotted in

Figure 1.
Figure 2 shows the main cross sections for electron-impact

inelastic collisions with CO molecules (Itikawa 2015). For
energetic ions with Eion above 0.3–1MeV u−1, corresponding
to the Bethe regime 1 , the mean energy of ejected
electrons exceeds 20–30 eV and therefore supports secondary
ionization. By reducing Eion below the stopping power peak,
we can lower 〈Eel〉 and, thus, increase the role of other inelastic
collisions. In particular, we can make electronic excitations the
dominant mechanism of energy loss by the electrons. It is
noteworthy that, in this case, direct electronic excitations by
ions will play an increasingly important role in their energy loss
too: experimental measurements of the so-called “W-value” of
ions in various gases (that is, the mean energy lost by an ion per
ionization) commonly show that W becomes substantially
higher as Eion decreases below the stopping power peak (Srdoč
et al. 1995).

The above analysis suggests that, by changing Eion in the
vicinity of the stopping power peak, the energy deposited by
ions in ice can be distributed in varying proportions between
ionization and electronic excitations. Therefore, by measuring
CO destruction and sputtering on the two sides of the peak—
yet for the same values of the stopping power—we should be
able to probe the relative efficiency of ionization and excitation
for these processes.

3. Experimental

All experiments discussed in this paper have been conducted
at the Institute for Nuclear Research (Atomki) located in
Debrecen, Hungary.

3.1. Ice Preparation and Ion Beams

The Ice Chamber for Astrophysics-Astrochemistry (ICA) has
been employed for the growth and processing of the CO ice
samples. The ICA is an ultra–high-vacuum chamber that hosts
a closed-cycle cryostat with up to four IR-transparent substrates
mounted on a copper holder, and thus it allows for the

production of ice analog replicas created under identical
experimental conditions. The position of the sample holder
can be controlled using a vertical linear manipulator, and its tilt
angle with respect to the beam is set by a 360° rotation stage.
Once the sample holder is cooled down to a minimum
temperature of 20 K, ice samples can be deposited onto the
substrates via background deposition of dosed gases. Further
details on the ICA experimental facility can be found in
Herczku et al. (2021) and Mifsud et al. (2021). The ice
processing is then conducted using a 2MV Tandetron
accelerator (Biri et al. 2021), capable of delivering a variety
of high-energy ions into the ICA, to simulate CR
bombardment.
In Table 1 we summarize key parameters of all experiments

whose analysis is presented below in Section 4. For our studies,
pure CO ice films are deposited at 20 K on top of three ZnSe
substrates, which allows us to perform three experiments per
deposition process. The deposition lasts 8 minutes at an
average rate of just below 0.05 μmminute−1 (as estimated
from evolving IR spectra; see Section 3.2). The pressure of the
chamber is ≈8× 10−6 mbar during deposition and ≈5× 10−9

mbar after deposition. A final check is carried out before
starting experiments, to ensure that the beam has the desired
current and homogeneity.
All experiments consist of a series of irradiation steps (see

Table 1; a regular fluence step lasts about 14 s). Each step is
immediately followed by recording of an IR spectrum, and the
sequence repeats itself until the accumulated fluence of ∼1014

ions cm−2 is reached (which takes approximately 1 hr in each
experiment). In some cases, the same beam energy is used for
two consecutive experiments, and then the second experiment
starts immediately after the end of the first one. To change the
beam energy, additional time between 30 minutes and 1.5 hr is
required (depending on the new desired energy).
Irradiation in all experiments is performed using beam

currents between 100 and 150 nA over an area of 1.13 cm2,
with projectile ions impacting the ice films at angles of 36° to
the normal. Under such conditions, we estimate the temperature
increase during irradiation to be always much smaller than
0.1 K. Further details can be found in Herczku et al. (2021).
Homogeneity of the ion beam with an indirectly measured

fluence F at the irradiated area is provided by the beam guiding
system, described in detail in Herczku et al. (2021; see their
Figure 2). The current is continuously measured and integrated
in a monitoring Faraday cup (F1), with a beam-size-defining
collimator at its bottom. One movable Faraday cup (F2) is used
to directly measure the current transmitted by F1 to the sample,
before and after each irradiation step. In addition, a third
Faraday cup (F3) is used to check the beam homogeneity at the
beginning and end of each experiment.

3.2. FTIR Spectroscopy

Spectroscopic changes occurring in the ice films upon their
irradiation are monitored using a Thermo Nicolet Nexus
670 FTIR spectrophotometer, with a spectral range of
4000–650 cm−1 (2.5–15.4 μm) and a nominal resolution of
1 cm−1. The spectra are collected using 128 scans at a rate of 1
scan per second. The IR beam, orthogonal to the ZnSe
substrates, is detected in transmission by a mercury-cadmium-
telluride detector. The entire IR beam path and the detector are
kept under a purified air flow, to prevent absorption by water
and carbon dioxide in the air.

Figure 2. Cross sections for inelastic electron collisions with CO molecules.
For electronic excitations, the two main contributions from the a3Π and A1Π
states are shown. The data are taken from Itikawa (2015).
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Figure 3 illustrates the evolution of IR spectra with the ion
fluence in our experiments. The CO column density N is
calculated in a standard way (e.g., Seperuelo Duarte et al. 2009;
Pilling et al. 2010), from the band area of a vibrational
absorption feature. The column density is N= ∫τνdν/A, where
τν is optical depth and A is the absorption band strength. The
absorbance measured by the FTIR spectrometer is ln 10tn ,
and therefore the band area is S d ln 10ò t n= n . This allows
us to determine the ice column density for a given fluence by
computing S(F), provided that the band strength versus fluence
is known,

N F
S F

A F
ln 10 . 1( ) ( )

( )
( )=

We use the most intense absorption feature of CO ice at
2139 cm−1, assuming A0= 8.7× 10−18 cm per CO molecule
for the initial band strength before irradiation (González Díaz
et al. 2022). The way to disentangle and determine dependen-
cies A(F) and N(F) is discussed in Section 4.1.

The initial column densities of CO ice films for each
experiment are listed in Table 1. We assume ρCO≈ 0.87 g cm–3

for the initial mass density of CO ice (González Díaz et al.
2022; Luna et al. 2022), which corresponds to the ice number
density nCO≈ 1.8× 1022 cm−3 and a monolayer thickness
n 3.8CO

1 3 Å»- . The initial thickness of ice films, estimated as
N0/nCO, varies between ≈0.3 and ≈0.4 μm for all experiments.
The measured IR spectra allow us to determine concentra-

tions of some residual molecules deposited on the ice surface
between the end of CO deposition and the beginning of
irradiation. Apart from CO2 pollution, whose spectral feature
near 2346 cm−1 is evident in the initial spectrum (see the
bottom panel of Figure 3), also OH stretching bond of water
molecules (near 3250 cm−1, not shown) is detected in
many experiments. Using the bands strengths of 7.6× 10−17

cmmolecule−1 for CO2 (Jamieson et al. 2006) and 2.2× 10−16

cmmolecule−1 for the amorphous compact water (Leto &
Baratta 2003), the maximum estimated column densities are
about 2× 1015 cm−2 for CO2 and 1016 cm−2 for water. Thus,
the resulting pollution is substantially less than 1% for CO2 and
about 1% for water in the worst case.

Table 1
Experimental Parametersa and Resultsb

Ion Eion Sel N0 ΔF Fmax σdes + Ysp/N0

(MeV) (10−15 eV cm2/CO) (1017 cm−2) (1012 ions cm−2) (1014 ions cm−2) (10−15 cm2)

He+ 0.3 84.6 7.18 0.587 0.549 1.57
7.32 0.493 0.553 1.66
6.32d,e 0.471 0.507 1.38
6.87 5.03 1.00 1.69
6.83 5.00 1.00 1.73

0.5 94.8 5.87e 5.11 0.508 1.63
7.18d 5.23 1.00 1.84

0.75 94.8 6.31e 5.25 0.564 1.42
7.67 4.97 1.00 1.45

1.0 90.3 6.42e 4.92 0.554 1.19
7.60 4.87 1.00 1.25

1.5 77.2 5.79e 0.651 0.507 0.932
6.14e 0.491 0.504 1.04
6.89 5.08 1.00 0.961
6.90 4.97 1.00 0.813

2.0 67.2 5.85 5.38 1.00 0.699
6.45 4.98 1.01 0.634

He2+ 2.0 67.2 5.88 4.87 1.00 0.673
6.52 6.26 1.01 0.677

6.0 32.5c 7.32 5.01 1.00 0.229
7.49 5.05 0.999 0.229

H+ 0.2 28.1c 7.38 5.16 1.00 L
7.73 5.27 1.00 L

Notes.
a The stopping power Sel(Eion) of He ions in CO gas, measured by Bourland et al. (1971) for ion energies Eion between 0.3 and 2 MeV; the initial column density of
CO ice film N0, measured in each experiment before irradiation; the ion fluence step ΔF; and the maximum accumulated fluence Fmax in each experiment. The fluence
steps were kept approximately constant in regular experiments; the fine-step experiments, marked in italics, started with shorter steps (the indicated values) and
continued with longer steps as fluence accumulated. Experimental uncertainties are summarized in Section 3.4.
b The destruction cross section σdes, computed from FTIR measurements. Shown are the mean values of σdes + Ysp/N0 for the experiments with He ions, plotted in
Figure 6 (Ysp is the sputtering yield); mean values for the two experiments with protons cannot be reliably computed (see Section 4.1). Destruction dominates over
sputtering at each energy (see Section 4.2).
c Estimated values of Sel for CO: derived from the NIST database (http://physics.nist.gov/Star) for CO2 and O2 by using Bragg’s rule S S SCO CO

1

2 O2 2= - .
d Two experiments with large systematic errors of ≈10% in the ion fluence (see Section 3.4).
e Six experiments where the QMS sensitivity was not measured directly (see Section 3.4).
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3.3. QMS Measurements

The quadrupole mass spectrometer (QMS) of the type
Pfeiffer QME200 is continuously running in each experiment,
to analyze residual gases in the chamber. Before and during the
ice deposition, the mass range from 1 to 50 amu is monitored
with 1 amu steps, to check the composition of deposited gases.
Before starting irradiation, the mass range is reduced to 27–29
amu in order to monitor the sputtered CO molecules of mass
28. The shortest possible time steps are used (so that transient
effects at the beginning and end of the mass scan can still be
avoided), which allows us to sample the CO concentration
every 1.3 s and, thus, resolve the sputtering dynamics during
the irradiation steps.

In Figure 4, the current measured for mass 28 by a Faraday
cup of the QMS is shown for one of the experiments with
regular fluence steps. The beginning and end of each irradiation
step are clearly visible, producing a sharp signal pulse relative
to the background level. Long tails follow these pulses, while
during the pulse the current monotonically increases. (The
maximum increase of the CO partial pressure, measured with
the QMS during irradiation by He ions, is between 5× 10−9

mbar and 7× 10−9 mbar.) This behavior is likely due to a finite
response time of the pumping system, unable to quickly reach
equilibrium after a sudden change in the load of CO molecules.
The integral of each pulse is computed relative to the

background line, which spans the first and the last points of
the pulse (the red dashed lines in Figure 4). To estimate the
sputtering yield for each irradiation step, the corresponding
integral is divided by the fluence step. The resulting values
measured during each experiment are then used to compute the
average and the statistical error for a given ion energy. Since
the response to a given load of CO molecules has not been
calibrated, the measurements give us not the absolute values of
the sputtering yield but its relative dependence on the energy.
We note that the sputtering yield for the first irradiation steps

often exhibits rather strong fluctuations. In some experiments, the
sputtering yield shows a marginal trend of a slight (within 10%–

20%) increase at F 1013 ions cm−2; for larger fluences, it
remains constant on average, showing no statistically significant
dependence on F. We are uncertain whether this weak increase in
the beginning may be attributed to ice compaction (see
Section 4.1) or to other possible minor effects (e.g., sputtering
of polluting molecules deposited on the ice surface between the
end of CO deposition and the beginning of irradiation; see
Section 3.2). Furthermore, for fine-step experiments, the starting
pulses are too short to provide good statistics, while the monotonic
increase of the signal during longer irradiation steps (at larger
accumulated fluences) leads to its saturation, which noticeably
affects the resulting values of the pulse area. To exclude these
undesirable effects and, simultaneously, avoid any bias in the
analysis of fine-step and regular experiments, we use a common
fluence range between 1× 1013 ions cm−2 and 5× 1013

ions cm−2 to compute the sputtering yield.

3.4. Experimental Uncertainties

Uncertainties in the ion fluence affect both FTIR and QMS
results. The statistical error in measuring the currents in the
three Faraday cups is negligible compared to beam fluctuations
and beam misalignment. Assuming them to be the main sources
of error in the fluence, systematic uncertainties are estimated
from the measured values of the currents. Except for two
experiments with large systematic errors of 10% (indicated in
Table 1: one is due to beam fluctuations, and the other is due to

Figure 3. An example of FTIR spectra, measured in an experiment with
0.3 MeV He+ ions before irradiation and at two different ion fluences. The top
panel shows a zoom-in on the CO absorption band at 2139 cm−1; the band area
is computed by integrating it between 2155 and 2132 cm−1 (indicated by the
red dots). The bottom panel illustrates the evolution in a broader range of
2050–2400 cm−1, showing several radiolysis products forming in the ice.

Figure 4. An example of the QMS signal, recorded for 0.3 MeV He+ ions in an
experiment with regular fluence steps of ΔF ∼ 5 × 1012 ions cm−2 (see
Table 1). The zoom-in on the three consecutive irradiation steps illustrates the
shape of the resulting signal pulses. The sputtering yield is estimated at each
step as the pulse area (bounded by the red dashed line) divided by the
fluence step.
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misalignment), the estimated systematic uncertainties are below
5% and, in most cases, close to 2%. Only one experiment is
excluded from the analysis (a fine-step experiment at 1.5 MeV,
not shown in Table 1) because of unstable beam conditions at a
level of 30%. As expected, no systematic dependence on the
beam current value is observed in either FTIR or QMS results.

The QMS measurements in different experiments (repeated
for the same ion energy) show variations that are substantially
larger than the statistical error of each individual experiment.
Apart from the fluence uncertainties mentioned above, the
QMS measurements may have other sources of systematic
errors, such as ice impurities and variations in the QMS
sensitivity. The most significant contribution to ice impurities
stems from N2 molecules, having the same mass as CO. The
QMS measurements of partial pressures in the chamber before
deposition show that the residual abundance of N2 is usually a
factor of 2–3 higher than the water abundance. Since the
resulting water pollution of ice deduced from IR measurements
does not exceed 1% (see Section 3.2), we can safely estimate
N2 pollution to be within a few percent. The QMS sensitivity is
checked every day, by comparing the pressure readout at the
ionization gauge and the measured QMS signal during the ice
deposition (the repeatability of the pressure measurements is
5%). The derived sensitivity is always found to be smaller than
the reference value in the beginning of the experimental series
(by several percent), changing irregularly from day to day.
These daily values are then used to compensate for the
reduction of sensitivity. In six experiments (also indicated in
Table 1), where the QMS signal could not be recorded during
the ice deposition, the expected sensitivity reduction is
compensated by assuming the average reduction value from
the other experiments (which is about 6%).

4. Results

In this section we present and analyze results of FTIR and QMS
measurements that were performed for the experiments listed in
Table 1. This analysis allows us to determine the destruction cross
section of CO molecules, as well as the CO sputtering yield. We
show that both parameters are significantly enhanced at lower ion
energies, where electronic excitations are expected to have a higher
relative contribution to the stopping power.

4.1. CO Column Density versus Ion Fluence

Consider a general case of irradiation of pure ice composed
of molecules M. Radiolysis products forming at early
irradiation stages are not yet abundant enough to substantially
affect the M sputtering, while destruction of the products
cannot yet contribute appreciably to the backward formation of
M. In this case, we can expect the following simple equation
(see, e.g., Seperuelo Duarte et al. 2009; Pilling et al. 2010) to
accurately describe how the column density N of molecules M
evolves with the ion fluence F:

dN

dF
N Y , 2des sp ( )s= - -

where σdes is the cross section of molecular destruction,
occurring in pure bulk ice per ion impact, and Ysp is the
sputtering yield of the molecules, i.e., the number of molecules
M ejected per ion impact from the surface of pure ice.

The analytical solution of Equation (2) is straightforward. As
we are aiming to analyze early stages of irradiation, where

variations in N(F) are still small, it is sufficient to use a linear
expansion of the solution over F. Substituting the result for
N(F)/N0 in Equation (1), we obtain
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where N0, S0, and A0 denote the values measured before
irradiation. In order to relate the measured band area S(F) to the
parameters σdes and Ysp, we need to exclude the unknown
dependence A(F) describing the band strength evolution. This
can be done in a general way by keeping in mind that variations
in A are caused by the ice compaction—a (relatively) very fast
process, evolving at fluences/doses that are typically much
smaller than those needed for a substantial reduction of the
column density (Leto & Baratta 2003; Loeffler et al. 2005;
Palumbo 2006; Dartois et al. 2013; Urso et al. 2016; Dartois
et al. 2021). We can therefore assume that the band strength
reaches some asymptotic value A∞, characteristic of compact
ice, well before approaching the fluence range relevant to our
analysis of N(F).
Figure 5(a) illustrates several measurements of the CO band

area versus the fluence of He ions, performed for different ion
energies. Uncertainties of the measurements (not shown in the
plot) are determined by the systematic errors in the fluence (see
Section 3.4). The measured points connected by the solid lines
represent our regular experiments, carried out with approxi-
mately constant fluence steps, while the dashed lines show the
fine-step experiments, performed for 0.3 and 1.5 MeV He ions
with short starting steps (see Table 1). All measurements show
a sudden increase of the normalized area S(F)/S0 at F< 1013

ions cm−2, with a maximum excess over unity of about 3%,
while at higher fluences a transition to a linearly decreasing
S(F)/S0 is observed. This rapid increase in the band area
reflects the corresponding increase in the band strength A,
occurring as a result of ice compaction (Mejía et al. 2015b;
Mejía et al. 2022), while the observed linear decrease at higher
fluences justifies the use of Equation (3).
We note that the comparative measurements performed with

0.2MeV protons exhibit a similar behavior. The stopping
power of the protons is only 15% smaller than that of 6 MeV
He2+ ions, and the measured dependencies S(F)/S0 (not
shown) decrease somewhat slower than the green curve in
Figure 5(a). However, due to a slower compaction in the case
of 0.2 MeV protons, the common fluence range chosen for all
experiments is too short to reliably disentangle A(F) and N(F)
in the experiments with protons.
By fitting the results obtained for He ions at higher fluences

with a linear function, S(F)/S0= a− bF, and comparing them
with Equation (3), we have σdes+ Ysp/N0= b/a. Hence, the
data illustrated in Figure 5(a) allow us to derive a combined
measure of CO destruction and sputtering for a given ion
energy. In particular, we notice a significant difference for 0.3
and 1.5 MeV ions, even though the stopping power values for
the two energies are different by only ≈10%. In Section 4.2 we
present detailed analysis of these results. Furthermore, we point
out that the measurements for singly and doubly charged
2MeV ions are practically indistinguishable. In Section 5.1 we
discuss expected effects of the charge state of incident ions on
CO radiolysis and sputtering.
The band strength evolution, A(F)/A0, can be reconstructed

from the fine-step experiments with 0.3 and 1.5MeV ions. It is
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obtained by dividing the measured S(F)/S0 by the factor in the
brackets in Equation (3), i.e., by 1− (b/a)F. The results are
presented in Figure 5(b). As expected (Mejía et al. 2015b, 2022),
the band strength rapidly evolves to the asymptotic value A∞,
which is some 4% higher than the initial value A0. In contrast to
the significantly different behavior seen for the two energies at
higher fluences, in Figure 5(a) the dependencies A(F)/A0 are very
similar: they all ultimately saturate at F  1013 ions cm−2, which
corresponds to the deposited dose SelF of around 0.3–1 eV
molecule–1. On the other hand, from the inset it is evident that the
main change in A(F) occurs at even lower fluences, well below the
minimum fluence step. Therefore, we estimate the characteristic
dose, needed for a substantial compaction of CO ice, to be as low
as a few times 10−2 eV molecule–1.

4.2. CO Destruction

Figure 6 summarizes the calculated mean values of
σdes+ Ysp/N0 for all experiments with He ions (also listed in

Table 1). The error bars show the combined standard deviation
for the statistical and systematic errors. The statistical error was
calculated as the unbiased sample variance for the linear fit of
S(F)/S0 (see Section 4.1); assessment of the systematic error
for the fluence F is described in Section 3.4. Leaving aside the
two experiments with large systematic errors, we see that the
resulting values monotonically increase as Eion decreases. Let
us first find out what contribution—molecule destruction or
sputtering—dominates the results.
Experiments by Dartois et al. (2021) and Seperuelo Duarte

et al. (2010) on irradiation of CO ice by heavy ions suggest
that, for their conditions (see Table 1 in Dartois et al. 2021), the
destruction and sputtering terms were of the same order of
magnitude. Assuming the stopping power scaling Y Ssp el

2µ for
the sputtering yield (see Rothard et al. 2017, and references
therein) and Sdes el

1.5s µ for the destruction cross section (de
Barros et al. 2020), we can extrapolate the ratio of the two
terms to the conditions of our experiments, which yields
σdesN0/Ysp∼ 3 for the maximum stopping power in our
Table 1. We conclude that the results plotted in Figure 6
primarily represent the destruction cross section of CO
molecules.
Now we can probe the applicability of the scaling relation

Sdes el
1.5s µ suggested in the literature. The blue line in Figure 6

shows this dependence, confirming that it indeed provides a
good description of the data for ion energies well above the
stopping power peak. However, for Eion 1.5 MeV this
dependence systematically underestimates the destruction cross
section. The discrepancy increases steadily as the peak is
approached, and it becomes about 80% for the minimum
probed energy.
Hence, for similar values of Sel(Eion) on either side of the

stopping power peak, the efficiency of destruction is sig-
nificantly higher for a lower ion energy—where the proportion

Figure 5. (a) The area of CO absorption band normalized to its initial value,
S/S0 vs. the fluence F of He ions. Results for several different energies and
charges of incident ions are illustrated. The symbols connected by the solid
lines represent experiments with regular fluence steps of ΔF ∼ 5 × 1012

ions cm−2, and the dashed lines are for the fine-step experiments with shorter
steps of ΔF ∼ 5 × 1011 ions cm−2 at the beginning (see Table 1). (b) The
normalized band strength, A/A0 vs. F, for the fine-step experiments at 0.3 and
1.5 MeV. The inset shows the evolution at the starting fluence steps.

Figure 6. The value of σdes + Ysp/N0 derived for different ion energies from
the analysis of CO absorption band (the mean values for each experiment are
listed in Table 1). The destruction cross section σdes(Eion) is estimated to
dominate for all probed energies (see Section 4.2). The blue line represents the
scaling dependence Sdes el

1.5s µ suggested in the literature (see text for details);
the part of it shown by the dashed line is estimated from the NIST database (see
Table 1). The data for 2 and 6 MeV He2+ ions (two red symbols each)
practically overlap. The light-gray symbols indicate the two experiments with
large systematic errors in the ion fluence (see Section 3.4 and Table 1).

7

The Astrophysical Journal, 944:181 (12pp), 2023 February 20 Ivlev et al.



of energy deposited through electronic excitations is higher, as
discussed in Section 2.1. This suggests that electronic
excitations in CO ice are a significantly more efficient
radiolysis channel than ionization. Such a conclusion is further
corroborated by the fact that a similar significant asymmetry is
also observed for almost all radiolysis products detected in our
experiments (including those indicated in Figure 3). These
results will be presented and discussed in a separate paper,
focused on the radiolysis chemistry.

4.3. CO Sputtering

QMS detection of CO molecules emitted from the ice surface
during irradiation provides an independent and complementary
source of information, allowing us to measure the energy
dependence of the sputtering yield. Figure 7 shows results of
uncalibrated QMS measurements that were performed for all
experiments listed in Table 1 for He ions. As in Figure 6, the
error bars show the combined standard deviation for the
statistical and systematic errors. Despite a stronger data scatter
than in the FTIR measurements, the results demonstrate a
similar overall trend as Eion changes across the stopping power
peak. At energies well above the peak, the commonly used
scaling dependence Y Ssp el

2µ goes through the data points,
while for Eion 1.5 MeV it substantially underestimates the
measurements. The sputtering yield exhibits a jump by about
50%, and at lower energies its variation approximately follows
the amplified blue line. Similar to the enhancement of the
destruction cross section, the substantial enhancement of Ysp
suggests that electronic excitations may be a more efficient
channel for CO sputtering too. Of course, a possible interplay
of different microscopic processes may also contribute to the
increased sputtering. Additional experiments and theoretical
work are certainly needed to fully understand these results.

It is noteworthy that the data points depicted in Figures 6
and 7 suggest different shapes for the respective energy

dependencies. This fact can be used as an additional argument
to reasonably exclude a possible substantial contribution of the
sputtering term Ysp/N0 in the dependence plotted in Figure 6.
Indeed, the values of N0 (averaged for each energy) vary by
less than 10% between different energies, as follows from
Table 1. Therefore, if the sputtering term were playing an
important role in Figure 6, we would see a trend to reach a
maximum near 0.75MeV in that figure, instead of the observed
monotonic behavior.
Figure 7 shows that CO sputtering, similar to CO

destruction, is rather insensitive to the charge of incident ions:
the difference between average mean values of Ysp for doubly
and singly charged 2MeV ions is about 8%. This fact and its
possible implications are discussed in Section 5.1.
Finally, we mention that the sputtering measurements

performed for 0.2 MeV protons (not shown in Figure 7) are
completely consistent with the measurements for He ions at
higher energies. The sputtering yield obtained for 0.2 MeV
protons (the average mean value) is ≈20% smaller than that for
6 MeV He2+ ions. This is an expected result, since the peak of
the proton stopping power is located at Eion≈ 95 keV (Ziegler
et al. 2010), and thus the dependence Y Ssp el

2µ (which predicts
a ≈30% smaller Ysp for protons than for the He ions) should be
applicable for protons too.

5. Discussion

The results presented in Section 4 show that both the
destruction cross section and sputtering yield of CO ice for a
given value of the stopping power are significantly larger at
lower ion energies, below the stopping power peak. As
explained in Section 2.1, electronic excitations of CO
molecules play a higher role in the energy deposition at lower
ion energies. Therefore, we conclude that excitations are a
significantly more efficient channel for radiolysis and, likely for
sputtering than ionization. One can speculate that excitations of
dissociative electronic states, simultaneously leading to
destruction of molecules and acceleration of dissociation
products, may be the microscopic process behind the observed
results.
In our case, we can reasonably rule out other microscopic

processes that have been previously discussed to contribute to
radiolysis and sputtering. One such process could be produc-
tion of ionized molecules along the track of a projectile ion
(Johnson & Brown 1982; Brown et al. 1984). Their dissociative
recombination may simultaneously lead to the destruction and
acceleration of the products, similar to the dissociative
excitation. Data on cross sections for ionization and charge
changing in CO are only available for a limited range of He ion
energies (Rudd et al. 1985a, 1985b), but the results practically
coincide with the cross sections measured in N2. Therefore, we
estimate the effective cross section for CO+ production by He
ions from the results computed for N2 (plotted by the solid line
in Figure 11 of Bug et al. 2013), showing that the effective
cross section remains constant within measurement errors for
0.3MeV Eion 1MeV. If CO+ production were the main
process behind the observed destruction and sputtering, then
both σdes(Eion) and Ysp(Eion) would be approximately constant
in that energy range too; however, the qualitative behavior seen
in Figures 6 and 7 is obviously different. For the same reason,
we can also exclude sputtering due to “Coulomb explosion”
(Bringa 2003; Iza et al. 2006; Pilling et al. 2010), a process

Figure 7. Energy dependence of the CO sputtering yield Ysp, obtained from
uncalibrated QMS measurements. The blue line shows the scaling dependence
Y Ssp el

2µ suggested in the literature (see text for details); the part of it shown by
the dashed line is estimated from the NIST database (see Table 1). The light-
gray symbols indicate the two experiments with large systematic errors in the
ion fluence, and the open symbols show the six experiments where the QMS
sensitivity was not measured directly but the average sensitivity from the other
experiments is used (see Section 3.4 and Table 1).
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associated with the Coulomb repulsion between neighboring
CO+ ions produced along the track.

Another process that had been invoked in earlier publications
(Brown et al. 1982; Johnson & Brown 1982) to explain
enhancement of Ysp(Eion) at energies below the stopping power
peak are charge-changing collisions. Electron capture or loss by
incident ions affects the energy deposition in upper ice layers,
before the ions acquire equilibrium distribution of the charge
states (Famá et al. 2007; Assmann et al. 2017). If this process
were playing an important role in our experiments, we would
see a significant difference in the sputtering yields by 2MeV
He2+ and He+ ions, but this is clearly not the case in Figure 7.
In Section 5.1 we elaborate on effects associated with the
charge of incident ions.

5.1. Charge of Incident Ions

Comparison between the experiments performed with He+

and He2+ ion beams at 2 MeV indicates practically no effect of
the charge of incident ions on CO destruction, whereas the
difference between the sputtering yields is estimated to not
exceed 10%. To understand these results, we recall that the
reference values of Sel(Eion) are obtained by measuring an
average rate of energy loss by ions moving through a given
target material. This yields an equilibrium stopping power,
corresponding to an equilibrium distribution of charge states of
the projectile ions in the material. This implies that the energy
deposition in ice near the surface may significantly deviate
from Sel(Eion) if the charge of incident ions noticeably deviates
from the mean equilibrium charge (Famá et al. 2007; Assmann
et al. 2017).

For the energy range probed in our experiments, He+ are the
dominant equilibrium ions up to about 0.6 MeV; for higher
energies, these are He2+, with the fraction above 90% at
Eion= 2MeV (Bug et al. 2013). Hence, in the experiments with
2MeV He2+ ions the energy deposition is practically constant
and equal to Sel(Eion) along the entire ion track, but for He+

ions it is substantially reduced in upper ice layers because the
stopping power of He+ at such energies is a factor of two lower
than that of He2+ (Johnson & Brown 1982). The depth of the
charge equilibration is determined by the cross sections of
charge changing between the two states, σ12(Eion) and
σ21(Eion). We were not able to find the cross sections measured
at 2 MeV in CO, but the comparison of cross sections available
for various gases at lower energies shows that the measured
values for CO coincide with those for N2 within experimental
errors, for both charge changing and ionization (Rudd et al.
1985a, 1985b). Using the values measured in N2 at 2 MeV, we
obtain σ12≈ 9× 10−17 cm2 and σ21≈ 5× 10−18 cm2 (Bug
et al. 2013).

In the Appendix we show that the charge equilibration depth
is set by the value of σΣ= σ12+ σ21, which is about 10

−16 cm2

in our case. It is, then, not surprising that the measurements
shown in Figures 5(a) and 6 for singly and doubly charged ions
are indistinguishable: indeed, molecules are destroyed along
the entire ion track in the ice film, whose initial column density
N0 is a factor of ∼50 larger than the value of 1sS

- . However, the
situation is subtler for the sputtering yield, presented in
Figure 7. The sputtering occurs from upper ice layers, limited
along the track by the so-called sputtering depth Nsp. Recent
measurements of Nsp by Dartois et al. (2021), performed in CO
and CO2 for different values of the stopping power (see their
Figures 7 and 8), suggest an approximately linear dependence

Nsp∝ Sel. For 2 MeV He ions in CO, their measurements give
Nsp∼ 1016 cm2, i.e., σΣNsp∼ 1, and therefore our sputtering
results require further analysis. Let us focus on it.
The average measured value of Ysp for He

2+ is only ∼10%
higher than that for He+. From this we conclude that the
effective (viz., determining the sputtering) values of the
stopping power for the two ions should be very close. The
dependence Y Ssp el

2µ , which still appears to work at
Eion= 2MeV, suggests that the two effective values may
deviate by some 5%. Generally, the effective stopping power
must depend on the product σΣNsp: If the sputtering depth is
much smaller than the charge equilibration depth (σΣNsp= 1),
we expect the effective value to be the stopping power of the
incident-charge ions (this would be ≈0.5Sel for He

+ and ≈Sel
for He2+), while in the opposite limit σΣNsp? 1 the effective
value must tend to Sel. Obviously, in our case we are dealing
with a situation that is closer to the latter limit.
The effective value of the stopping power should be mostly

determined by the total energy deposited in ice within the
sputtering depth. We can then reasonably assess the effective
value by averaging the energy deposition along the ion track
from zero to Nsp. However, assuming σΣNsp= 1 in
Equation (A6) of the Appendix yields the average stopping
power for He+ ions, which is still ∼30% smaller than Sel. As
the deviation from equilibrium decreases as N 1( )sµ S

- , this
implies that Nsp in our case may be a factor of ∼10 larger than
the value suggested by Dartois et al. (2021).
Based on the above analysis, we can generalize the results of

our experiments to other ices and conclude that, as long as
σΣN0? 1, the measured σdes(Eion) is not expected to depend
significantly on the charge of incident ions. On the other hand,
Ysp(Eion) is expected to reveal a significant dependence for less
volatile ices, such as H2O and CO2, where the sputtering depth
(for a given value of Sel) is much smaller than for CO (Dartois
et al. 2018, 2021), and thus the product σΣNsp can be very
small.

5.2. Astrophysical Implications

Dust grains in cold (∼10 K) dense cores of molecular clouds
are covered with thick icy mantles composed of hundreds of
molecular monolayers (e.g., Draine 1985; Öberg et al. 2011;
Kalvāns 2015; Chacón-Tanarro et al. 2019; Caselli et al. 2022).
The existing gas-grain chemistry models suggest that the
mantle structure is largely controlled by a combination of the
solid-phase processes of water formation and destruction, as
well as by the adsorption and desorption of CO molecules
(Watanabe et al. 2004; Garrod 2008; Cuppen et al. 2017). The
inner layers of icy mantles form at earlier evolutionary stages
and primarily contain water, but catastrophic freeze-out of CO
on dust grains (Caselli et al. 1999; Goldsmith 2001; Jørgensen
et al. 2005), occurring when the gas number density reaches
over ∼104 cm−3 while the temperature is below 10 K, leads to
the formation of upper layers predominantly composed of CO
ice (Öberg et al. 2011; Kalvāns 2015; Vasyunin et al. 2017).
CO-rich ices are also expected in the midplane of proto-
planetary disks, at the location of the CO snow line (e.g., Qi
et al. 2013).
There are multiple microscopic processes driven by CRs in

astrophysical ices that can lead to their radiolysis and
sputtering. All such processes are initiated by either ionization
or electronic excitation of ice molecules, and the results of our
experiments allow us to understand the relative importance of
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these two channels of energy deposition in the upper, CO-
dominated layers of icy mantles. We should, however, keep in
mind that different microscopic processes may play a dominant
role in different ices, and therefore further dedicated experi-
ments with other main components of icy mantles need to be
conducted in the future (in particular, with less volatile
components, such as H2O and CO2, to probe the effect of the
binding energy).

The conclusion that electronic excitations are a more
efficient channel for radiolysis and, likely for sputtering makes
it reasonable to suggest that excitations of dissociative states
may be the microscopic process behind the observed results.
Thus, our experiments can provide important constraints for
available physical models of ices undergoing CR bombard-
ment, by specifying the mechanism of energy deposition.
Furthermore, the reported results will also significantly
improve the overall predictability of existing astrochemical
models. Shingledecker & Herbst (2018) and Shingledecker
et al. (2018) have recently developed a model of CR-driven
solid-state chemistry, where radiolysis processes in ices are
assumed to be completely associated with electronically excited
“suprathermal” species. The reaction rates in their model are
expressed via the efficiency of ionization and excitation, which,
in turn, are parameterized in terms of estimated mean energies
lost per single event by projectile ions (see, e.g., Equations (4)–
(12) in Shingledecker et al. 2018). Combining our results
presented in Figure 6 with detailed analysis of W-values for He
ions (Srdoč et al. 1995) and inelastic cross sections for
electrons in CO (Itikawa 2015) can deliver explicit energy
dependencies for the reaction efficiencies and, thus, provide
the precise recipe for the “suprathermal” chemical net-
work implemented in Shingledecker & Herbst (2018) and
Shingledecker et al. (2018).

Microscopic mechanisms of interaction of CRs with
astrophysical ices are qualitatively distinct from those operating
in the case of UV or X-ray photons. CRs colliding with bound
electrons of ice molecules lose their energy in relatively small
portions, which leads to efficient ionization and electronic
excitation along the CR tracks. The proportion between these
two channels of energy deposition varies smoothly with CR
energy near the stopping power peak. In contrast, for the vast
majority of experiments on UV irradiation of ice analogs, the
utilized sources emit photons with energies below 11 eV (see
Öberg 2016 and references therein). This value is smaller than
the ionization threshold of most simple molecules constituting
the initial ice matrix (van Dishoeck et al. 2006), and therefore
the ion production is usually negligible. Such a choice of UV
sources reflects the fact that the interstellar UV field in dense
cores is drastically attenuated, and UV photons are genera-
ted locally via CR-induced H2 fluorescence (Prasad &
Tarafdar 1983; Cecchi-Pestellini & Aiello 1992), whose
spectrum in molecular gas is dominated by energies around
7.5–8 eV. On the other hand, X-ray photons, only present in
molecular material exposed to radiation from young stellar
objects (as in case of the inner portions of protoplanetary disks;
e.g., Glassgold et al. 1997), mostly lead to ionization—ejecting
photo- and Auger electrons, which then lose energy to produce
further ionization, as well as excitation (Öberg 2016; Muñoz
Caro et al. 2019).

Comparison of photolysis products forming in ice upon UV
and X-ray irradiation reveals profound differences (see Muñoz
Caro et al. 2019, and references therein), which can be

attributed to the above differences in the dominant interaction
mechanisms. Remarkably, preliminary analysis of the radi-
olysis products detected in our experiments suggests new
striking features in the product abundances and their evolution
with fluence, which have not been observed in photolysis
experiments. We will report on detailed analysis of the
radiolysis chemistry in a separate paper.

6. Conclusions

In this paper we show that the scaling dependencies on the
stopping power, often used in the literature to describe the
sputtering yield and destruction cross section of ice molecules,
clearly break down near the peak of Sel(Eion). The measured
destruction cross section of CO deviates from the predicted

Sdes el
1.5s µ dependence, showing a significant enhancement at

Eion below the peak. A similar but less significant deviation
from the Y Ssp el

2µ dependence is observed for the sputtering
yield. These results suggest that among the two contributions to
the electronic stopping power—ionization and electronic
excitations—the latter is a notably more efficient channel for
CO radiolysis. The same conclusion may certainly be correct
for CO sputtering too. However, an interplay of different
microscopic processes, possibly involved in the observed
sputtering enhancement, cannot be excluded. Further experi-
ments and theoretical work are needed to fully understand the
sputtering results.
We speculate that excitation of dissociative electronic states,

simultaneously leading to destruction of molecules and
acceleration of dissociation products, may be the microscopic
process behind the observed results. We also discuss other
potential microscopic processes that have been previously
mentioned in the literature, and we rule out some of them for
our experiments. In particular, production of ionized molecules
along the track of a projectile ion is shown not to have a
noticeable effect. Furthermore, the charge of incident ions has
no impact on the destruction cross section and may have only a
marginal effect, less than 10%, on the sputtering yield. In
analyzing the latter result we conclude that the actual sputtering
depth for CO ice may significantly exceed previous estimates.
Additional experiments involving different methods to probe
the sputtering depth are needed to verify or rule out this
preliminary conclusion.
To the best of our knowledge, the reported experiments are

the first dedicated attempt to explore the relative importance of
the excitation and ionization channels in the CR processing of
astrophysical ices. Our results provide constraints for available
physical models of ices undergoing CR bombardment, by
examining the efficiency of energy deposition in ice, and also
shed light on the leading mechanisms of radiolysis and, thus,
improve overall predictability of existing astrochemical
models. In a separate publication, we will report on detailed
analysis of the radiolysis chemistry driven in the experiments
discussed in the present paper.
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Appendix
Local and Average Stopping Power

To simplify the analysis, we consider a situation where the
distribution of charge states of the projectile ions in ice is
dominated by one or two neighboring states. For the
equilibrium charge distribution of He ions, this is the case for
energies (i) Eion 0.6 MeV, where the neutral-state fraction
falls below 5%, and (ii) Eion 0.2MeV, where doubly charged
ions are below 5% (Pivovar et al. 1962; Bug et al. 2013).

Let us consider regime (i). Fractions f1 and f2 of the singly
and doubly charged states for a given Eion are functions of the
column density N traversed by ions in ice. They are described
by the following rate equation:

df

dN
f f

f f

,

1,

1
12 1 21 2

1 2

s s=- +

+ =

where σij is the cross section of charge changing from state i to
state j. For singly charged incident ions, f1(0)= 1, we have

f N e , A1N
1

21 12( ) ( )s
s

s
s

= + s

S S

- S

and f2= 1− f1, where σΣ≡ σ12+ σ21.
The local stopping power is

S N S f N S f N , A21 1 2 2( ) ( ) ( ) ( )= +

where S1 and S2> S1 are the stopping power values for singly
and doubly charged ions, respectively. This allows us to
calculate the local deviation S(N)− Sel≡ΔS(N) from the
equilibrium stopping power

S S S . A3el 1
21

2
12 ( )s

s
s
s

= +
S S

We obtain for the relative deviation

S N

S

S S

S S
e

1
, A4N

el

2 1

2 1 21 12

( ) ( )⎜ ⎟
⎛
⎝

⎞
⎠s s

D
= -

-
+

s- S

where f f 121 12 1 2 eq( )s s =  in regime (i). As S2/S1 notice-
ably exceeds unity, we have S N S e N

el( )D ~ - s- S .

The average stopping power along the track N is given by
S N N S N dN

N1
0

¯ ( ) ( )ò= ¢ ¢- . Substituting Equations (A1) and
(A2), we obtain

S N S
S S

N
e1 , A5N

el
2 1 12

2
¯ ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )s

s
= -

-
- s

S

- S

and the relative deviation of the average stopping power from
equilibrium is given by

S N

S

S S

S S

e

N

1 1
. A6

N

el

2 1

2 1 21 12

¯ ( ) ( )⎜ ⎟
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⎠s s s
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- s-
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S

Unlike Equation (A4), this decreases approximately as
S N S Nel

1¯ ( ) ( )sD ~ - S
- .

The above results can be straightforwardly applied to regime
(ii) dominated by neutral atoms and singly charged ions, with
the respective fractions f0 and f1 and the stopping powers
S0 and S1> S0. For the incident beam of singly charged ions,
it is done by the subscript replacement 2→ 0 in
Equations (A1)–(A6).

ORCID iDs

Alexei V. Ivlev https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1590-1018
Zoltán Juhász https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3612-0437P
Péter Herczku https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1046-1375
Béla Sulik https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8088-5766
Duncan V. Mifsud https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0379-354X
Sándor T. S. Kovács https://orcid.org/0000-0001-
5332-3901
K. K. Rahul https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5914-7061
Richárd Rácz https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2938-7483
Sándor Biri https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2609-9729
István Rajta https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5140-2574
István Vajda https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7116-9442
Nigel J. Mason https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4468-8324
Sergio Ioppolo https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2271-1781
Paola Caselli https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1481-7911

References

Anders, C., & Urbassek, H. M. 2019, MNRAS, 482, 2374
Assmann, W., Ban-d’Etat, B., Bender, M., et al. 2017, NIMPB, 392, 94
Bergin, E. A., Langer, W. D., & Goldsmith, P. F. 1995, ApJ, 441, 222
Bethe, H. 1932, ZPhy, 76, 293
Biri, S., Vajda, I. K., Hajdu, P., et al. 2021, EPJP, 136, 247
Bourland, P. D., Chu, W. K., & Powers, D. 1971, PhRvB, 3, 3625
Bringa, E. M. 2003, NIMPB, 209, 1
Brown, W. L., Augustyniak, W. M., Lanzerotti, L. J., Johnson, R. E., &

Evatt, R. 1980, PhRvL, 45, 1632
Brown, W. L., Augustyniak, W. M., Marcantonio, K. J., et al. 1984, NIMPB,

1, 307
Brown, W. L., Augustyniak, W. M., Simmons, E., et al. 1982, NIMPA, 198, 1
Bug, M. U., Gargioni, E., Nettelbeck, H., et al. 2013, PhRvE, 88, 043308
Caselli, P., Pineda, J. E., Sipilä, O., et al. 2022, ApJ, 929, 13
Caselli, P., Walmsley, C. M., Tafalla, M., Dore, L., & Myers, P. C. 1999,

ApJL, 523, L165
Cecchi-Pestellini, C., & Aiello, S. 1992, MNRAS, 258, 125
Chacón-Tanarro, A., Pineda, J. E., Caselli, P., et al. 2019, A&A, 623, A118
Cosby, P. C. 1993, JChPh, 98, 7804
Cuppen, H. M., Walsh, C., Lamberts, T., et al. 2017, SSRv, 212, 1
Dalgarno, A. 2006, PNAS, 103, 12269
Dalgarno, A., & Black, J. H. 1976, RPPh, 39, 573
Dartois, E., Chabot, M., Id Barkach, T., et al. 2018, A&A, 618, A173
Dartois, E., Chabot, M., Id Barkach, T., et al. 2021, A&A, 647, A177
Dartois, E., Ding, J. J., de Barros, A. L. F., et al. 2013, A&A, 557, A97
de Barros, A. L. F., Bergantini, A., Domaracka, A., et al. 2020, MNRAS,

499, 2162

11

The Astrophysical Journal, 944:181 (12pp), 2023 February 20 Ivlev et al.

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1590-1018
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1590-1018
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1590-1018
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1590-1018
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1590-1018
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1590-1018
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1590-1018
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1590-1018
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3612-0437P
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3612-0437P
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3612-0437P
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3612-0437P
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3612-0437P
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3612-0437P
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3612-0437P
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3612-0437P
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1046-1375
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1046-1375
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1046-1375
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1046-1375
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1046-1375
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1046-1375
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1046-1375
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1046-1375
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8088-5766
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8088-5766
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8088-5766
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8088-5766
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8088-5766
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8088-5766
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8088-5766
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8088-5766
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0379-354X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0379-354X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0379-354X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0379-354X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0379-354X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0379-354X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0379-354X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0379-354X
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5332-3901
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5332-3901
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5332-3901
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5332-3901
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5332-3901
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5332-3901
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5332-3901
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5332-3901
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5332-3901
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5914-7061
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5914-7061
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5914-7061
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5914-7061
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5914-7061
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5914-7061
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5914-7061
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5914-7061
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2938-7483
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2938-7483
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2938-7483
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2938-7483
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2938-7483
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2938-7483
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2938-7483
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2938-7483
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2609-9729
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2609-9729
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2609-9729
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2609-9729
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2609-9729
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2609-9729
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2609-9729
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2609-9729
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5140-2574
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5140-2574
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5140-2574
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5140-2574
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5140-2574
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5140-2574
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5140-2574
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5140-2574
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7116-9442
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7116-9442
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7116-9442
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7116-9442
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7116-9442
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7116-9442
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7116-9442
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7116-9442
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4468-8324
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4468-8324
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4468-8324
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4468-8324
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4468-8324
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4468-8324
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4468-8324
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4468-8324
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2271-1781
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2271-1781
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2271-1781
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2271-1781
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2271-1781
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2271-1781
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2271-1781
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2271-1781
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1481-7911
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1481-7911
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1481-7911
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1481-7911
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1481-7911
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1481-7911
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1481-7911
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1481-7911
https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/sty2770
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2019MNRAS.482.2374A/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nimb.2016.12.013
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2017NIMPB.392...94A/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1086/175351
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1995ApJ...441..222B/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01342532
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1932ZPhy...76..293B/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjp/s13360-021-01219-z
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2021EPJP..136..247B/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.3.3625
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1971PhRvB...3.3625B/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0168-583X(02)02006-2
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2003NIMPB.209....1B/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.45.1632
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1980PhRvL..45.1632B/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1016/0168-583X(84)90085-5
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1984NIMPB...1..307B/abstract
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1984NIMPB...1..307B/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1016/0167-5087(82)90043-6
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1982NIMPA.198....1B/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.88.043308
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2013PhRvE..88d3308B/abstract
https://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ac5913
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2022ApJ...929...13C/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1086/312280
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1999ApJ...523L.165C/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/258.1.125
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1992MNRAS.258..125C/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201833385
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2019A&A...623A.118C/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.464588
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1993JChPh..98.7804C/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11214-016-0319-3
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2017SSRv..212....1C/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0602117103
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2006PNAS..10312269D/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1088/0034-4885/39/6/002
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1976RPPh...39..573D/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201833277
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2018A&A...618A.173D/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/202039535
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2021A&A...647A.177D/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201321636
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2013A&A...557A..97D/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/staa2865
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2020MNRAS.499.2162D/abstract
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2020MNRAS.499.2162D/abstract


Draine, B. T. 1985, in Protostars and Planets II, ed. D. C. Black &
M. S. Matthews (Tucson, AZ: Univ. Arizona Press), 621

Famá, M., Shi, J., & Baragiola, R. A. 2008, SurSc, 602, 156
Famá, M., Teolis, B. D., Bahr, D. A., & Baragiola, R. A. 2007, PhRvB, 75,

100101
Garrod, R. T. 2008, A&A, 491, 239
Garrod, R. T. 2019, ApJ, 884, 69
Glassgold, A. E., Galli, D., & Padovani, M. 2012, ApJ, 756, 157
Glassgold, A. E., Najita, J., & Igea, J. 1997, ApJ, 480, 344
Goldsmith, P. F. 2001, ApJ, 557, 736
González Díaz, C., Carrascosa, H., Muñoz Caro, G. M., Satorre, M.-M. Á., &

Chen, Y.-J. 2022, MNRAS, 517, 5744
Gronoff, G., Maggiolo, R., Cessateur, G., et al. 2020, ApJ, 890, 89
Hasegawa, T. I., & Herbst, E. 1993, MNRAS, 261, 83
Herbst, E., & Klemperer, W. 1973, ApJ, 185, 505
Herczku, P., Mifsud, D. V., Ioppolo, S., et al. 2021, RScI, 92, 084501
Itikawa, Y. 2015, JPCRD, 44, 013105
Iza, P., Farenzena, L. S., Jalowy, T., Groeneveld, K. O., & da Silveira, E. F.

2006, NIMPB, 245, 61
Jamieson, C. S., Mebel, A. M., & Kaiser, R. I. 2006, ApJS, 163, 184
Johnson, R. E., & Brown, W. L. 1982, NIMPR, 198, 103
Jørgensen, J. K., Schöier, F. L., & van Dishoeck, E. F. 2005, A&A, 435, 177
Kalvāns, J. 2015, ApJ, 806, 196
Kalvāns, J., & Kalnin, J. R. 2019, MNRAS, 486, 2050
Keto, E., & Caselli, P. 2008, ApJ, 683, 238
Leger, A., Jura, M., & Omont, A. 1985, A&A, 144, 147
Leto, G., & Baratta, G. A. 2003, A&A, 397, 7
Loeffler, M. J., Baratta, G. A., Palumbo, M. E., Strazzulla, G., &

Baragiola, R. A. 2005, A&A, 435, 587
Luna, R., Millán, C., Domingo, M., Santonja, C., & Satorre, M. Á 2022, ApJ,

935, 134
McKee, C. F. 1989, ApJ, 345, 782
Mejía, C., Bender, M., Severin, D., et al. 2015a, NIMPB, 365, 477
Mejía, C., de Barros, A. L. F., Rothard, H., Boduch, P., & da Silveira, E. F.

2022, MNRAS, 514, 3789

Mejía, C., de Barros, A. L. F., Seperuelo Duarte, E., et al. 2015b, Icar, 250, 222
Mifsud, D. V., Juhász, Z., Herczku, P., et al. 2021, EPJD, 75, 182
Muñoz Caro, G. M., Ciaravella, A., Jiménez-Escobar, A., et al. 2019, ESC, 3, 2138
O’Donoghue, R., Viti, S., Padovani, M., & James, T. 2022, ApJ, 934, 63
Öberg, K. I. 2016, ChRv, 116, 9631
Öberg, K. I., Boogert, A. C. A., Pontoppidan, K. M., et al. 2011, ApJ, 740, 109
Palumbo, M. E. 2006, A&A, 453, 903
Pilling, S., Seperuelo Duarte, E., da Silveira, E. F., et al. 2010, A&A, 509, A87
Pivovar, L. I., Tubaev, V. M., & Novikov, M. T. 1962, JETP, 14, 20
Prasad, S. S., & Tarafdar, S. P. 1983, ApJ, 267, 603
Qi, C., Öberg, K. I., Wilner, D. J., et al. 2013, Sci, 341, 630
Rothard, H., Domaracka, A., Boduch, P., et al. 2017, JPhB, 50, 062001
Rudd, M. E. 1988, PhRvA, 38, 6129
Rudd, M. E., Goffe, T. V., & Itoh, A. 1985a, PhRvA, 32, 2128
Rudd, M. E., Goffe, T. V., Itoh, A., & Dubois, R. D. 1985b, PhRvA, 32, 829
Rudd, M. E., Kim, Y.-K., Madison, D. H., & Gay, T. J. 1992, RvMP, 64, 441
Seperuelo Duarte, E., Boduch, P., Rothard, H., et al. 2009, A&A, 502, 599
Seperuelo Duarte, E., Domaracka, A., Boduch, P., et al. 2010, A&A, 512, A71
Shingledecker, C. N., & Herbst, E. 2018, PCCP, 20, 5359
Shingledecker, C. N., Lamberts, T., Laas, J. C., et al. 2020, ApJ, 888, 52
Shingledecker, C. N., Tennis, J., Le Gal, R., & Herbst, E. 2018, ApJ, 861, 20
Shingledecker, C. N., Vasyunin, A., Herbst, E., & Caselli, P. 2019, ApJ,

876, 140
Srdoč, D., Inokuti, M., & Krajcar-Bronić, I. 1995, Atomic and Molecular Data

for Radiotherapy and Radiation Research, 547 (Vienna: IAEA)
Urso, R. G., Scirè, C., Baratta, G. A., Compagnini, G., & Palumbo, M. E. 2016,

A&A, 594, A80
van Dishoeck, E. F., Jonkheid, B., & van Hemert, M. C. 2006, FaDi, 133, 231
Vasyunin, A. I., Caselli, P., Dulieu, F., & Jiménez-Serra, I. 2017, ApJ, 842, 33
Watanabe, N., Nagaoka, A., Shiraki, T., & Kouchi, A. 2004, ApJ, 616, 638
Watson, W. D. 1974, ApJ, 188, 35
Ziegler, J. F., & Biersack, J. P. 1985, Treatise on Heavy-Ion Science (New

York, NY: Springer), 93
Ziegler, J. F., & Manoyan, J. M. 1988, NIMPB, 35, 215
Ziegler, J. F., Ziegler, M. D., & Biersack, J. P. 2010, NIMPB, 268, 1818

12

The Astrophysical Journal, 944:181 (12pp), 2023 February 20 Ivlev et al.

https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1985prpl.conf..621D/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.susc.2007.10.002
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2008SurSc.602..156F/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.75.100101
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2007PhRvB..75j0101F/abstract
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2007PhRvB..75j0101F/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361:200810518
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2008A&A...491..239G/abstract
https://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ab418e
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2019ApJ...884...69G/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/756/2/157
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2012ApJ...756..157G/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1086/303952
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1997ApJ...480..344G/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1086/322255
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2001ApJ...557..736G/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stac3122
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2022MNRAS.517.5744G/abstract
https://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ab67b9
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2020ApJ...890...89G/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/261.1.83
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1993MNRAS.261...83H/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1086/152436
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1973ApJ...185..505H/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0050930
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2021RScI...92h4501H/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4913926
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2015JPCRD..44a3105I/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nimb.2005.11.080
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2006NIMPB.245...61I/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1086/499245
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2006ApJS..163..184J/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1016/0167-5087(82)90059-X
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1982NIMPR.198..103J/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361:20042092
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2005A&A...435..177J/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/806/2/196
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2015ApJ...806..196K/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stz1010
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2019MNRAS.486.2050K/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1086/589147
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2008ApJ...683..238K/abstract
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1985A&A...144..147L/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361:20021473
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2003A&A...397....7L/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361:20042256
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2005A&A...435..587L/abstract
https://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ac8001
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2022ApJ...935..134L/abstract
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2022ApJ...935..134L/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1086/167950
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1989ApJ...345..782M/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nimb.2015.09.039
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2015NIMPB.365..477M/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stac1489
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2022MNRAS.514.3789M/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.icarus.2014.12.002
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2015Icar..250..222M/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjd/s10053-021-00192-7
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2021EPJD...75..182M/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1021/acsearthspacechem.9b00086
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2019ESC.....3.2138M/abstract
https://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ac7963
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2022ApJ...934...63O/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.chemrev.5b00694
https://doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/740/2/109
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2011ApJ...740..109O/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361:20042382
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2006A&A...453..903P/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/200912274
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2010A&A...509A..87P/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1086/160896
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1983ApJ...267..603P/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1239560
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2013Sci...341..630Q/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1088/1361-6455/50/6/062001
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2017JPhB...50f2001R/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.38.6129
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1988PhRvA..38.6129R/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.32.2128
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1985PhRvA..32.2128R/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.32.829
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1985PhRvA..32..829R/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.64.441
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1992RvMP...64..441R/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/200811359
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2009A&A...502..599S/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/200912899
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2010A&A...512A..71S/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1039/C7CP05901A
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2018PCCP...20.5359S/abstract
https://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ab5360
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2020ApJ...888...52S/abstract
https://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/aac5ee
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2018ApJ...861...20S/abstract
https://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ab16d5
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2019ApJ...876..140S/abstract
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2019ApJ...876..140S/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201629030
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2016A&A...594A..80U/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1039/b517564j
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2006FaDi..133..231V/abstract
https://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/aa72ec
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2017ApJ...842...33V/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1086/424815
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2004ApJ...616..638W/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1086/152681
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1974ApJ...188...35W/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1016/0168-583X(88)90273-X
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1988NIMPB..35..215Z/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nimb.2010.02.091
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2010NIMPB.268.1818Z/abstract

	1. Introduction
	2. Motivation
	2.1. Ionization versus Excitation

	3. Experimental
	3.1. Ice Preparation and Ion Beams
	3.2. FTIR Spectroscopy
	3.3. QMS Measurements
	3.4. Experimental Uncertainties

	4. Results
	4.1. CO Column Density versus Ion Fluence
	4.2. CO Destruction
	4.3. CO Sputtering

	5. Discussion
	5.1. Charge of Incident Ions
	5.2. Astrophysical Implications

	6. Conclusions
	AppendixLocal and Average Stopping Power
	References



