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Abstract

Short range order is a critical driver of properties (e.g. corrosion resistance and tensile strength) in

multicomponent alloys such as complex concentrated alloys (CCAs). Extended x-ray absorption fine

structure (EXAFS) is a powerful technique well suited for quantifying this short range order.Here, we

described in detail the characteristics of CCAs that make the already challenging task of analyzing

EXAFS data even more difficult. We then illustrate novel paths towards robust and scalable

quantitative SRO analysis which will accelerate the scientific understanding and development of

CCAs.

I. INTRODUCTION

Complex concentrated alloys (CCAs), including multi principal element alloys (MPEAs)

and high entropy alloys (HEAs), have attracted significant interest in recent years for their

large design space and unique properties[1, 2]. Many of these desirable properties observed

in CCAs have been attributed to local variations in atomic order, which is commonly called

short-range order (SRO, technically, SRO includes topological disorder, but here we refer more

specifically to chemical short range order). SRO has been found to be critical for tailoring

many functional properties, including oxidation resistance [3], mechanical properties [4–6],

aqueous corrosion resistance [7, 8], catalytic efficiency [9], magnetic properties [4], and

thermodynamic properties [10]. For example, local ordering of the first coordination shell

can delay the passivation process during corrosion by reducing the nominal concentration of

passivating species required to reach the percolation threshold [3]. Magnetic properties are

similarly affected by SRO: Feng et al. [4] report a reduction in the atomic magnetic moments

of magnetic elements in FeCoNi(AlSi)x when Ni-Al, Co-Si, Fe-Co, Ni-Si, and Fe-Si bonding

is increased and Al-Al, Al-Si, and Si-Si pairs are decreased.

SRO is generally characterized using a set of Warren-Cowley (WC) parameters, αrij, that

normalize the number of neighboring atom pairs to the bulk composition in a pairwise
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fraction[11]. Specifically

αrij = 1− P r(i|j)
ci

(1)

where the conditional probability P r(i|j) is the average fractional occupancy of i atoms in

the rth nearest neighbor (NN) shell around j 6= i atoms and ci is the fractional concentration

of i in the alloy. Negative WC values indicate a greater number of i, j pairs than expected in

a random solid solution, while positive values indicate fewer i, j pairs than random.

There are multiple methods for experimentally measuring SRO, reviewed in Ref. 12.

Diffraction based approaches to measuring WC parameters – by single crystal x-ray, neutron,

or TEM diffraction or by x-ray or neutron powder diffraction (including total scattering

methods such as pair distribution function (PDF) – are possible. For complex systems,

analysis and extraction of SRO parameters is generally accomplished through reverse Monte

Carlo (RMC) modeling [13–15] followed by analysis of the simulated volume. More direct

analysis is possible for binary solutions, but this becomes intractable for higher order

solutions [16]. Atom probe tomography can also directly generate the 3D spatial distribution

of atoms needed for SRO analysis [5]. One of the strengths of RMC is the joint modeling of

EXAFS and PDF observation [14, 15], which can be particularly useful for constraining the

model based on long range information not accessible to EXAFS. In practice, RMC analysis

for EXAFS may be sensitive to initial estimates of non-structural parameters, and systems

with complex multiphase structure may require non-trivial post-analysis to summarize the

SRO.

Extended x-ray absorption fine structure (EXAFS) and its TEM counterpart extended

energy loss fine structure (EXELFS, described in § III A 1)[17] are spectroscopic techniques

that use the scattering of a photoelectron to infer local chemical information in the ≈ 5

Å about an absorbing atom. EXAFS analysis, as described in §II A, extracts the pairs of

NN occupancies that, along with sample composition, can be used to directly calculate

WC parameters. EXAFS has several advantages over other techniques. First, the probed

volume is very large (≈mm2 area with µm scale depth sensitivity) compared to TEM and

atom probe, providing ensemble averaged values. Second, the way EXAFS is measured

inherently speciates the absorbing atom, producing signals that are sensitive to a set partial

pair-distribution functions rather than a single PDF generated by x-ray total scattering.

This is particularly advantageous for minority species which are common and play key roles

in CCAs. Third, EXAFS analysis directly parameterizes the values needed for calculating
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the WC parameters, particularly in cases where multiple phases or partial long range order

need to be explicitly modeled. Finally, the sample preparation requirements for EXAFS are

relatively modest and non-invasive, requiring thinning to microns instead of nanometers,

enabling this technique to be readily scalable for a large number of samples or conditions,

with minimal risk for artifacts induced by sample preparation. These minimal requirements

also make EXAFS ideal for in situ experiments, such as heating.

While EXAFS analysis is a powerful tool for characterization of SRO, quantitative analysis

is notoriously difficult [18–20].

FIG. 1: A schematic demonstrating five aspects of CCAs that complicate EXAFS analysis.

The red, blue, green, purple, and grey circles represent metal atoms. The yellow circles

represent oxygen atoms.

For CCAs there are many compounding effects that make this particularly challenging.

In this perspective we outline five aspects of CCA systems, illustrated in Fig. 1, that make

them uniquely challenging for quantitative SRO analysis via EXAFS:

1. Multicomponent solid solutions introduce a large number of parameters

2. CCAs often have many elements with similar atomic number (Z), leading to poor

elemental contrast (§II C)
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3. Potential long range order (§II D) dramatically increases the complexity of the structural

models

4. Secondary phases, both metallic and oxide, contribute the to EXAFS signal and must

be included in the model (§II E).

5. Interstitial oxygen is present at significant concentrations in many alloys, particularly

refractory CCAs, contributing to the scattering signal below the first metal-metal NN

distance (§II E).

We discuss these challenges in detail and identify paths towards robust and scalable

quantitative SRO analysis to accelerate scientific understanding and development of complex,

technologically relevant CCA systems.

A detailed overview of EXAFS is beyond the scope of this paper. There are many excellent

resources for this including Refs. 18 and 21

II. CURRENT LIMITATIONS OF EXAFS ANALYSIS FOR MULTICOMPO-

NENT ALLOYS

A. The EXAFS equation and its complexity

The EXAFS path expansion equation models the EXAFS signal, χ(k), of the average

absorbing atom as the sum of the contribution from a set of photoelectron scattering paths,

corresponding to each neighboring species or sets of species. The structural model for even

simple CCAs without secondary phases or long range order contains a large diversity of

scattering paths, resulting in unfavorable model size scaling with the number of species.

Figure 2 shows a quinary FeCoNiCrAl FCC (Face Centered Cubic) nanocluster (a), along

with (b) the first coordination shell surrounding a single symmetrically distinct absorbing Cr

atom in the FCC solid solution. This highlights two intrinsic difficulties of EXAFS analysis

for CCAs. First, even a simple first neighbor shell model has high complexity from the many

distinct scattering paths. Consideration of higher order NN shells requires explicit modeling

of multiple scattering paths, which scale combinatorially with the number of scattering

elements. This limits almost all practical analysis of SRO CCAs to the first or first and

second shell (with exceptions, e.g., Ref. [22]). We discuss the trade-offs of this approach in
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§III D, but otherwise limit our discussion to first shell analysis. The second issue is the low

contrast between the scattering factors of neighboring elements as shown in 2c and discussed

in §II C.

(a) (b) (c)

FIG. 2: (a) Quinary disordered FCC solid solution atomic cluster for FeCoNiCrAl (b) Cr

first coordination shell used to parameterize EXAFS model (c) The real part of the EXAFS

contribution from each scattering path in (b) (vertical offset for clarity). This figure

illustrates the low degree of contrast between neighboring atoms, with Fe, Co, and Ni

scatters grouped together. The vertical dashed line acts as a guide to the eye. The asterisk

(*) represents the absorbing species.

Consider the functional form of the EXAFS path expansion equation,

χ(k) = S2
0

Γ∑
γ=1

Nγ
fγ(k)

kd2
γ

e
−2dγ
λγ (k) e−2k2σ2

γ sin (2kdγ + δγ(k)) , (2)

where χ is a function of wavenumber k of the generated photoelectron 1 , parameterized

by — for each scattering path γ in the model — at least five empirical parameters typically

estimated by nonlinear least squares and three functions of k obtained through first principles

multiple scattering calculations, e.g., FEFF[23]. The three theory-derived values are fγ(k),

λγ(k) and δγ(k), the theoretical effective scattering amplitude, photoelectron mean free path

(in FEFF this is interpolated from tabulated values), and the phase shift for each scattering

path respectively.

The five empirical parameters per scattering path are

1 k =
√

2meE/~2 where E is the energy of the photoelectron (E − E0)
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1. S2
0 : the amplitude reduction factor that compensates for the sudden, single-electron

assumption made by FEFF;

2. ∆E0: change in the expected edge energy (i.e., the zero-point for k);

3. Nγ: the multiplicity2 of the γ scattering path;

4. dγ: half the photoelectron path length, interpreted for single scattering paths as an

average bond length. The first principles modeling by FEFF requires a starting path

length, d0
γ and fitting is performed on ∆ dγ such that dγ = d0

γ + ∆ dγ;

5. σ2
γ: the variance of the half-path length, often called the mean square relative dis-

placement (MSRD) and sometimes conflated with the Debye-Waller factor, which is a

portion thereof;

In practice, S2
0 accommodates the physical S2

0 as well as any other factors that might

affect the amplitude of the signal compared to the calculation, for example experimental

geometry, sample inhomogeneity, detector non-linearity, and beam harmonic content.

For the case of crystalline solid solutions, we can rewrite Eq. 2 as a double sum, explicitly

organizing the γ paths into R sets of neighbor shells r each with M scattering elements m:

χ(k) = S2
0

R∑
r=1

M∑
m=1

Nr,m
fr,m(k)

kd2
r,m

e
−2dr,m
λ(k)r,m e−2k2σ2

r,m sin (2kdr,m + δr,m(k)) . (3)

Strictly speaking, considering multiple scattering this is a set of geometrically identical

paths. Crystalline materials without vacancies follow the constraint that
∑M

m Nr,m is equal

to the total coordination number of the rth shell. Division by this coordination number

yields the conditional probability for the rth shell needed to derive the WC parameter:

P r(i|j) = Nr,i/
∑M

m Nr,m when measured about a j absorber (j 6= i). As we will be focusing

on first shell analysis, notationally we will assume r = 1 and γ = m or drop the indexes

entirely.

Fig. 3 illustrates the relationship between model parameters under various assumptions.

These plate diagrams are a convenient graphical tool for concretely and concisely representing

conditional dependence relationships between variables in complex graphical models [24].

2 In the EXAFS literature Nγ is often called the degeneracy of the scattering path; in this manuscript we

use the term multiplicity to avoid confusion during discussion of degenerate least squares optimization

problems.

7



χi

χ′i

εi

σ2
γ Nγdγ

S2
0

∆E0

N

I

Γ

(a)

χi

χ′i

εi

σ2
a,γ Na,γda,γ

S2
0

∆E0

NΣ2 D

I

Γ(path)

A(absorber)

(b)

χi

χ′i

εi

σ2
γ Nγdγ

S2
0

∆E0

Ns

Ngpσ2
gp dgp

I

Γ(path)

S(sample)

(c)

FIG. 3: (a) Plate diagram illustrating a standard, single edge EXAFS fit. An independent

multi-edge fit would add an additional plate around the entirety of the diagram for each

absorber. (b) A multi-edge model with self-consistency assumptions. (c) A multi-sample

multi-edge model with both self-consistency and smoothness assumptions. Variables are

defined in the text.

Fig. 3a illustrates a standard single-edge EXAFS model with no simplifying assumptions.

The rectangular “plates” show collections of variables that are conditionally independent
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given their ancestors in the graph. Circular nodes represent independent parameters in the

model, directed edges (arrows) represent conditional dependence relationships, and diamond

nodes represent variables that are deterministic given the values of their ancestors in the

graph. Filled nodes represent observed variables, for example the measured EXAFS values

χi for I values of k (or R in the case of the Fourier transformed signal), which is dependent

on the underlying noiseless EXAFS signal, χ′i, and detector noise, εi.

The upper plate in the single-edge first shell model of Fig. 3a concisely illustrates the

EXAFS path expansion model for the Γ first shell scattering paths included in the model.

Each scattering path has independent MSRD and bond length parameters, σ2
γ and dγ. The

coordination variables Nγ are shown as deterministic variables because they are coupled by

sampling M − 1 independent parameters that form a simplex variable N. The absorption

edge ∆E0 is drawn outside the path expansion plate indicating the common assumption that

E0 is constant for all scattering paths. Similarly, the amplitude reduction factor S2
0 is drawn

without a node marker, indicating the assumption of a fixed value transferred from analysis

of an elemental standard.

In addition to the parameters described above, in some cases, additional path parameters

can be introduced, for example the higher order cumulant expansion method for asymmetric

path length distributions [25]. Structures with extreme structural disorder may be require

modeling the path length distribution with a histogram expansion method [26]. With such a

large array of structural parameters, most structural models are heavily overparameterized

with respect to the limited amount of information contained in EXAFS data [27].

The information theoretic Nyquist criterion [27] gives a heuristic bound on the number of

independent parameters supported by the data: Nind ≈ 2∆k∆R
π

. ∆k is the range of k space

that is Fourier transformed, generally varying from 6 Å−1 for a quick scan and up to 12 Å−1

for the highest quality data. ∆R is the fitting range in real space, typically spanning 1 Å to

2 Å for the first shell in CCA solid solutions. This leads to a range of Nind from 4 to 15 per

spectrum.

We compare the amount of information based on this criterion with the number of model

parameters as a function of alloy components M in the first three columns of Table I (In this

table we use Nind = 8 per edge, as this is a reasonably conservative value and is consistent

with the data we generally collect). Nind is roughly multiplicative with the number of

edges collected and analyzed. In the independent FCC model described above, there are
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M Nind Independent Symmetric SRO Symmetric & metal radii SRO & metal radii

FCC BCC FCC BCC FCC BCC FCC FCC

1 8 3 5

2 16 12 22 10 18 9 16 9 8

3 24 27 51 21 39 17 31 18 14

4 32 48 92 36 68 27 50 30 21

5 40 75 145 55 105 39 73 45 29

6 48 108 210 78 150 53 100 63 38

TABLE I: Parameter counts for first shell solid solution models, assuming we can measure

and fit all M edges. Bolded entries show systems that are in principle tractable under these

assumption sets. §II A describes the independent and symmetric models, and §III B 1

describes the SRO model.

3M2 independent parameters (assuming a fixed S2
0) if we independently model all M edges;

alloys with more than two species are overparameterized. We also show in the 4th column

parameter counts for body centered cubic (BCC) materials, where it is not feasible to isolate

the first shell with Fourier filtering because of the close overlap of the first and second NN

bond lengths. Consequently, the number of independent parameters is substantially higher

(6M2 −M). The overparameterization of these multicomponent solid solution models leads

to particularly challenging EXAFS analysis problems if we must accurately measure chemical

SRO. A minimally constrained first-shell model for an FCC quinary alloy has 15 parameters

for a single edge, nearly double what a typical EXAFS spectrum supports.

Whenever EXAFS for multiple absorption edges is available, the precision and accuracy

of the analysis can be improved through joint multi-edge analysis by coupling the structural

models for each absorbing species with physical self-consistency constraints [28] as shown

schematically in Fig. 3b. Calvin et al. [29] demonstrate an impressive suite of such assump-

tions for analysis of manganese zinc ferrite nanoparticles. If we apply this approach in a

self-consistent solid solution model, the bond length d and MSRD parameters σ2 can be

modeled as M ×M symmetric matrices, D and Σ2 respectively. Because the bond lengths
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and MSRDs between pairs of species must match, only the upper triangular part of this

matrix represents free parameters. For instance, if atoms of scattering species A have some

average distance from NN atoms of absorbing species B, by construction absorbing species A

atoms must have the same average distance from NN atoms of species B. This symmetry

assumption reduces the M2 bond lengths in an independent model to M + (M2 −M)/2

pairwise bond lengths. The number of MSRD parameters scales similarly. The affect of this

assumption is illustrated in the “symmetric” column of Table I, where the FCC model has

2M2 +M independent parameters.

Unfortunately, for higher order alloys this assumption is insufficient to eliminate the

overparameterization. This is often address through simplifying assumptions, for example

path length and MSRD equality constraints within neighbor shells. For disordered solid

solutions, which commonly exhibit high degrees of static lattice distortion, these assumptions

may introduce unacceptable levels of unphysical bias that makes accurate SRO quantification

impossible. We discuss these parameterization issues and potential mitigation strategies in

detail in Section III.

B. Parameter degeneracy

It is well known in EXAFS analysis that there is a high degree of parameter degeneracy.

That is, often multiple sets of fitting parameters provide equally optimal goodness of fit[18].

In particular ∆E0 and dγ are known to have a high degree of correlations because both

parameters affect the phase term of the complex scattering factor in the EXAFS equation

[30, 31]. While element-specific bond lengths are important parameters in these alloys, even

more important is the occupancy of elements N in the shell. Unfortunately N is also highly

correlated with other values, all of which affect the amplitude of χ. For a single shell, single

edge fit, S2
0 is completely degenerate with N . The MSRD parameter is also highly correlated,

but is more separable based on its k dependence.

Fig. 4 shows some BCC CoCrAl Cr-edge EXAFS data that illustrate this issue. There are

two distinct solutions (illustrated in red and blue) that fit the data equally well despite having

substantially different coordination and bonding parameters. The R factors, R =
∑N
i=1(χi−χ̂i)2∑N

i=1 χ
2
i

,

for the two solutions are 0.00362 and 0.00238, indicating excellent consistency with the data.

The edge energy shifts (not shown) are similar at −7.28 ± 1.03 eV and −6.01 ± 1.35 eV,
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ruling out unphysical compensation of phase shift induced by changing bond lengths and

coordination variables [30].

FIG. 4: Two degenerate solutions (illustrated in red and blue) using the same physical

model to fit BCC CoCrAl EXAFS data taken on the Cr edge. (a) shows the fits to the real

component of the Fourier transformed data and (b-d) shows the parameters for the two

models with their associated uncertainties for the NN shell (though the first two shells were

modeled). In (b), Nγ is the fractional occupancy of the 8 sites in that shell. Parameter

degeneracy in even simplified EXAFS models can be high enough that even physical

heuristics for parameter values are not sufficient to constrain analysis to unique solutions in

all cases.

We further interrogate this example by interpolating in parameter space between the two

solutions. Fig. 5 (a) plots the R factor along this model interpolation trajectory with 5

selected model illustrations. This shows that solutions 1 and 2 are distinct local minima

and the fitting quality is degraded along the model interpolation coordinate. The source

of degradation is the exchange of first shell Cr and Co: The Cr-Cr bonds shift to longer

distances with lower MSRD and lower occupancy, and the Cr-Co bonds trend in the opposite
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direction. The EXAFS signals for these scattering paths phase shift in opposite directions

along the interpolation trajectory, resulting in the positive amplitude deviation in the first

shell when they contribute exactly in phase near the maximum of the R factor curve. The

change in other model parameters is negligible.

Fig. 5 (b) and (c) show the sensitivity of the model to the first shell coordination variables

around the two solutions, holding all other parameters fixed. While Fig. 4 shows that these

are distinct minima, it is notable that the two solutions show quite different correlations

between coordination variables. Low Z contrast between scattering species could explain the

high correlation between the Cr-Cr and Cr-Co coordination variables in solution 1, while

solution 2 counterintuitively shows high correlation between Cr-Al and Cr-Co scatterers that

should be easily distinguishable.

C. Unfavorable elemental contrast

While technically the design space of CCAs can include almost any element, frequently

these elements are adjacent on the periodic table. For example, the quintessential light-weight

CCA FeCoNiCrAl contains four first row transition metals plus Al[1, 32, 33]. Similarly, many

refractory alloys come from a 3x3 block of elements in the periodic table, so any combination

of more than three refractories must contain at least one set of neighboring elements[1, 34].

These neighboring elements make EXAFS analysis much more difficult for two reasons.

First, directly neighboring elements in some cases have absorption edges that are very

close. It is generally not possible to continue collecting EXAFS signal from one element

above the absorption edge of another element that is contained in the sample contains. These

cases limit the k range of the data that can be collected and thus the information content of

the data.

The second issues with adjacent elements is the minimal difference in their photoelectron

scattering cross-section. For this reason f(k), the scattering amplitude, will show minimal

contrast between neighboring elements. Because of their similar electronic configurations δγ ,

the phase shift, will also show minimal variation between neighboring elements. This is the

principal reason for the extreme similarity between the scattering signal of the Fe, Co, and

Ni species in Figure 2c.

While there are various “rule-of-thumb” heuristics, most suggest that elements within
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FIG. 5: Interrogation of the error surface around solution 1 and 2 from Fig. 4. (a): The

lower panel shows the R factor along a trajectory consisting of a linear interpolation of all fit

parameters between solution 1 and solution 2 (0 and 1 on the relative model coordinate

respectively). The upper insets show the fits at various points, indicated by circles. In these

plots the black is the data and the colored lines are the fits. The x-axis is in Å. (b) & (c):

Illustrates the error surface, plotted as R factor, about solution 1 and 2, fixing their

respective fit parameters other than the composition of the 1st NN coordination shell.

5 to 7 atomic numbers of each other cannot be distinguished in EXAFS[18]. However,

distinguishing between scattering species of similar atomic number is not impossible. Though

they are highly similar, there is some contrast in f(k) and δγ that can be leveraged for fitting,

particularly in near but not adjacent species. More useful for speciation is the fact that
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different species have different bonding which changes both the associated MSRD and the

bond length. Unfortunately, the high degree of parameter degeneracy discussed in Section II B

makes isolating these effects difficult.

One approach commonly used to mitigate this effect is to create a hybrid species of two

or more elements[33, 35], which are in turn represented by either one of the elements directly

or an average species. The advantage of this approach is that it greatly reduces the number

of free parameters in the model. However, there are drawbacks. First, although neighboring

elements may have similar electron scattering cross sections, the atomic radii of the elements

may vary dramatically making the hybrid species non-representative. Zr and Nb, for example,

are neighboring elements commonly used in refractory alloys that have greatly differing

metallic radii. A second drawback is that this approach reduces the scientific knowledge that

can be gained from the fit and increases the difficulty of multi-edge fitting. For instance in a

FeCrAl alloy, if a fit is performed with a hybrid Fe-Cr species, then the specific occupancy of

Cr in a shell about any of the scatters cannot be directly extracted from the model. That

being said, since there are only N−1 independent WC parameters for a single phase material,

application of the formulae in de Fontaine [36] with a sufficient number of WC parameters

from various edges and element combinations can yield these missing WC parameters. If

there is an insufficient number of values to fully determine the system of SRO parameters,

these constraints can still provide bounds on the undetermined SRO parameters.

D. Structural complexity and long-range order

While CCAs are often idealized as chemically disordered solid solutions, the broader

category of CCAs that we discuss here include alloys that more resemble traditional inter-

metallics, including alloys such as Heusler, half-Heusler, and Laves compounds. In these

alloys with long range order, there are distinct Wyckoff sites in the unit cell, multiplying

the number of scattering paths required in the EXAFS path expansion model. Consider a

hypothetical non-stoichiometric ternary alloy AxByCz with a B2 (CsCl) crystal structure,

which has two distinct sites: an a site at (0, 0, 0) and a b site at (1
2
, 1

2
, 1

2
). In this alloy the A

atoms predominantly reside on the a site, the B atoms predominantly reside on the b site,

and the C atoms are distributed between the two sites. There are two crystallographically

distinct local environments for C atoms: those on the a site, will mostly have B atoms in
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their first neighbor shell, along with their associated bonding characteristics, while C atoms

on the b site will mostly be surrounded by A atoms. Standard EXAFS analysis, as described

above, has an underlying assumption that bond length distributions are Gaussian. When

averaging the environments of the C atoms across the two sites this assumption may be

violated, particularly if the different sites have different neighbor distances. Proper analysis

requires separate C absorption contributions for the two sites, doubling the number of fitting

parameters associated with that element.

It seems unlikely that EXAFS analysis of alloys with partial LRO will be tractable without

a good method for simultaneously quantifying the degree of long range order, especially if

only a subset of species participate in the superlattice structure. For example, the authors of

reference [37] use HAADF-STEM to examine which elements participate in the sublattice

ordering in an octonary alloy with both short and long range order.

E. Compositional heterogeneity, second phase formation, and oxidation

While many CCA studies focus on or make simplifying assumptions limiting analysis

to single phase and homogeneous material, in practice local heterogeneity and structural

diversity is an important feature of these alloy systems. These inhomogeneities can take

many forms, including secondary phase formation [38] , continuous composition gradients

near grain boundaries and other microstructure features [39] , and surface oxide formation

[34] . Similarly SRO may vary spatially, with or without the presence of nominal composition

variation. Each of these types of spatial inhomogeneities pose challenges for quantitative

EXAFS analysis of SRO.

When there are discrete secondary phases, EXAFS measures the ensemble average of

the environments of the absorbing atoms in the parent and any secondary phases. While

the EXAFS decomposes into a simple sum of the contribution from each phase, in practice

separating the contributions through explicit multiphase modeling is challenging and is

not often attempted; the additional structural phase dramatically increases the number of

parameters without increasing the available information. For attempting such a fit, reliable

estimation of the phase fractions and compositions of the constituent phases is critical.

However, supplementary measurement of these quantities presents yet another challenging

measurement, analysis, and modeling problem. This may present substantial difficulty if
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there are nanoscale precipitates that may require transmission electron microscopy techniques

over more scalable probes like X-ray diffraction and scanning electron microscopy techniques.

In the case of localized compositional inhomogeneity, standard EXAFS at best can provide

an ensemble average of the entire probed volume, which may be much larger than the length

scale of the composition or structural fluctuations. However, as mentioned above standard

EXAFS analysis assumes that bond lengths will have a Gaussian distribution. For such a

continually varying system, it is not possible to know a priori if these distributions will

remain Gaussian. Even in the case they are Gaussian, they are likely to be much broader

than a homogeneous material. Without the ability to rely on modeling the MSRD as a

narrow Gaussian, the analysis problem becomes much more complex.

In some CCAs, particularly refractory alloys, avoiding oxygen inclusion in the sample is

nearly impossible. Interstitial oxygen (or nitrogen) may be present and secondary oxide or

nitride phases can form, typically leading to compositional inhomogeneity. Typical metal-

oxygen bonds are shorter than metal-metal bonds, so the first metal-oxygen scattering paths

contribute to the R-space EXAFS as a peak at somewhat shorter distance than the typical

first metal-metal shell. While these peaks are often separable from the first metal shell

through Fourier windowing, caution is warranted when neglecting the multiple scattering

paths involving the first metal neighbor and an oxygen atom. Furthermore, the nearest

metal-oxygen scattering contribution is concentrated in a portion of the EXAFS that is

critical for robust background estimation [40]. This increases the difficulty of selecting good

(and transferable) background estimation settings and can potentially bias estimates of

coordination number variables.

At low levels, oxygen will typically cluster to the interstitial sites surrounding the most

gettering species, and the oxygen-metal multiple scattering paths can likely be safely ignored.

However, at higher levels this can begin to interfere with the fitting. If discrete oxides

form, the second phase must be explicitly modeled to account for the contribution of metal

absorbing sites in the oxide to the EXAFS signal, as discussed above in the context of

intermetallic compounds.
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III. POSSIBLE WAYS FORWARD

We will need innovation on multiple fronts in order to mitigate the challenging aspects

of EXAFS analysis of scientifically and technologically interesting CCA systems. We must

think carefully about how to improve the quality of the data we collect, increase the amount

of information we bring to the quantitative analysis table, and develop more powerful

spatially-resolved and multimodal analytical microscopy techniques.

A. Improved data quality

Proper data collection and its resultant quality is important for producing usable EXAFS

analysis. Best practices in this area are generally well known [29], but there are opportunities

for improvement. For tasks such as extracting WC parameters, where coordination number

is critical, getting proper peak intensities is necessary. These peaks can be weakened by

self absorption in thick, concentrated samples measured in fluorescence mode. While this is

readily avoidable in CCAs synthesized as thin films, bulk samples must be thinned to a level

that can be a challenge for conventional metallurgical sample preparation over areas larger

than beam size for standard bulk EXAFS analysis. Collection of standards can also help in

this regard [40].

While the Nyquist criterion tells us that spectra with larger measured range of k space

contain more information, the k range of the scan is not the only parameter that affects

data quality. EXAFS data are commonly collected with non-uniform energy discretization,

typically using a much finer energy resolution and integration time in the absorption edge

than in the extended EXAFS region, with intermediate energy resolution in the pre-edge

part of the scan. Both the density and collection time can be adjusted, not just for these

common scan segments, but potentially dynamically adjusted based on the characteristics of

the data as it is being collected [41]. Given a fixed measurement budget, optimal allocation

of measurement time across the full absorption spectrum for robust and efficient quantitative

analysis is an open question.
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1. Spatial mapping

In multiphase or inhomogeneous systems, robust quantification of SRO would likely

require localized EXAFS data that captures a single structure and composition regions of

the sample, often on the nano-scale. There are two approaches to collecting these data along

with accompanying compositional data (and potentially structural data from diffraction),

both still largely in development.

The first approach is to use hard x-ray nanoprobe [42]. Beams on the order of 100

nm can be readily generated using reflective, and thus achromatic, optics such as KB

(Kirkpatrick–Baez) mirror pairs and have been demonstrated for measuring EXAFS [43].

However, the zone plates and other Fresnel optics and multilayer Laue optics that rely on

refraction or diffraction typically used to generate beams smaller than this are inherently

chromatic optics, which changes the focal length as a function of energy. The chromatic

effects on beam size along with monochromator induced beam movement and flux limitations

make extended EXAFS measurements at this sample size largely intractable with current

technology [42, 44]. To the extent that these measurements are tractable, one advantage is

that they are amenable to fluorescence mode XAS with relatively thick samples.

The other option is to use a scanning transmission electron microscope (STEM) equivalent

to EXAFS, known as extended energy loss fine structure (EXELFS) to provide a dramatic

improvement in spatial resolution[17]. EXELFS, like EXAFS, provides the same information

regarding the local atomic environment, but with nanometer spatial resolution and an energy

resolution down to < 1 eV. Until recently, application of EXELFS to study SRO has been

limited due to low energy resolution and limited energy range to access relevant absorption

edges. Hart et al. [45] resolve these issues through state of the art direct detection EELS

to enable spatial SRO mapping with nanometer resolution. They demonstrate by locally

measuring the SRO in a Cu-Zr-Ni-Al bulk metallic glass (BMG), as a function of distance

from the interface of the BMG film to a Ni layer. They found a positive Warren-Cowley

parameter αNi-Zr (Eq. 1) across the entire BMG width, indicating a preference for Ni and Cu

clustering. An additional advantage of EXELFS is that the sample can be further analyzed

by other high resolution TEM technique to fully understand the related properties.

One drawback of these high spatial resolution measurements is that they require large

measurement time and only provide information for a localized area. For a single sample the
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measured area may not be representative and the substantial sample preparation investment

makes systematic high-throughput EXELFS studies intractable. One possible path forward

is to use preliminary detailed EXELFS spatial mapping to characterize local structural

and chemical distributions. This characterization can inform the model specification and

optimization for quantitative or semi-quantitative analysis of high throughput “bulk” EXAFS

measurements. Finally, the high throughput bulk EXAFS analysis may identify selected

areas for subsequent spatially-resolved EXELFS analysis. In principle, the spatially-resolved

EXELFS data and the bulk EXAFS measurements can be modeled jointly as well.

B. Increasing information with larger datasets and multimodal characterization

Because of the complications described above, the likely path to robust extraction of

useful SRO knowledge from EXAFS almost certainly involves the injection of additional

information to reduce, or at least constrain, the dimensionality of the fit. Potential information

sources include (justifiable) simplifying assumptions, joint modeling of related EXAFS data,

information fusion through multimodal characterization and analysis, and incorporation

of data and knowledge from supplementary information streams such as computational

thermodynamics and atomistic simulation.

1. Joint analysis of multiple edges

As discussed in § II A, the degree of overparameterization can be reduced by coupling

bond length and MSRD parameters across pairs of absorption edges through a symmmetry

assumption. However, imposing similar pairwise constraints on the coordination number

variables in solid solutions is not so straightforward. As discussed by de Fontaine [36]

the coordination numbers of pairs of species are related by the definition of conditional

probability as well as simplex constraints, reducing M2 −M coordination parameters to

(M2 −M)/2. However, naive application of these coordination symmetry constraints in non-

equiatomic solid solutions can result in invalid SRO matrices that imply negative coordination

numbers. Application of the quadratic constraints identified by de Fontaine can resolve this

issue, but these constraints couple across pairs of components, complicating straightforward

application of these constraints in nonlinear least squares model optimization, as outlined in
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our forthcoming paper [46].

2. Joint analysis of multiple samples

There are also cases where data on related samples are collected simultaneously. This

may include samples with neighboring compositions, like combinatorial libraries [47, 48], or

the same sample over multiple temperatures. In these cases, at least within a single phase,

we can assume the fitting parameters will vary smoothly. For instance, we would expect σ2

parameters to increase monotonically with temperature, which is routinely modeled with the

correlated Debye model for joint analysis of EXAFS collected over a temperature series [49].

To constrain the fit and exchange information between them, we can perform a global fit on

all the samples using a model of the type illustrated in Fig. 3. In this hierarchical model

the EXAFS parameters for each sample are drawn deterministically from a smooth function,

e.g., a spline or Gaussian Process [50]. The fit in this case is performed by optimizing the

parameters of those functions rather than the individual parameters.

3. Data fusion and multimodal analysis

Above, in §III A 1, we describe an approach to deal with inhomogeneous samples by

combining EXELFS and EXAFS data. Beyond the problem of sample inhomogeneity, data

augmentation can be useful to inform and bias EXAFS modeling. It is possible to augment

EXAFS data with both computational and experimentally obtained values. For instance,

data obtained from pair distribution measurements (PDF) can be added to constrain the

fit[47]. In the example shown in Fig. 4, PDF may be able to provide a set of bond lengths,

identifying one of the two models as more likely. We note however that x-ray scattering

cross sections and electron scattering cross sections are similar so only a small amount of

additional information is available from x-ray PDF when there is low Z contrast. Neutron

cross-sections, conversely, are very different as a function of Z so that neutron based PDF

can provide information complementary to EXAFS. Unfortunately, the sample preparation

required for these two techniques is quite different, and is not amenable to current high

throughput material synthesis capabilities.

Computational methods, especially atomistic simulation such as density functional theory
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(DFT) calculations and molecular dynamics (MD) simulations, can also provide valuable

data to aid in fitting the EXAFS data, particularly in helping define starting parameters

or identifying plausible physical constraints. For example, MD simulations can be used

to parameterize bond length parameters in highly disordered systems, particularly those

that require the bond length histogram method [26]. For high throughput experimental

studies, it may be helpful to base model specification and initial parameter guesses on

average bond lengths, MSRDs, and coordination numbers obtained from hybrid Monte Carlo

/ Molecular Dynamics calculations, as in [51]. A variation of this approach has been the

focus of recent efforts in ML-driven characterization [52, 53]. This approach uses large sets

of Molecular Dynamics calculations (often enabled for complex alloy systems by machine

learning interatomic potentials) to directly predict the parameters of the structural model

from simulated EXAFS data. One drawback of this general approach is that it introduces yet

another machine learning research problem: rapid development of robust multi-component

interatomic potentials [54].

Similarly DFT, potentially coupled with statistical thermodynamics methods, can directly

provide strong prior knowledge on the relative stability of compounds and alloys [55].

This could both accelerate and improve the accuracy of model search and specification for

complicated multiphase alloys, particularly when multiple potential intermetallic phases could

form. Furthermore, DFT estimates of the interaction energies between different atomic species

can inform theoretical predictions of the relative ordering preferences between elemental

species [56–58], which can either constrain or help initialize coordination number estimates

in EXAFS analysis.

C. What simplifying assumptions are defensible?

Commonly, overparameterization of EXAFS models is further mitigated by introduction of

physically defensible constraints between parameters; Chapter 14 of XAFS for Everyone [18]

discusses in detail a variety of physical (e.g., known long range crystal structure) or simplifying

(e.g., arbitrary constraints on bond lengths) constraints [18]. Given the complexity of CCAs

and the importance of local lattice distortion, it is unclear to what extent many of the

commonly used assumptions are safe to apply.

For example, a simplifying assumption that is frequently employed is that all atomic pairs

22



have the same MSRD. However, in alloys with large degrees of static lattice distortion, care

must be taken in how MSRDs and bond lengths are parameterized in a fit. The effects of

static and thermal disorder are quite difficult to disentangle in EXAFS analysis. Doing so

requires high data quality over an extended energy range and benefits from measurement at

multiple temperatures. Alternatively, it may be appropriate in some cases to fit M metallic

radii instead of an M + (M2 −M)/2 symmetric matrix of first shell bond lengths. This

gets more complicated for high level NN shells, including the 2nd NN shell in BCC. We

tabulate the total number of free parameters when applying this constraint in addition to

the symmetry and SRO constraints to fits of FCC materials in the 9th and 10th columns of

Table I, respectively. Another approach is to constrain the model to a fully random SRO

distribution and qualitatively infer the ordering tendencies based on the fitted bond length

distributions [35]. It is also common to fit S2
0 to elemental standards and assume the values

transfer to the crystal structures and sample morphologies being measured, which may differ

substantially from those of the elemental standards. This simple approach to the amplitude

reduction factor can be improved by consideration of many-body effects. [59] Considering the

extreme overparameterization of BCC and multiphase CCA structural models, analysis may

not be tractable without some kinds of simplifying assumptions. The CCA community would

benefit from a systematic benchmark study to firmly establish criteria for when different

assumptions may be acceptable given the scientific goals.

D. Multiple scattering and higher shell paths

To this point we have predominately focused on fitting of first NN shell (or in the case of

BCC first and second NN shells) as including additional shells greatly increases the complexity

of the model. Further, EXAFS in these alloys tends to have minimal spectral weight at higher

R values. To the extent it is possible to include these multiple scattering paths, however,

there may be benefits. First, higher shell fits have greater ability to decorrelate S2
0 and N .

Using higher R ranges also increases the number of parameters according to the Nyquist

criteria. Finally, the multiple scattering and higher shell parameters can further constrain

the fit by adding beneficial bias through structural assumptions.
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E. Other computational approaches

In addition to data fusion methods combining physics-based computational modeling with

x-ray absorption spectroscopy (XAS) described above, ML has the potential to be a powerful

tool for EXAFS analysis. There are various examples of such frameworks in microscopy and

spectroscopy, providing inference from computationally generated structures [52, 60]. Many

studies approach the EXAFS fitting problem from a black box optimization perspective using

methods such as genetic algorithms to perform quantitative analysis [19, 61, 62]. While these

methods can more efficiently search high-dimensional parameter spaces, they do not alleviate

the extreme degeneracy of the structural models needed for robust and complete analysis

of solid solutions and multiphase CCAs. In addition to directly improving quantitative

analyses, ML offers powerful non-linear inference capabilities for accelerated acquisition and

model selection for spectral data. Autoencoders have been demonstrated in EELS and XAS

analysis in extracting a structurally relevant latent feature space [63–65], enabling rapid

classification and reduced-order modeling of properties influenced by material structure.

For EXAFS, this approach could be used to rapidly identify which structural models and

corresponding assumptions may be appropriate for a given observation. Beyond unsupervised

autoencoder approaches, physics informed ML frameworks add a further level of information

extraction since models are trained using computationally generated data. Optimizing further

to incorporate multiple modalities will build out highly correlated analysis capabilities beyond

what is present in the EXAFS signal alone, and improve ML inference beyond the scope of a

single characterization method [66].

IV. SUMMARY

Robust and efficient quantitative EXAFS analysis can enable the SRO measurements

that are required to elucidate the mechanistic underpinnings of the exciting properties that

CCAs offer. There are many challenges described here in achieving this. Fortunately there

are still many underexplored avenues that may lead to improved measurement power. While

we hope that this work serves both as a guide and a call-to-action for the CCA research

community to improve the quality and information content of EXAFS fits, we also point out

that currently most of the approaches described here are not simple or tractable to implement
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using common analysis tools such as Artemis[67], and broad scale adoption will also require

efforts by the EXAFS community to adapt software to this complex but impactful challenge.
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