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We recently questioned the treatment of a dust particle asfagt absorber for electrons and ions and proposed
a surface model for the charge of a dust patrticle in a qui¢gtasma which combines the microscopic physics
at the grain boundary (sticking into and desorption fromemal surface states) with the macrophysics of the
discharge (plasma collection fluxes). Within this model¢harge and partial screening of the particle can be
calculated without relying on the condition that the totalcgron collection flux balances on the grain surface
the total ion collection flux. Grain charges obtained from approach compared favorably with experimental
data. The purpose of this paper is to describe our model ir metail, in particular, the hypotheses on which
it is built, contrast it with the standard charging modelsdzhon flux balancing on the grain surface, and to
analyze additional experimental data.
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1 Introduction

Dust particles immersed in an ionized gas acquire chargesevwsigns and magnitudes strongly affect the prop-
erties of the host plasma as well as the properties of them@rieef dust particles itself. The various crystalline
and liquid phases of dust particles found in specificallyigleed laboratory experiments are perhaps the most
impressive manifestations of this effect [1, 2]. That dustticles and host plasma are strongly coupled has
been however known for a long time. Not only from astrophgislasma environmentsl[B] 4] but also from
processing discharges, where the grains are of courseaaottémtional constituents studied for their own sake
but contaminants which need to be controlled because tregetrimental to the overall performance of the
discharge[b].

The charge of a dust particle is an important parameter togtfantitative description of dusty plasmas. It has
thus been measured in a number of experiménts [6/7[8] 011/@2). Considering the dust particle as a floating
electric probe, the interpretation of the experiments seldaon two main assumptions: (i) The grain is a perfect
absorber for electrons and ions, that is, every electron@ntitting the surface of the grain is absorbed and (ii)
the quasi-stationary charge of the dust particle is the dmetwbalances on the grain surface the total electron
collection flux with the total ion collection flux 13,14, 11%6,[17,[18/19]. The charge enters here through
the floating potential of the dust particle which, for a spterparticle, can be immediately translated into a
charge. In most cases, however, the charges obtained fismproach are not in agreement with experimental
data. Usually, the approximations for the fluxes are blanoedHe disagreement [16, 118,119, P11 122, 23].
We suspect, however, that the flux balance condition, asdtiieently used, is incomplete because it ignores
important processes on the grain surface which also afieajtain charge.

First indications that this could be indeed the case camma &g@henomenological analysis of experimental
data based on rate equations for the electron and ion sudfasities of a dust particle [24]. To provide a
more realistic model for the grain surface, the rate equat@ntained electron and ion sticking probabilities,
electron and ion desorption times, and a electron-ion rédaation probability. With an appropriate choice of
these parameters as well as the grain temperature the shabgned from the quasi-stationarity of the surface
densities were in better agreement with experimental thata the ones deduced from the orbital motion limited
flux balance condition.

* Corresponding author: e-mditonold@physik.uni-greifswald.de

Copyright line will be provided by the publisher


http://arxiv.org/abs/0904.3187v1

2 Bronold, Fehske, Kersten, and Deutsch: Particle charging

S Sde
Ta0e

effective surface

grain boundary
for electrons

effective surface for ions

[surface charg}e

Fig. 1 Left panel: Generic illustration of elementary surfacegesses leading to the formation of surface charges at an
inert plasma boundary where surface modifications other tharge accumulation do not occur. Right panel: Surfacesinod
proposed in[[25] for the region around a dust particle wittiua R. At quasi-stationarity, the surface charges; bound at

re ~ Randr; > ., respectively, balance the collection fluxes;j>'*™* with the respective desorption fluxes, oe.i,

wheres, ; andr. ; denote, respectively, sticking coefficients and desongiimes.

In a semi-microscopic approach we subsequently pointethatithe charging of a dust particle can be inter-
preted as a physisorption process in the potential whicldbuip in the disturbed region around the grain [25].
The potential is the sum of a short-range polarization gabnhich enforces the electric boundary conditions on
the grain surface and, as soon as the grain collected somgecladong-range Coulomb potential. Realizing that
the analogy to physisorption suggests, on a microscople,se&patial separation of bound electrons and ions,
we calculated the charge of the grain and its partial scnggloy balancing, on two different effective surfaces,
the electron collection flux with the electron desorptionxfaund the ion collection flux with the ion desorption
flux. The charge of the dust particle thereby obtained is thieen by the number of electrons quasi-bound in the
polarization-induced short-range part of the particleeptial whereas its partial screening is given by the ions
quasi-trapped in the long-range Coulomb part of the parpoktential.

In this paper we discuss the surface model proposed in [@pjiticular, the hypotheses on which it is built,
in more detail and contrast the model with the standard ambves of calculating the particle charge from flux
balancing on the grain surface. Thereby we identify cerissnes which need to be resolved before a more
refined microscopic theory of particle charging can be dged. Finally, to demonstrate that the surface model
in its present form works we analyze further experimentéh @dad show that the charges obtained from it are
much better than the ones deduced from the standard apgoach

2 Elementary surface processes

The microphysics at the grain surface affecting the chaf¢f@sograin is schematically shown in the left panel of
Fig[d. Electrons and ions are collected from the plasma vtlection quxes,';‘;“ = se,i,jf,lfsn’a, wheres, ; are

the sticking coefficients ar‘y‘j‘fsma are the fluxes of plasma electrons and ions hitting the grafiace. Electrons
and ions may thermally desorb from the grain surface WithS"%’[:il, wherer, ; are the desorption times. They
may also move along the surface with mobilities;, which in turn may affect the probability z with which
ions recombine with electrons on the surface. All these ggses occur in a thin layer whose thickness is at
most a few microns, that is, on a scale where the standardikiuhescription of the gas discharge based on the

Boltzmann-Poisson system to which the flux balance condiiElongs breaks down.

To put the surface model proposed [in][25] into context andlémiify the assumptions with respect to the
surface properties which are usually made in the standdedlations of surface charges we cast the elementary
surface processes into rate equations.
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Specifically, we consider a spherical dust particle withuadk. The quasi-stationary charge of the grain is
given by (we measure charge in units-ef)

Zy = 47TR20'p = 47 R? [cre — O'i} , (1)

with electron and ion surface densities,;, satisfying the quasi-stationaryd. ; /d¢ = 0) rate equations [24],

0 = Sejglasma - Te_lae — XROe0; , (2)
0= Sijzplasma—Tflo'i — XRO0; . (3)
wherej?'*™ s . 7.,, andar have been introduced above. For simplicity we neglect siiéfu along the

surface.

In order to derive the standard criterion invoked to detasrthe quasi-stationary grain charge, we now as-
sume, in contrast to what we do in our modell[25] (see beldva), both electrons and ions reach the surface of
the grain. In that case, both Ef (2) and id. (3) are flux balsoa the grain surface. At quasi-stationarity, the
grain is charged to the floating potential. In energy ufiits: Z,,e?/ R. Because the grain temperatuf, < U

the ion desorption rate ™! ~ 0. Equation[(B) reduces therefored@o.o; = s;7°*™* which transforms Eq[{2)
into s, jplasma — g, Plasma 4 ~15 providedo, ~ o, which is usually the case. In the standard approach the

grain surface is assumed to be a perfect absorber for efscaind ions. Thus;; = s, = 1 and7, ! = 0. The
quasi-stationary chargg, of the grain is then obtained from the condition
JE(Zy) = PN (Z,) (4)

e 3

where we explicitly indicated the dependence of the plasme$ on the grain charge.

Calculations of the grain charge differ primarily in the agyimations made for the plasma ﬂu>g§’§sma. For
the repelled species, usually collisionless electromsfltix can be obtained from Poisson’s equation and the col-
lisionless Boltzmann equation, using trajectory traciechniques based on Liouville’s theorem and momentum
and energy conservation [13,114]) 17]. The flux for the atédspecies, usually collisional ions, is much harder
to obtain. Unlike the electron flux, the ion flux depends ndyam the field of the macroscopic body but also
on scattering processes due to the surrounding plasmahwhicughout we assume to be quiescent. For weak
ion collisionalities the charge-exchange enhanced ionrflagel proposed by Lampe and coworkeérs [20] 21, 22]
is often used. Its validity has been however questioned ki dlsaya and coworkers [26,]27]. We come back to
Lampe and coworkers approach below when we discuss repagisemesults of our model.

Irrespective of the approximations made for the plasma flutkee standard approaches of calculating surface
charges are based on three assumptions about the surfagesphy

(i) lons and electrons reach the surface, even on the miopasscale,

(ii) s¢ = s; = 1 or at leasts, = s;, and

(i) 77t =0 oratleast; to, < sijiplasma = QRO.O;.

Hence, electrons and ions hitting the surface of the gramasumed to be completely absorbed. For low-
temperature gas discharges, where average electron esefgi ~ 10 ¢V, this cannot be the case, however.
Permanent implantation of electrons with this energy iy watlikely. Instead, electrons impinging with a few
eV on a surface are either reflected, inelastically scatteredteen the surface potential supports bound states,
temporarily trapped in external surface states, with exsie times depending on the inelastic coupling of the
electrons to the elementary excitations of the surface la@dbtilk material. As far as ions approaching the dust
particle are concerned they can gain at most the floatinggréra fewel”. They are thus also not able to enter
the grain and to get permanently stulk.

Based on these considerations, the three assumptionsroorgcthe grain surface made in the standard cal-
culations of the grain charge seem to be rather unrealiséicchallenge therefore all three of them.

First, electrons and ions should be bound in external sarétates. Because of differences in the potential
energy, mass, and size we expect the spatial extension efgbion and ion bound states, and thus the distance
of electrons and ions from the grain surface, to be differ@mtthe microscopic scale, electrons and ions should
be spatially separated.

1 We do not account for ion neutralization due to electron waptvithin the disturbed zone of the grain.
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Seconds,. = s; is quite unlikely. Usually, the sticking coefficient of hgaparticles is determined by the
coupling to vibrational excitations of the surface and thématerial [28/ 29]. This coupling is very strong.
Thus, if ions reach the surface, as it is conventionally mexly they would efficiently dissipate energy. The
sticking probability would be thus large, that is, close tity Light particles, like electrons, on the other hand,
couple only weakly to surface and bulk vibrations. We woulldst expeck. < s;. In principle the coupling
to other elementary excitations of the grain (plasmongteda-hole pairs, ...) can compensate for the lack of
coupling to lattice vibrations but how efficient this couygireally is is not at all obvious. In a recent exploratory
calculation we found, for instance, that the electron stiglcoefficient at metallic boundaries arising from the
coupling to internal electron-hole pairs is also extrensghall, at least when the Coulomb interaction between
an internal and an external electron is realistically soeed30].

Third, if ions and electrons are indeed spatially separdtedtwo rate equations (without the recombination
term) should be in fact interpreted as flux balances on twierdifit effective surfaces as shown in the right panel
of Fig.[. In that caseyroio. < 0.,/ ; and the surface chargg, would be determined by balancing on the
grain surface the electron desorption flax, o, with the electron collection fluxs.jP'#™2. The correspond-
ing balance of ion fluxes, to be taken on an effective surfaceanding the grain, would then yield a partial
screening chargg;. Within this scenario, we would thus obtain

“(s7)e 'jglasma(zp) J (5)
. (ST)i . jplasma ’ (6)

K2

with . ~ R andr; 2 r., which are the equations proposed[inl[25]. The sticking arid desorption from

external surface states is here encoded in the prodiucks;. For electrons the product depends only on material
parameters but for ions it also depends on plasma parameters

3 Surface states

The starting point of our surface model was a quantum mechknvestigation of the bound states of a negatively
charged particle in a gas discharge. More specifically, wisidered the static interaction between an electron
(ion) with charge—e (+e¢) and a spherical particle with radidg dielectric constant, and charg€), = —eZ,.

As mentioned before, the interaction potential containslanzation-induced part, arising from the electric
boundary conditions at the grain surface, and a Coulomidtal to the particle’s charge[31,132]. For both
terms we adopted the simplest approximations. The Coulamtipthen the potential of a point charge whose
magnitude is the charge of the grain and the polarizationiéne classical image potential. More sophisticated
treatments taking, for instance, the finite velocity of tipgm@aching electron (ion) and the nonlocality of the
polarization potential at short distances into accounpassible but not needed at this stage of the investigation.

Measuring distances from the grain surface in unit®@&nd energies in units @f, the interaction energy at
x =r/R—1> x;, wherex, is a lower cut-off, below which the grain boundary cannot bsealibed as a perfect
surface anymore, reads

B 1 3
Veilz) = £7 tz  z(l+2)22+2)
1—-¢/2x electron
{ —1/(1+z) ion "

with & = (e — 1)/2(e + 1) Z,.

The second line in E.]7) is an approximation which deserthe relevant parts of the potential very well and
yet permits an analytical calculation of the surface stdtebig.[2 we plotV., ;(x) for a melamine-formaldehyde
(MF) particle € = 8, R = 4.7 um, andZ, = 6800) embedded in a helium discharge with plasma densgity-

n; = 0.62 x 102 em =3, ion temperaturézT; = 0.04 eV, and electron temperatutg T, = 2.2 eV [24,[33].
From the electron energy distributiofi,(E), we see that the discharge contains enough electrons whaith c
overcome the Coulomb barrier of the particle which is thetifitmpenergyl/. These electrons may get bound in
the polarization-induced short-range part of the potémntiell described by the approximate expression, provided
they can get rid of their kinetic energy. lons, on the otherchdeing cold (se¢;(F) in Fig.[2) and having a
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Fig. 2 Left panel: Potential energy for an electron (ion) in thedfief a MF particle @ = 4.7 um, Z = 6800) [24,[33] and
representative probability distributionis,(2)|?, shifted to the binding energy and maxima normalized to @ashed lines
denote the potentials used in the Schrodinger equatiooi®, khe finite ion radiug;?*¢ ~ A forces the ion wavefunctions to
vanish atr < z$%*¢ ~ 10~*. Right panel: Bulk energy distribution functions for thecharge hosting the particle ]24,33].

finite radiusp;’=¢ /R = 7% ~ 10~4, cannot explore the polarization potential at short distafl. For them,
the long-range Coulomb tail is most relevant, which is agaii described by the approximate expression.
Writing for the electron eigenvalug® = 1 — a.&/4k* with a. = (e — 1)R/4(e + 1)ap and for the ion
eigenvalues’ = —q;/2k? with a; = m;RZ,/mc.ap, Whereap is the Bohr radius and:. andm, are the
electron and ion mass, respectively, the radial Schraiaguations for the approximate potentials read

d2u a, I(141)
=+ Vei(z) — ——5
+ Ve,i(z) L

dx? + k2

ut =0 8)

with V, (z) = 20, /x andV;(x) = 2a;/(1 + «). For bound states, the wavefunctions have to vanish fer cc.
The boundary condition at;, depends on the potential far < x;, that is, on the surface barrier (which is
different for electrons and ions). Matching the solutioos# < x;, andz > z;, atx = x;, leads to a secular
equation fork. For our purpose, it is sufficient to take the simplest modettie barrier:f/e,i(ac < xp) = oo with
xp = 0 for electrons and;, = xfi“ for ions.

The electron Schrodinger equation is then equivalentedStthrodinger equation for the hydrogen atom and
k is an integemn. Because (for bound electrons} 1 anda. > 1, the centrifugal term is negligible. Hence,
we consider only states with= 0. The eigenvalues are thefi = 1 — a.£/4n? and the wavefunctions read

U, () ~ vn0(2) = Zexp(—2/2)(—)" (n — DILLY (2) 9)

with z = 2a.x/n andLEll)(z) associated Laguerre polynomials.

The probability densitie., ,()|* for the first three electron surface states are plotted inZrig\s can be
seen, they are very close to the surface. In physical uhiéselectron surface states are at most adagstroms
away from the grain boundary. At these distances, the $patimtion of V. (z) is comparable to the de-Broglie
wavelength of electrons approaching the particle. Moreiipally, for kgT. = 2.2 eV, N8 /R ~ |V, /V!| ~
10—*. Hence, the trapping of electrons at the surface of theghauis a quantum-mechanical effect beyond the
Boltzmann-Poisson description of the plasma-grain itéra.

2 We treat the ion as a structureless rigid sphere.

Copyright line will be provided by the publisher



6 Bronold, Fehske, Kersten, and Deutsch: Particle charging

The solutions of the ion Schrodinger equation are Whittdkactions, uj, (z) = Wi 41/2(Z) with 7 =
2c;(1+ x)/k andk determined fronu};7l(a:fize) = 0. However, sincey; > 1 andk > 1, itis very hard to work
directly with W, ;11 /2(%). Itis easier to use the method of comparison equatloris [8d}@construct uniform
approximations fot; , (z) with the radial Schrodinger equation for the hydrogen aasra comparison equation.
The method can be applied for ahyHere we give only the result fér= 0:

u}co(x) ~ v 0(2)/V/dz/dx (20)

with v, o(2) defined in Eq.[(0) and = 2«;2(z)/n. The mappings(x) andk(n) can be constructed from the
phase-integrals of the two ion Schrodinger equationis [34]

In Fig.[2 we showuj, o(x)|* for (1), k£(5000) andk(10000). Note, even thé(10000) state is basically at the
bottom of the potential. This is a consequencewpfs 1 which leads to a continuum of bound states below the
ion ionization threshold at = 0. We also note thdmi(n)70(x)|2 peaks fom > 1 just below the turning point.
Hence, except for the lowest ion surface states, which weaexp be of little importance, ions are essentially
trapped in classical orbits deep in the disturbed regioh@ftrain. This will be also the case fior> 0. That ions
behave classically is not unexpected becausé far; = 0.04 ¢V their de-Broglie wavelength is much smaller
then the scale on which the potential variesfas 1073: A\¢Z /R ~ 10~° < |V;/V/| ~ 1. Thus, the interaction
between ions and the dust particle is classical and can tgzaxavith Boltzmann-Poisson equations.

Nevertheless it is also possible to describe this intasactjuantum-mechanically. We anticipate even a
guantum-mechanical approach, based on the method of cmoparquations, which is an asymptotic tech-
nique well suited for the semiclassical domain we are istectin, to be rather useful in this respect. In fact,
many years ago a wave-mechanical description of the amilisss ion dynamics around electric probes has been
pursued by Liu[[35] but he found no followers.

4 Charging model

Using the results of the previous section, a model for théngriaarge taking surface states into account can be
constructed as follows. Within the disturbed region of tletiple, the density of free electrons (ions) is much
smaller than the density of bound electrons (ions). In thgion, the quasi-stationary charge (again in units of
—e) is thus approximately given by

Z(z) = 47TR3/ dz’ (1+ :v')2 [ng(x’) — nf(x')} (11)
with z < AP = /kT;/4me?n;, the ion Debye length, which we take as an upper cut—oﬁ,@ldthe density

of bound electrons and ions. For the plasma parameters n$éd.[2,\” ~ 60.m. The results for the surface
states presented above suggest to express the densityraf elmetrons by an electron surface density:

nb(z) ~ o.6(x — 2.)/R (12)

with 2. ~ 2, ~ 0 ando, the quasi-stationary solution of EJ (2) without the recamation term. Equatiori{2)
is thus still a rate equation on the grain surface. We wiluargelow that once the grain has collected some
negative charge, not necessarily the quasi-stationary theee is a critical ion orbit at; ~ 1 — 10 > =z,
which prevents ions from hitting the particle surface. Tthe particle charge obtained from Elg.](11) is simply
Z, = Z(ze < x < ;). Inserting Eq. [(IR) into Eq[(11) and integrating uprtavith z. < = < x; leads to
Eqg. (3), the expression for the particle charge deduced fhenmate equation§](2) and (3) under the assumption
that ions do not reach the grain surface on the microscople sc

For an electron to get stuck at (to desorb from) a surfacesithiibose (gain) energy at (from) the surfdce [28].
This can only occur through inelastic scattering with theentary excitations of the grain schematically shown
in the left panel of Fig.13. To calculate the prod(et),. requires therefore a microscopic model for the electron-
grain interaction. First steps in this direction were take[80].

In Ref. [25] we invoked however the phenomenology of reactate theory to approximater).. Specif-
ically, we assumed that electrons with rather low and raltigh energies are, respectively, reflected by the
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Fig. 3 Left panel: Schematic illustration of electron energy xation at the grain boundary. The electron looses (gains)
energy due to creation (annihilation) of elementary exicites of the grain. Due to these processes it may get trapped i
(escape from) the discrete bound states of the short-ramigeization potential. Right panel: Schematic illustwatiof ion
energy relaxation in the vicinity of the grain surface. The iooses (gains) energy due to collisions with other plasma
particles (electrons, ions, neutrals). Itis due to thesegsses that an ion may get trapped in (escape from) thenaanti of
bound states of the long-range Coulomb potential.

Coulomb and surface barrier of the particle and that stggk@resorption) primarily affects electrons with ener-
gies slightly abovd/. After overcoming the Coulomb barrier this group of elengags almost in equilibrium
with the surface electrons. We can thus apply the Lennanés}®evonshire formula 28, 36] to obtain,

h B
(sT)e = KTp exp [/ﬂBTJ , (13)
whereh is Planck’s constanf}, is the grain temperature, ar! is the electron desorption energy, that is, the
binding energy of the surface state from which desorptiostriikely occurs. The great virtue of this equation
is that it relates a combination of kinetic coefficients, efhdepend on the details of the inelastic (dynamic)
interaction, to an energy, which can be deduced from thie stééraction alone. Kinetic considerations are thus
reduced to a minimum. They are only required to identify thlevant temperature and the state from which
desorption most probably occurs.

Equation[(b) is a self-consistency equation f. Combined with Eq.[(I3), and approximating the electron
plasma flux;jP'asma py the orbital motion limited flux,

k T —Z 62

-OML Ble P

e X ) 14
¢ K \/27rmeep[RkBZ€] (14)

which is reasonable, because, on the plasma scale, eleetr®nepelled from the grain surface, the grain charge
is given by

Ed
Z, = ATR? exp{ - ]jSNH(Z;). (15)

k5T, k5T,

Thus, in addition to the plasma parametersand7.,, the charge depends on the surface paraméleasid E<.
Without a microscopic theory for the inelastic electromigiinteraction, a plausible estimate f6f has to be
found from physical considerations alone. Since by netyeg electron comes very close to the grain surface it
will strongly couple to elementary excitations of the gr&ae Fid2 and the left panel of Fid. 3). Depending on
the material these may be bulk or surface phonons, bulk éaciplasmons, or internal electron-hole pairs. For
any realistic surface barrier, where the electron wavefandeaks into the solid, the electron will thus quickly
relax to the lowest surface bound sfateThen = 1 state for the infinitely high barrier is an approximation to

3 The microscopic model for electron energy relaxation atttietbooundaries employed in[80] works also for an infiniteigh barrier.
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Tablel Plasma parameteiis[44.33] used to obtain the results gliotteig.[4.
PW] plPa] ne,ni10%m™3] kT.[eV] KkT;[eV]

5 102 0.33 15 0.030
12 102 0.62 2.2 0.040
20 102 0.9 1.7 0.035
30 102 1.2 1.28 0.036
40 102 15 1.2 0.038
50 102 1.4 1.0 0.039
60 102 1.6 0.8 0.040
12 30 0.26 2.2 0.030
12 40 0.4 2.2 0.030
12 60 0.48 2.2 0.030
12 80 0.52 2.2 0.036
12 102 0.62 2.2 0.040
12 120 0.8 2.2 0.040

that state. Thus, it is reasonable to expect

R() e—1 2
El~(1—eU =" 16
e ( El)U 16<6+1> ’ ( )

wheree§ is the lowest eigenvalue of the electronic Schrodingeaéqo. For an MF particle witlh = 8 this
leads toE? ~ 0.5¢V. The particle temperature cannot be determined in a simaje Wwdepends on the balance
of heating and cooling fluxes to-and-fro the particle andstbn additional surface parameters|[37]. We Tise
therefore as an adjustable parameter. To reproduce, tanics, with Eq.[(1I5) the charge of the particle in Eig. 2,
T, = 395 K implying (s7). ~ 1079 s.

Equation[(Zb) depends on the assumption that once thelpastitegatively charged ions are trapped far away
from the grain surface. Indeed, treating trapping of iorte@field of the grain as a physisorption process suggests
this assumption, which is perhaps counter-intuitive. Rted the ion remains intact on its way towards the grain
surface (no ion neutralization in the disturbed zone of tlaéngdue to electron capture) it gets bound to the grain
only when it looses energy. Because of its low energy andathg-tange attractive ion-grain interaction, the ion
will be initially bound very close to the ion ionization tisteold (see Fid.]2). The coupling to the elementary
excitations of the grain is thus negligible and only codlis$ with other plasma particles are able to push the
ion from an extended state with positive energy to a bouni sti¢h negative energy and then from a given
bound state to a lower one (see the illustration in the rigimngb of Fig[8). Since the interaction is classical,
collisions, for instance, charge-exchange scatteringdsen ions and atoms, act like a random force. lon energy
relaxation can thus be envisaged as a destabilization @éofithis is in accordance to what Lampe and coworkers
assumel[20, 21, 22]. In contrast to them, however,[wé [25geprbits whose spatial extension is smaller than
the scattering length to be stable because the collisiobagtiity during one revolution becomes vanishingly
small. For a circular orbit, a rough estimate for the critrealius isr; = R(1+ z;) = (27ro—cxng)*1 which leads
toz; ~ 5> x. ~ 0 when we use the parameters of the helium discharge of Figd 2an= 0.32 x 10~ cm?
which is the measured cross sectio ateV [38,[39].

Indeed, Lampe and coworkers approdch [20/ 21, 22] showsaupilof trapped ions in a shell of a fewn
radius enclosing the grain. They would however not expedlaxation bottleneck. This point can be only
clarified with a detailed investigation of the ion dynamicgl&inetics in the disturbed region of the grain tak-
ing the complete kinematics of charge-exchange collissmt®ded in the differential collision cross section and
the centrifugal barriers separating bound from unboundnotion into account. In fact, Lampe and coworkers
neglect the momentum transfer during a charge-exchanliganlas well as the barriers. Tskhakaya and cowork-
ers [26]27] on the other hand pointed out that the lattercceeverely overestimate the collision-enhanced ion
flux. In reality, this flux, they claim, is much smaller tharetbne obtained by Lampe and coworkers. If this is
indeed the case, the charges obtained from the collisibarared ion flux model would be much closer to the
orbital-motion limited ones and thus far away from the ekpentally measured charges (see next section).
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Fig. 4 Left and right panel show, respectively, the power and jpiresdependence of the charge of a MF partidke

4.7 wm) in the helium discharge of Ref_[B3]. The particle tempamas reproducing the experimental data (filled squares)
are indicated and the charges obtained frgth™ = ;MY (OML) and jOML = jOML 4 j€X (OML & CX) with o =

0.3 x 10~ "em? [38,[39], which is the measured cross sectioi.dtel’, are also shown. The predicted increase of the
particle temperature with pressure is plotted in the infgt@right panel.

In [25] we pushed the assumption of a critical ion orbit toliitsit and approximated the density of ions
accumulating in the disturbed region of the grain, and be@sponsible for the partial screening of the grain
charge, by a surface density which balances at; the ion charging flux with the ion desorption flux (see right
panel of Fig[l). Mathematically, this gives rise to a rataapn similar to[[(B), but without the recombination
term and interpreted as a rate equationatr;. At quasi-stationarity, the ion surface density is thus= (s7);7;.
Although Eg. [(IB) assumes elementary excitations of thim goabe responsible for sticking and desorption we
expect a similar expression (wiftf, 7, replaced byt?, T,) to control the density of trapped ions. Equation (11)
leads then td&Z (z; < x < \P) = Z,, — Z; with

h E{Zy)] 5
kBTg kBTg /i

the number of trapped ions where we assumed that the ciditalbit, which is near the sheath-plasma boundary,

is fed by the Bohm ion flux” = 0.6n;\/kgT./m;.
The ion desorption energy is the negative of the bindingggnef the critical orbit,

EX(Z,) = —Vi(2))U = 4noexapng ZpRo

Zi = AnR*(1 + ;)2 (17)

exp [

(18)

and depends strongly df}, andz;. For the situation shown in Figg] 2 we obtained, for instansgT, = T, =
395 K, the particle temperature which reproduggs= 6800, E¢ ~ 0.37 eV and(s7); ~ 0.6 x 1078 s. The
ion screening charge is théfy ~ 148 <« Z,, which is the order of magnitude expected from molecular dyina
simulations([40]. Thus, even when the particle charge iswddfbyZ (z; < = < AP) itis basically given byZ,,.

5 Results

We now use Eq[{15) to calculate for various experimentalipstthe charge of a dust particle. In all cases the
plasma parameters are known. The only free parameter ighlysarticle temperature. Although there exist
optical methods to measure the temperature of dust par{i€lg they have not yet been used in conjunction with
charge measurements. In view of the importance of the patémperature for the surface model, we hope that
in the near future an experimental group can be found to perfoich measurements.

In addition to the results obtained from the surface modehise plot charges deduced from balancing the
orbital motion limited electron fluxO™" given in Eq. [T#) with, respectively, the orbital motion ited ion flux,

jiOML . | kBT; |:1+ Zp€2 ] 7
27Tm1' RkBTz

(19)
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Fig. 5 Left panel: Pressure dependence of the charge of a MF awtith R = 1 wm in the neon discharge of Ref. [12]
(squares)[25]. Middle and right panel: Radius dependehteeacharge of the MF particle for = 50 Pa andp = 100 Pa,
respectively. In all panels solid lines denote the (isatta)y charges deduced from the surface model whereas ddéshed,
and long-dashed lines are the charges obtained from bataanithe grain surfacg’™™ with ;oML <X using, respectively,
oex = 0.41 x 10~ ¢em? [42], which is the experimentally measured cross sectignl@teV, oo = 1.0 x 10~ *em?, and
Tex = 2.0 x 107 em?.

and the collision-enhanced ion flux (seel[20, 21] and alsp[12

nT 7,2 AP ([ Ze? \?

-OML -CX BLi p 7 P

OML | ;CX _ ./ 1+ +0.125 , 20
Ji Jio = n 27rmi[ RkpT, zcx<RkBTiH (20)

wherel., = (ocxng)*l is the scattering lengtla.. is the charge-exchange cross section, ape= p/kgT, is
the gas density.

We start with MF particles confined in a helium discharge. ig. B we show the power and pressure de-
pendence of the charge of a particle with= 4.7 um at rest in the helium discharge of Ref. [33], the plasma
parameters of which are given in Table 1. The- 102 Pa data point of theP? = 12 TV run served as an illus-
tration in Fig[2. Using the parameters of Table 1 we caleddtom Eq.[(1b) for each data poifi}, such that
Zy(Tp) = Zexp. The power dependence of the charges, shown in the left pafég.[4, could be reproduced
by a single particle temperatui, = 405 K while the pressure dependence shown in the right panelrestui
to adjust for each pressure the particle temperature. Asgliy to scale with the gas temperatufg, the pre-
dicted particle temperature plotted in the inset of thetriggmel is in accordance with what we would expect
from the pressure dependenceZgfin noble gas discharge [B7] indicating that our approaclegphysically
consistent results. For comparison we also plot the particarges deduced, respectively, frgf!t = ;OML
and;jOML = jOML 4 CX_Opviously, the agreement with the data is not very good.

That the charges obtained from the orbital motion limited fdalance are not too close to the experimental
data is expected. But even the charge-exchange enhancdzhfance gives not particularly good results. This
can be also seen in F[d. 5 where we analyze the charges of MEl@siconfined in the bulk of the neon discharge
of Ref. [12].

The pressure dependence of the charge of a MF particleRvith1 m is shown in the left panel of Figl 5.
Since the plasma parameters entering Eg. (15) are kriownZ} 8 again the only free parameter. Fixify at
a particular value gives the isothermal particle chatggd,) shown by the solid lines. Froif,(7),) = Zezp
follows then theTl’, required to reproduce the experimental charge. The pestlintrease df, with pressure is
again in accordance with the results of the calorimetridygtf noble gas discharges presented’in [37].

In Fig.[3 we also plot the charges obtained from the chargéaxge enhanced flux balance condition. For
oex = 2 x 10714 ¢m? the agreement with the data is in fact quite good but thisevaluthe cross section is
almost five times larger than the experimentally measurétevia., = 0.41 x 10~ em? at0.12 eV [42)).
That the agreement with the experimental data is not too gaade also inferred from the radius dependence
of Z,, for p = 50 Pa andp = 100 Pa which we show, respectively, in the middle and the right pah€&ig. 5.
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Fig. 6 Radius dependence of the charge of a MF particle in the sloéathargon discharge pt= 6.67 Pa (left panel) [25]
andp = 13.34 Pa (right panel). Squares are experimental data filon [10] atid and dashed lines give, respectively, the
charges obtained when the depletiomefin the confining sheath is included or not. For comparisonla@show the charges
deduced fromyO™ML = jOML (OML) and from jOME = jOME 1 ;X (OML & CX) with o, = 0.72 x 10~ *em? which

is the experimentally measured cross sectidh aeV [42].

Clearly, the radius dependence of the grain charge seenesdioer to the nonlinear dependence obtained from
Eq. (IB) than to the linear dependence resulting from thegehexchange enhanced flux balance, irrespective of
the chosen value of the charge-exchange cross section.

Finally, Fig.[8, showing for two different pressures theivaddependence of,, for MF particles confined
in the sheath of an argon dischar@el[10], the plasma parasngftevhich are given in tablel 2, provides addi-
tional support for our model. To approximately account fog fact that particles with different radius expe-
rience different plasma environments, we included theetapi of n. in the sheath by replacing, in jOM&
by ne exple®(zeq(R))/kpT:] With ®(z) the sheath potential and,(R) the measured equilibrium position of
the particle with radiusk [10]. When the grains are not too deep in the shed@th< 5 pm), we find for
p = 6.67 Pa andp = 13.34 Pa excellent agreement with the data for, respectivély,~ 410 K — 430 K
and7, = 400 K — 420 K, although the particle temperatures are perhaps someahdigh in view of the
small amplitude of the rf voltage. Our approach fails, hogreeompletely forR > 5 um. We attribute this to
the ad-hoc modification of the electron flux which may not oapthe total electron flux close to the electrode.
An improved treatment would calculate the electron flux-selfisistently taking not only the depletion of the
electron density into account but also the flux due to subrthésecondary electrons from the electrdde [11].

6 Conclusions

In this paper, we discussed the main assumptions undetlyengurface model proposed in [25] for the calcu-
lation of the charge of a dust particle immersed in a quiesgialsma and confronted the model with additional
experimental data.

The main hypothesis of the model, suggested by the analagyanfing of dust particles with physisorption of
charged particles to the particles’ surface, is that edastand ions are, on a microscopic scale, spatially sephrate
because the potential in which physisorption of electrakes place is the attractive short-range polarization
potential whereas for ions it is the attractive long-rangell@mb potential. For electrons the analogy may be

Table2 Plasma parametels|[9] used to obtain the results presenked.ig.

p[Pa]  n.[10%m=3] kT.[eV] kT;[eV] Vi[V]
6.6 1.7 3.7 0.026 96.4
13.6 2.4 3.9 0.026 96.4
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obvious. But for ions it may be not. However, without the gnao attractive long-range Coulomb potential would
exist. Thus, the ion dynamics and kinetics in the vicinitgha grain is also a kind of surface physics although it
occurs deep in the disturbed region of the grain and may bagly affected by the plasma environment.

Within the surface model, the grain charge and its partidesting can be calculated by balancing, on two
different surfaces, the electron collection flux with theatton desorption flux and the ion collection flux with
the ion desorption flux. The charge of the grain is then giwetihb number of electrons quasi-bound in the short-
range polarization potential of the grain whereas its pbstireening is given by the number of ions quasi-bound
in the long-range Coulomb potential.

The grain temperature turns out to be an important paramstace, for the experiments we analyzed, the
grain temperature has not been measured we used it as ataatBymrameter and obtained for physically mean-
ingful particle temperatures excellent agreement withetkgerimentally measured grain charges. We challenge
therefore experimentalists to simultaneously measurgytam charge and the grain temperature. Our model
could then be easily tested.

The charges obtained from the surface model depend on tfezsyrarametefs7). which is the product of
the electron sticking coefficient with the electron desiorptime. Both parameters depend on the inelastic, that
is, the dynamic interaction between the electron and thimgr&s discussed if [30], a rigorous calculation of
(s7)e has to be based on a microscopic model for the electron-gregraction taking elementary excitations
of the grain into account. Quantum-kinetic equations hénam tto be solved to obtais. and . separately.
For the product, however, a rough estimate, which turnsmbetsurprisingly good, can be obtained from the
Lennard-Jones-Devonshire formulal(13) relat{ng). to the particle temperature and the electron desorption
energy. Measuring these two quantities directly would ilate any free parameter from our model.

The surface model is a first attempt to treat plasma-coett@lectron and ion fluxes and material-controlled
plasma-wall interactions at the grain surface on an equairfg. Even in the present rudimentary form the
model performs better than approaches relying exclusiovelgn improvement of the plasma fluxes. Hence, if
nothing else, it indicates that the charge a dust particieiaes in a plasma depends not only on the macroscopic
plasma environment but also on microscopic processes osutifiiece occurring on a scale which is beyond the
Boltzmann-Poisson description of the plasma-grain itéra. A quantitative theory of grain charging has to be
therefore based on a systematic exploration of this ulgrbaundary layer.
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