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Abstract. We report on results from an experiment at the European XFEL where we

measured the x-ray Thomson scattering (XRTS) spectrum of single crystal silicon with

ultrahigh resolution. Compared to similar previous experiments, we consider a more

complex scattering setup, in which the scattering vector changes orientation through

the crystal lattice. In doing so, we are able to observe strong geometric dependencies

in the inelastic scattering spectrum of silicon at low scattering angles. Furthermore,

the high quality of the experimental data allows us to benchmark state-of-the-art

TDDFT calculations, and demonstrate TDDFT’s ability to accurately predict these

geometric dependencies. Finally, we note that this experimental data was collected

at a much faster rate than another recently reported dataset using the same setup,

demonstrating that ultrahigh resolution XRTS data can be collected in more general

experimental scenarios.
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1. Introduction

The electronic dynamic structure factor (DSF) S(q, ω) of a system is rich with

information on its electronic properties. The DSF depends on a number of important

system properties – such as its temperature, density, and ionization – and contains

information on electron correlations and their localization around ions [1, 2, 3, 4].

Experimentally, the DSF can be probed directly using the x-ray Thomson scattering

(XRTS) technique [5]. By probing a sample with photons of incident energy Ei

and measuring the spectrum of the scattered photons Es = Ei − ℏω along a

particular scattering vector q, the resulting XRTS spectrum I(q, Es) is the convolution

of the DSF with the combined source-and-instrument function (SIF) R(Es) of the

experiment [1, 5, 6]:

I(q, ES) = R(q, Es) ∗ S(q, Es − Ei) . (1)

Given the potential of XRTS to provide the full information about a system and its

properties, it has emerged as a leading diagnostic for studying matter in experiments,

particularly in the research of matter at extreme conditions. Due to the characteristic

extreme temperatures, pressures and densities of these states of matter, such conditions

can only be maintained in experiments for very short times, and necessitate the use

of in-situ diagnostics that can fully probe the conditions of the sample in this short

duration. The rigorous diagnosis of matter in extreme conditions is of great interest.

For one, such conditions are very common in the universe and are found in numerous

astrophysical objects [7, 8, 9, 10]. Second, a number of technological advancements

in materials discovery [11, 12, 13, 14, 15] and inertial fusion energy [16, 17, 18] utilise

matter in extreme conditions, and further developments will benefit from the ability to

accurately measure system properties.

X-ray Thomson scattering is therefore a potentially very powerful diagnostic, if one

knows how to extract information from the scattering spectrum. In practice, however,

this is very challenging. First, the SIF needs to be removed from the XRTS signal

in order to extract any properties [6]. Owing to both the instability of deconvolution

to noise and the finite spectral range of the spectrometer, direct deconvolution is not

possible. Additionally, the instrument function of the spectrometer is typically non-

trivial [19], which adds another layer of uncertainty in whatever deconvolution approach

is used. Second, information is encoded in the shape of the DSF and directly extracting

that information can, depending on the property of interest, be difficult. For both these

reasons, so-called “forward fitting” has become the de-facto method for analysing XRTS

data. In this approach, a model of the DSF is fit to the XRTS data, accounting for the

SIF broadening, with available models varying wildly in levels of detail and complexity.

On the simplest end, there is the Chihara decomposition [20, 21, 2], which treats

systems in a chemical picture, and allows for the extremely rapid estimation of system

conditions. While often a decent agreement between model and experiment can be

achieved, this does not guarantee a correct interpretation of the measurement to the large

number of free parameters in the Chihara approach; for example, Böhme et al. [22] have
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recently shown that the physically mandated free-bound contribution to the spectrum,

which has been neglected in previous models, was erroneously compensated by other

features. Furthermore, such chemical models neglect all the physical structure of a

system, meaning detailed examination on the electronic properties of a system are not

possible.

On the other end of complexity, there are full ab initio approaches such as time-

dependent density functional theory (TDDFT) [23, 24, 25, 26]. In this approach, the full

electronic structure is self-consistently calculated, allowing for very detailed predictions

of the DSF. Indeed, TDDFT is in-principle a quasi-exact method, where approximations

are introduced by use of an approximate form of the exchange-correlation functional and

kernel [27, 28, 29, 30, 31], neither of which are known exactly. The added detail in the

predictions of TDDFT also comes with a massive increase in computational cost over

Chihara models, but the ability to understand the electronic properties of a system in

detail makes this is a worthwhile expense in many situations.

Of course, we want to be certain in TDDFT’s ability to accurately predict the

DSF of a system, particularly as recent TDDFT simulations predict surprising changes

in the DSF of materials undergoing isochoric heating [32, 33]. Direct comparison of

the predictions of TDDFT with experiment seems a natural starting point, however the

aforementioned use of models to interpret scattering spectra already presents a problem:

theory is used to interpret experiment, which in turn is being used to benchmark

the theory, etc.. Useful experimental benchmarking therefore requires many variables,

such as the temperature and density of the system, to be as controlled as possible.

Furthermore, the convolution with the SIF also makes direct comparisons challenging

as the broadening obscures features, and can therefore allow a number of potential DSFs

to produce similar looking XRTS spectra.

One approach to dealing with the SIF is to use a setup in which it is so narrow

and simple that is has a negligible impact on the measured spectrum. This would

then allow for the direct comparison of a predicted spectrum with experiment. Such

an ultrahigh resolution setup has recently been demonstrated at the HED Scientific

Instrument at the European XFEL [34], providing a spectral range of 10s of eV but with

a resolution ∼0.1 eV. Comparisons between the scattering spectra of ambient aluminium

(Al) measured at multiple scattering angles and the predicted DSFs by TDDFT were

also performed, and it was shown that once the broadening effect from the finite size of

the spectrometer was properly accounted for, the predictions of TDDFT matched the

experimental data very well. This represented a promising result that even relatively

simple TDDFT calculations can make accurate predictions of the electronic response of

simple metals.

As a material, Al is quite a simple system to model: Al foils are polycrystalline, so

any measured signal would be the average over all lattice orientations. In any case, the

TDDFT-predicted DSF was found to be relatively isotropic with respect to the direction

of the scattering vector. In other words, simply calculating the Al DSF with a scattering

vector along the [100] direction was sufficient to model the spectrum. Moreover, Al is
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a simple metal, and so the treatment of exchange and correlation on the level of a free

electron gas via the (adiabatic) local density approximation was expected to be quite

accurate. Silicon (Si), on the other hand, is a much more complex material. First,

it is a covalently bonded semi-conductor, which pushes the limits of applicability of

approximate exchange-correlation functionals. Second, wafers of Si can be grown as

monocrystals with a particular orientation, meaning any dependencies of the electronic

response of the material on orientation can be examined. Indeed, this is what has

been observed in previous measurements of the bulk Si plasmon in electron energy loss

spectroscopy (EELS) experiments [35, 36] and inelastic x-ray scattering spectroscopy

measurements at synchrotrons [37, 38]. The plasmon dispersion in Si is different along

the [100], [110], and [111] directions [35, 36], and the shapes of the scattering spectra are

also quite different along these directions [37, 38]. For accurate simulations of Si, this

geometry-dependence should therefore be important to consider, and add a new level of

complexity to modelling the scattering spectra with TDDFT. Indeed, some simulation

results suggest TDDFT requires modifications in order to produce the correct scattering

spectrum [38].

Here we report on ultrahigh resolution measurements of the bulk plasmon in a single

crystal of Si (100), using the x-ray free electron laser (XFEL) at the European XFEL

in Germany. Inelastic scattering spectra are collected over a range of scattering angles

between 3.6◦–25.6◦, with a resolution ∼ 0.1 eV, and a spectral range of up to ∼ 70 eV.

With a novel scattering setup, we demonstrate TDDFT’s ability to accurately simulate

complex geometric effects in a monocrystalline semi-conductor system. As with Al, we

find accounting for the finite size of the spectrometer is a necessary consideration for

the accurate modeling of the experimental data at low scattering vectors, without the

need for energy-dependent broadening, in contrast to Ref. [38].

Lastly, we report on two changes of the setup over the one reported in Ref. [34].

First, the spectral window in this dataset reaches up to 70 eV below the elastic, which

is much larger than the 40 eV window used previously. Second, the experimental data

was collected at a much faster rate than in Ref. [34], but the signal-to-noise ratio is still

sufficient to perform benchmarking of TDDFT simulations. We conclude then that this

offers a promising outlook for performing ultrahigh resolution measurements in more

generic experimental scenarios.

2. Experiment

Measurements of the inelastic scattering of silicon were performed at the HED

instrument at the European XFEL in Germany [39]. The setup used is identical to

that of recently reported measurements of the Al plasmon [34] and took place during

the same beamtime. A more detailed explanation of the setup is provided in Ref. [34],

but we will also summarise the important elements here and the highlight the differences

in approach.

First, the targets used here here were 50 µm thick monocrystalline Si (100) wafers.
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The Si has a diamond cubic crystal structure, which means it consists of two intersecting

face-centered cubic (fcc) lattices (Fd3m with an additional atom at (1/4, 1/4, 1/4)a,

where a is the lattice constant in the conventional unit cell). As a single crystal,

the wafers have a well-defined normal along the (100) direction, and this normal was

maintained in fixed alignment with the incoming XFEL beam direction.

The XFEL beam was self-seeded to an energy E0 ∼ 7703 eV, and then passed

through a four-bounce Si (111) monochromator with an acceptance range of 0.8 eV to

remove the underlying self-amplified spontaneous emission (SASE) pedestal. The beam

is then focused onto the target to a spot size of ∼ 10 µm. The scattered x-rays were

collected on a spherically-bent Si (533) diced crystal analyser (DCA) [40, 41]. This DCA

has recently been demonstrated as being capable of measuring x-ray scattering spectra

with an energy resolution ∼ 0.1 eV and spectral range of several 10s of eV [34]. The

scattered x-rays are finally recorded on a Jungfrau detector [42] with asymmetric pixels

– 25 µm long in the dispersive direction and 225 µm in the non-dispersive direction – in

order to minimise pixel broadening in the dispersive direction. From the spectrometer

calibration, the energy dispersion was determined to be 22.54± 0.15 meV/pixel [34].

Unfortunately, the quality of the self-seeded beam was unsatisfactory during the

beam time, and ∼ 85 % of the beam fluence was in the SASE pedestal. Therefore, after

the beam was passed through the monochromator and transmitted through the beamline

optics, only 15.5–21.8 µJ of energy was measured on target by a gas monitor before the

target [34], which means very few photons are available to be scattered. However, this

also meant that the intensity on target was too low to heat the samples, which simplifies

the modeling as both the temperature and density can be taken to be ambient.

The DCA has a spectral window of 3.5 eV, but the electronic response energy scale

is over 10s of eV. Therefore, to measure the spectrum across a wider spectral range,

the spectral window is moved by rotating the DCA to change the Bragg angle. The

DCA is then held at each position for a fixed number of frames, collected at a rate

of 10 Hz, before shifting the spectral window again. Each frame is integrated over 20

x-ray pulses, with the pulses having a repetition rate of 2.2 MHz. It is necessary to hold

the DCA in a given position for a period of time in order to collect enough photons

to measure the spectrum to the desired signal-to-noise ratio (SNR). The full spectrum

is then stitched together from these different windows. In the case of the previous Al

measurements [34], the spectral window was held in each position for 20–40 s (200–400

frames). This resulted in very high quality spectra with low signal to noise, but meant

that the collection times were very long in order to build a full spectrum (this is partly

due to the poor beam quality, meaning a low number of photons were incident on the

target to then scatter). The spectral range was also limited to 40 eV, as beyond this

point no scattering was expected. For the present Si data, the ability of the DCA to

act as an efficient spectrometer was tested. To do this, the DCA was held in each

spectral window for only 5 s (50 frames), which results in a much faster collection time.

Coincidentally, Si also has a weaker inelastic signal than Al at the same scattering

vectors, which is predicted by both TDDFT and is what is observed in experiment by
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Figure 1. (a) A schematic of the experimental geometry with respect to the crystal

lattice. The red spheres represent the Si atoms. The black cube wireframe represents

the conventional unit cell, while the red lines connecting the spheres inside the cell

represent the Si bonds connecting the nearest-neighbour atoms. The beam direction

q1 and the normal of the Si (100) crystal are both aligned the (1, 0, 0) direction. The

scattered rays travel along a vector q̂2 = (cos Θ, 0, sin Θ), where Θ is the scattering

angle. The spectrum for a given scattering vector q ≡ q2 − q1 is measured by moving

the center of the DCA the chosen scattering angle. (b) The crystal lattice can be

rotated about the beam by an angle ψ without affecting the alignment of the crystal

normal and the beam direction, but it changes the alignment of q2 and q through the

crystal lattice. (c) Equivalent to rotating the lattice about the beam direction, q2 can

be rotated about the beam direction by the angle −ψ – this approach is used to define

q in the TDDFT calculations.

roughly by the same amounts (up to ∼ 5.5 times weaker at the peak). Nevertheless,

despite the shorter collection times and the weaker scattering signal, the quality of the

spectra is still very high and more than sufficient quality for benchmarking TDDFT

calculations.

To measure the scattering spectrum at different scattering angles, the entire setup

is rotated so that the DCA can capture and reflect the light travelling along a scattering

angle of Θ (see Fig. 1 (a)) to the detector. In total, the scattering spectra at five

central scattering angles between 3.6◦–25.6◦ were measured. As the DCA has a finite

size, it collects photons over a range of scattering vectors resulting in a spectrum that

is broadened by so-called q-vector blurring. To limit this broadening, an Al slit mask

was placed on the DCA which reduces the angular coverage to ±1.4◦, or a q coverage of

±0.095 Å
−1

to ±0.098 Å
−1
. The consideration of this effect is discussed in the remaining

sections of the manuscript as it is very important for correctly interpreting results [34].

As with the Al data in Ref. [34], the data is smoothed to tease out the signal from

the noise. Here, however, we use a moving average over a five pixel window in order

to get an estimate of the spectral uncertainty from the variance to this average. This

is important as the uncertainty in the spectral shape is now dominated by noise rather

than the calibration uncertainty.
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2.1. Experimental Geometry

Due to the importance of the experimental geometry on the results, we now consider

this in some detail. A schematic of the experimental geometry through the conventional

unit cell of Si is shown in Fig. 1 (a). The Si sample was a single crystal with its normal

oriented along the [100] direction. This normal was aligned along the direction (wave

vector) of the incident beam q1 = Q(1, 0, 0) for all measurements, where Q = 2πE/hc,

E is the photon energy of the beam, h is Planck’s constant, and c is the speed of light.

The center of the DCA is then positioned to measure photons emerging along the wave

vector q2 = Q2(cosΘ, 0, sinΘ), where Θ is the (central) scattering angle. Note that we

consider the energy loss to be small so that Q2 ≈ Q. The (central) scattering vector

of the measured spectrum is q ≡ q2 − q1. Clearly, this is not oriented along a fixed

direction in the Si lattice, but instead varies in orientation. This is a crucial difference to

other previous experiments on Si [35, 36, 37, 38] where the sample is tilted such that the

normal of the lattice and the scattering vector remain aligned, which allows for the DSF

to be studied along this fixed direction. In our setup, we target more complex geometric

behaviours of the DSF as the scattering vector can be aligned anywhere through the

crystal.

We note that the orientation of q through the crystal lattice is not fully defined by

the orientation of the crystal lattice normal along the beam direction as it is possible to

rotate the lattice about the beam direction without affecting the direction of the normal,

as is shown in Fig. 1 (b). In other words, if ψ is the angle by which the lattice is rotated

about the beam direction (and crystal normal), we can define the lattice vectors of the

conventional unit cell in the experimental coordinates as:

a = (1, 0, 0) , b = (0, cosψ, sinψ) , c = (0, − sinψ, cosψ) (2)

For our simulations, it is somewhat inconvenient to change the definition of the lattice

parameters as the atom positions are also defined in real space. Instead, as seen in

Fig. 1 (b) and (c), the equivalent direction of q through the crystal lattice can be

retrieved by rotating q2 about the beam direction by an angle −ψ. We therefore define

the set of wave vectors as:

q1 = Q(1, 0, 0) , q2 = Q(cosΘ, sinψ sinΘ, cosψ sinΘ) , q = q2 − q1 . (3)

This yields an ambiguity in the actual direction the scattering vector passes through the

crystal lattice. Unfortunately, this angle ψ was not measured during the experiment as,

although an area detector was present to measure diffraction, we were unable to rotate

the sample sufficiently to measure the diffraction spots. However, as will be shown,

because Si is so sensitive to the direction of the scattering vector through the lattice,

this makes it possible to infer what this orientation was from the TDDFT calculations.

Changing the scattering angle changes both the length of the scattering vector

and, in the present work, its direction through the crystal lattice. As the target is a

single crystal, this effect is best illustrated by considering the scattering geometry in
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reciprocal space [43]. In Fig. 2 (a), the reciprocal lattice points of the Si lattice in the

kx = 0 plane. When a scattering vector q lies on one of the points, the Laue vector

equation is satisfied, and the relationship between the scattering angle Θ ≡ 2θ, the

wavelength of the incident radiation λ and the separation of a lattice planes dhkl for

Miller indices [hkl] is given by the familiar Bragg equation:

λ = 2dhkl sin(θ) . (4)

The possible orientations of the different vectors for each scattering angle 2θ are

represented as circles, with ψ determining where the vector is pointing to on the circle.

The length of a scattering vector is given by q = 2Q sin(θ), so higher angles correspond

to probing longer distances in reciprocal space, and therefore shorter length scales in

real space.

A key observation is that at the smallest scattering angle of 3.6◦, the scattering

vector does not extend beyond the first Brillouin zone (BZ) – indicated by the solid black

octagon – and the bulk behaviour of the system is being probed. In other words, the

scattered photon is mostly oblivious to the specifics of crystal structure as the response

of the system over multiple unit cells is probed, and the DSF should therefore be largely

insensitive to the specific orientation of the scattering vector. At the second smallest

scattering angle of 8.0◦, the scattering vector will be slightly beyond the surface of the

first Brillouin zone and should only just begin to probe the structural dependencies of the

Si lattice. At higher scattering angles the length of q in reciprocal space is now sufficient

to extend beyond the first BZ, so the orientation of q relative to the lattice planes

should now contribute significantly to the DSF. Furthermore, increasing the scattering

angle in this setup increases the tilt of the scattering vector through reciprocal lattice

space, which makes different families of points available, as shown in Fig. 2. Depending

on the specific angle ψ, the lattice vectors can pass various nearby lattice points, or

could even lie on them to produce a diffraction spot. Unlike diffraction peaks, which

require the scattering vector to lie on a specific reciprocal lattice point [43], in XRTS the

scattering vector can be positioned anywhere to probe the electronic response in that

particular direction. Nevertheless, the presence of these reciprocal points will still affect

the electronic response as the electronic structure of the system looks different along

different lattice planes. And, as the scattering vector is changing, it passes non-trivially

in the vicinity of different points. We therefore anticipate strong geometric effects on

the DSF will be exposed in this experiment.

For completeness, we note that at a sufficiently high scattering angle (which is not

reached in this experiment) the electronic response should become increasingly agnostic

to the crystal structural again as the probing length scale becomes shorter than the

separation of the closest lattice planes in real space. And at very high angles, the system

is eventually being probed on the scale of individual particles and so the orientation of

the scattering vector should become even less important.
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Figure 2. The Si lattice in reciprocal space in the conventional unit cell. Shown in

a) is the kx = 0 plane in units of 2π/a where a = 5.4309Å is the lattice constant

for the conventional unit cell in Si. The incoming photon q1 is aligned with the [100]

direction (out of the page) and scatters with various q depending on the observed q2.

The orientation around the [100] direction is unknown, therefore the q are shown as

circles, labelled by Θ scattering angle. The reciprocal lattice points with Miller indices

[hkl], found in the plane [0kl] are shown in black, and for completeness reciprocal

lattice points in the kx = −1 plane are shown as blue crosses, i.e. [1kl]. Also indicated

are the planes at 45◦ and 22.5◦ with grey dashed lines. In b) the ky = kz plane at 45◦

is shown. Here it is clear that as the scattering angle increases the probed q tilts back.

The reciprocal lattice points found in the plane [hkk] are shown in black. In both, the

first Brillouin zone of the fcc lattice is indicated in black around the central Γ = [000]

point, forming a truncated octahedron [43].

3. XRTS spectrum of silicon in a semiconducting crystal diamond state

The measured inelastic scattering spectrum of Si for the different scattering vectors are

plotted in Fig. 3. For each spectrum, a clear peak is visible, which changes in intensity,

width, and position as the scattering angle is varied. For the four highest scattering

angles, the SNRs of these spectra are more than sufficient to observe the specific shapes

of the inelastic spectra. The lower noise of the spectrum at 8◦ is because the collection

time per spectral window was 30 s rather than the 5 s used for the other scattering angles.

This spectrum is comparable in quality to the Al spectra in Ref. [34] and demonstrates

the improvement in the SNR by using longer collection times, or increasing the beam

energy in each pulse, to collect more scattered photons. However, for the highest three

scattering angles, this quality is achieved with a collection rate that was 4–6 times faster

than that of the equivalent Al data [34], on a material that scatters more weakly than

Al.

At the lowest scattering angle, the spectrum is significantly more noisy than the

remaining spectra because the inelastic scattering intensity scales as ∼ q2, so simply

very few photons are scattered inelastically at this angle. Nevertheless, a peak is still

clearly visible at an appropriate position, based on the other scattering angles. However,
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Figure 3. Measured XRTS intensity for five different wavenumbers as a function of

the photon energy loss E = E0 − Es in units of integrated intensity in photons/shot.

The curves are offset vertically for clarity and show the variation in position, intensity,

and shape of the plasmon in silicon. The dashed lines over each curve shows the Voigt

profile fitted to each peak which is used to determine the maximum position.

actually identifying the maximum of the peak proved challenging as when the DCA

was scanning around the peak of the scattering, the FEL beam energy dropped quite

substantially, resulting in the slight dip in the intensity around 17 eV. Even though the

beam energy is accounted for in the normalisation of the spectra, the lack of photons in

this region nevertheless makes it hard to identify the true peak position of the scattering.

Unfortunately, due to time constraints, it was not possible to collect further data at this

scattering angle, and the overall noise level makes it challenging to compare the shape of

this peak to TDDFT. Still, it is clear that this very weak inelastic scattering feature was

nevertheless detected, and longer collection times would be able to resolve this feature

in more detail. This suggests that one approach to using this setup would be to use a

quick scan with the DCA to identify the position of features, then do a more focused

scan at the position of features to achieve the desired level of signal-to-noise.

In order to examine the dispersive behaviour of the Si spectra with respect to

changing wave vector, we identify the maxima of these peaks by fitting Voigt profiles

(scipy.special.voigt profile from the SciPy package for Python [44]) to the peaks

and taking the maxima. Clearly the shapes of the peaks do not have the symmetric shape
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that is characteristic of a Voigt profile, however around the maxima this approximation

appeared to be sufficiently good to extract the position of the maxima. These maxima

are plotted in Fig. 4, along with the equivalent Al plasmon points [34] for reference.

The vertical uncertainty bars come from the calibration uncertainty (described in the

Supplementary Material of Ref. [34]), except for the lowest scattering vector in Si. For

this point, the uncertainty is dominated by the difficulty in identifying the position

of the maximum from the relatively flat plateau: the center of the cross indicates the

position from the fit at the nominal calibration, while the limits of the vertical bar shows

the approximate width of the flat region around the peak.

The horizontal bars of each point require more careful interpretation: they do not

represent the uncertainty in the central scattering vector, as the center of the DCA

was initially positioned carefully at a scattering angle of 13.6◦, and its position (and

so central scattering vector) was then carefully controlled with motors that have high

precision. Instead, as already explained, the DCA covers a finite angular range and so

collects spectra over a range of scattering vectors of ∼ ±0.1 Å
−1
. As the number of die

in the DCA is uniform in q, it reflects the signal from this range of scattering vectors

uniformly in each energy bin. Therefore, we plot the standard deviation of a uniform

distribution in Fig. 4 as the horizontal bars, giving an accuracy of ∼ ±0.03 Å
−1
.

For a free electron gas, the plasmon dispersion is expected to follow a quadratic

from the Bohm-Gross relation [45]

ℏω(q) = ℏωp + α
ℏ2q2

me

, (5)

where ωp is the plasma frequency, and α is a scaling prefactor. The measured Al plasmon

dispersion follows this quadratic essentially exactly for the four points below its electron–

hole pair continuum region, and even accounting for the calibration uncertainty and

q-vector blurring still resulted in very tight constraints on ωp and α [34]. For the point

in the pair continuum [46], the plasmon is damped as it decays into multiple excitations

due to Landau damping, and so it no longer follows a quadratic dispersion.

Al is often considered a prototypical “free electron gas metal”, and so it is expected

that it would obey the Bohm-Gross relationship. Although Si is a covalently-bonded

semi-conductor, the photon energies here greatly exceed the band gap, so the electrons

are highly mobile and behave as nearly-free electrons. Up to a critical scattering vector

qc ∼ 1.2 Å
−1
, quadratic dispersion has been observed in Si along the [100], [110] and

[111] directions [35, 36].

In Ref. [35], it is noted that the plasma frequency of Si at ℏωp = 16.6 eV is

substantially larger than the energy gap of the bound electrons (∼ 1 eV), allowing

for this nearly-free electron treatment. The value of qc is comparable to the length of

the Si reciprocal lattice vector 2π/a ∼ 1.16 Å
−1
, so along as the scattering vector is

contained inside the first BZ, then nearly-free electron like behaviour can be observed.

Indeed, near the bottom of the bands around the Γ-point, the shape of the bands is

parabolic (the same for a free electron), but this stops being the case as the surface of
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the BZ is approached [47]. Furthermore, ωp is the same for these three orientations; i.e.

the entire structure is probed simultaneously it appears isotropic (see Fig. 2 (a)). Still,

even within a scattering vector contained in the first BZ, the influence of the crystal

lattice is still felt. Namely, the scaling factor α is different for each of the three principal

directions in Si [35, 36]. This may be understood from the fact that the distance to

the first BZ is different along each of these directions, so the system will still appear

non-isotropic.

For the Si data presented here, we have only two reliable points at q < qc, which is

not sufficient to determine the fit to the Eq. (5) with uncertainties. Nonetheless, fitting

to the two points (plotted in Fig. 4) gives an ℏωp = 16.9 eV, which is substantially

higher than the ℏωp = 16.6 eV reported in EELS measurements [35, 36]. A second

fit of the four highest scattering vectors to a quartic function, shown in Fig. 4, is

predominately intended to guide the eye to the behaviour of the dispersion. But, this fit

still implied a plasma frequency of ℏωp ∼ 16.8 eV, which is closer but is still substantially

different from the measured value [35, 36]. However, this apparent discrepancies may

be explained by the fact that the scaling parameter α itself depends on the orientation

of the scattering vector through the crystal, and within the present experiment this

orientation is changing. Therefore, it is not possible to observe the quadratic behaviour

here as α is now an unknown function of the scattering vector, and this would need

to be accounted for in the fitting. Otherwise, if one wishes to make observations of

the dispersive behaviour of the Si plasmon, it seems necessary to take care that the

scattering vector points along a fixed direction. Given this was not a primary objective

of this experiment, we are content to state that we observe dispersion, but the strong

geometry dependence of the scattering makes this dispersion non-trivial.

4. Predictions of the DSF using TDDFT

While the dispersive behaviour of the plasmons is difficult to quantify from the present

experimental data, this was not the main objective of the experiment, which was to

measure their shape. Still, the complexity of the dispersion is indicative that the

DSF of Si will be strongly geometry dependent, and the purpose of this experiment

was to collect very high quality data that could be used to benchmark theory. In

order to model the electronic response of systems, (linear response) time-dependent

density functional theory has become one of the leading approaches as it is able to self-

consistently capture the electronic response to a perturbation in an electronic and ionic

environment [23, 24, 48].

While TDDFT is formally exact, in practice it still has input approximations as the

exact exchange-correlation functional and kernel are unknown, and both need some level

of approximation. Given the powerful predictive potential of TDDFT, it is pertinent to

examine whether the predictions it makes are indeed accurate.

Already, it has been shown that the simplest level of TDDFT, the adiabatic local

density approximation (ALDA), was sufficient to accurately model DSF of Al [34].
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Figure 4. Dispersion of the Si (blue) and Al plasmon (red) from Ref. [34], including

fits to these points (dashed lines) using the Bohm-Gross relation (Eq. (5)), and a

second quartic fit for Si (dotted). Uncertainties in the fit parameters account for the

calibration uncertainty and the q-vector blurring. The red shaded area indicates the

pair-continuum region for Al. The large uncertainty bar on the lowest Si plasmon is due

to a gap appearing in the peak of the spectrum, making it challenging to unambiguously

identify the maximum position of the peak, and it is not used in the fits for Si, hence

no uncertainty can be calculated on the the Si Bohm-Gross fit. While Si is expected

to obey the Bohm-Gross relationship for q ≲ 1.2 Å
−1

, this is only when the scattering

is along fixed orientation, which in this experiment is changing. These fit parameters

for Si therefore differ substantially from the literature.

However, as previously mentioned, the relative simplicity of Al meant that accounting

for geometric effects was not crucial to make accurate predictions. Based on previous

experiments and simulations [35, 36, 37, 38] and the results of the present work,

we expect that a good theoretical model must be able to observe strong geometry

dependencies in the DSF when they are present like here. We now investigate this

predictive capability of TDDFT.

4.1. Simulation details

The LR-TDDFT calculations for Si with a crystal diamond structure were performed

using Quantum ESPRESSO [49, 50, 51, 52, 53]. We used a 20×20×20 k-point grid and

an energy cutoff of 16 Ry. A cubic simulation cell with a side length of 5.431 Å and a

lattice parameter of the crystal a = 5.431 Å was considered. The results were computed

using the Lorentzian smearing parameter η = 0.1 eV. The used pseudopotential Si.pz-

vbc.UPF is from the Quantum ESPRESSO pseudopotential database [54, 55]. For

each scattering angle, five LRTDDFT calculations were conducted within the q-vector
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Figure 5. Comparison of the experimental data (black) to the TDDFT calculations of

the DSF of Si along the [111] (blue solid), [110] (green dashed), and [100] (red dotted)

directions, for a scattering vectors q = 0.55Å
−1

and 1.26Å
−1

.
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Figure 6. Comparison of the experimental data (black) to the TDDFT calculations of

the DSF of Si at two central central scattering vectors of the DCA, but with outgoing

wave vector rotated about the beam direction by an angle ψ in Eq. (6).

blurring range. For simulations, atomic structure and the components of the scattering

wavevectors with respect to the simulation cell were defined using the Atomic Simulation

Environment [56].

4.2. Geometric dependencies of the DSF in silicon

First, we consider the predictions of TDDFT of the DSF along the principal [100], [110],

and [111] directions. The TDDFT-predicted DSFs along these directions are plotted

with the experimental data at central scattering vectors q = 0.55 Å
−1

and 1.26 Å
−1

in

Fig. 5. In these simulations, q-vector blurring has been accounted for by averaging

over five simulations for different q values that lie in the DCA range, but aligned along

each of these three principal directions. For q = 0.55 Å
−1
, the DSFs along the three

directions look quite similar, but there are noticeable differences such as the higher
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intensity between 10–15 eV along the [100] direction compared to the other two. Slight

differences are to be expected at this scattering vector as it lies just beyond the boundary

of the first BZ (see Fig. 2 (a)) and so the structural details of the Si lattice are starting

to be probed. For q = 1.26Å
−1
, there are clearly substantial differences in the shapes

of the spectra for the three different directions. This scattering vector now extends

far out into reciprocal space, and so the DSF contains more information on the lattice

structure along the particular scattering vector. Notably, when the scattering vector is

aligned along [100] – corresponding to the normal of the Si sample – there is a large

bump centered around 15 eV which does not appear in the experimental data, indicating

more detailed accounted of the experimental geometry is indeed warranted. Also note

the superficially good agreement between the [111] direction and the experimental data:

as seen in Fig. 2 (a), this q value (θ = 18.6◦) does not lie near any [111]-like planes,

so this apparent agreement is coincidental since the [111] direction was experimentally

inaccessible.

Next, we consider the scattering vector as it would be aligned through the Si lattice.

As described previously, for the experimental geometry shown in Fig. 1, the scattering

vector through the lattice can be written as:

q = Q(cosΘ− 1, sinψ sinΘ, cosψ sinΘ) . (6)

Changing the angle ψ is the equivalent of rotating around the circles in reciprocal space

in Fig. 2 (a). In Fig. 6, we plot a comparison of the DSFs at q = 0.92 Å
−1

(left)

and q = 1.26 Å
−1

(right) for different rotations ψ. Note that q-vector blurring has

not been accounted for here. For q = 0.92 Å
−1
, increasing the angle ψ from 0◦ to 20◦

results in the shoulder between 12–15 eV vanishing, a feature which is not observed in

the experimental spectrum. At higher values of ψ, the peak becomes narrower. For

q = 1.26 Å
−1
, changing the value of ψ has a substantial impact on the shape of the DSF

as the scattering vector points along different directions through the crystal.

Both Fig. 5 and Fig. 6 show that the predicted DSF from TDDFT is sensitive to

the alignment of q through the crystal lattice, which is the expected behaviour. This

also means that its predictions of the DSF are of S(q, ω), not just the isotropic S(q, ω)

which is typically used in approximating the form of the DSF.

4.3. Comparison of theory to experiment

As mentioned previously, in the present experiment the angle ψ was not determined,

but we do know it is the same for all measured scattering angles Θ as the Si wafer was

not changed or reoriented. Instead, we compared the shape of the DSFs predicted by

TDDFT for different values of ψ to the experimental data at q = 1.26 Å
−1

(since the

theoretical DSF is most sensitive to the specific orientation scattering vector here), and

concluded the best visual agreement came from using ψ = 22.5◦. Here, this value of ψ is

now used to compare all TDDFT-predicted DSF to all the experimental spectra. This

of course caveats the quality of the benchmarking done here as TDDFT is being used
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Figure 7. Comparison of TDDFT simulations of the DSF of Si, with ψ = 22.5◦ to

the experimental signal (black). For each scattering vector, five TDDFT simulations

at different q are shown as the blue-dashed lines in each plot. The average of these

five simulations is shown as the red line, and is the final result to compare to the

experimental spectra. The red bands indicate the standard error of the mean DSF.

Each of the TDDFT lines are normalised to their maxima, and scaled to match the

intensity of the experimental data.

to determine an unknown parameter; however, given the clear sensitivity of TDDFT to

the scattering geometry, that the geometry is otherwise well-defined, and the subsequent

agreement we now observe between TDDFT and experiment, we remain confident in

the quality of the following benchmarking.

It is worth discussing now in detail how to interpret the finite the size of the

spectrometer for the simulations. As mentioned already, the (masked) DCA covers a

range of outgoing wave vectors q2 ±∆q2 around the central wave vector q2. This gives

a range of scattering vectors q±∆q that are measured on the spectrometer, here this is

around ∆q ∼ ±0.1Å
−1
. But, as already mentioned in the discussion of the dispersion,

this cannot be treated as an uncertainty on q because it is not. Instead, it means the

measured spectra contain scattering from multiple scattering vectors. The way in which
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these different scattering spectra contribute to the overall spectrum will depend on the

particular spectrometer geometry. Here, the horizontal slit over the DCA means the

distribution of die is uniform, so that it reflects the scattering spectra from the different

q vectors it covers uniformly to each energy bin. Therefore, the measured spectrum will

be the uniform average of all scattering vectors covered by the DCA.

To simulate the q-vector blurring, five TDDFT simulations are performed for a

uniform set of Θ in Eq. (6) within the range of the DCA at the central scattering angle.

These results are plotted in Fig. 7, along with the five individual calculations. For the

plotting, each of the TDDFT lines are normalised to their maxima, and scaled to match

as closely as possible the shape of experimental curves. To be clear, for the averaged

DSF the contributing DSFs were not normalised in any way before averaging.

In general, we find very good agreement between the average DSFs predicted by

TDDFT and the experimental data. As with the Al data reported in Ref. [34], we

observe that accounting for q-vector blurring is still important in Si. As the scattering

angle increases, we observe the effect of the q-vector blurring becomes more substantial,

and the differences between the individual curves grow, particularly in the high energy

loss wings of the spectra. It also means none of these single spectra can be used to

model the experimental signal. This demonstrates that treating the finite coverage

of the spectrometer as an uncertainty bar on the central q is actually detrimental

to interpreting the spectrum, and that only by accounting for the geometry of the

spectrometer in the simulated spectrum can one reproduce the scattered spectrum.

We note that our simulated spectra use a fixed Lorentzian broadening, and

still give good agreement. This in contrast to other reported simulations of the Si

DSF which instead claim energy-dependent broadening is required. For example in

Ref. [38], the energy-dependent broadening is introduced either in the evaluation of

the density response function χ0 as an energy-dependent lifetime (EDLT) broadening;

and alternatively as a post-processing step by applying a Lorentzian with an energy-

dependent width as a kernel to the TDDFT results, although the authors state the

latter fails to adequately reproduce their experimental data. The authors claim an

energy-dependent broadening is required to reduce the sharpness of features from the

unmodified TDDFT results, which were not observed in their experiment [38]. However,

we note that the use of EDLT still produces TDDFT data that has notable differences

compared to their measured spectra, such as the peak intensity and the width of their

calculated DSFs. To our understanding, the authors did not account for q-vector

blurring from the finite size of their spectrometer, which we expect would help to smooth

out the sharp features from their TDDFT calculations, as well as helping to broaden

the high energy loss wings of their DSFs, which seemed to be underestimated compared

to their experimental spectra even with EDLT. We note that the good agreement we

achieve here is also only at the level of ALDA. We therefore question whether energy-

dependent broadening is actually needed to explain the broadening of the DSF, and

suggest that q-vector blurring probably explains the bulk of the differences between

TDDFT results and experiment.
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That being said, we still observe some differences between the TDDFT spectra

presented here and the experimental data. In particular, for q = 0.92 Å
−1

the TDDFT

spectra seems to overestimate the width of the spectrum. We note that while Fig. 6

indicates a narrower peak would come from using ψ ≥ 30◦, this would result in even

more pronounced discrepancies for q = 1.26 Å
−1
, so there is a constraint how large the

angle ψ could be while maintaining consistent results between the different scattering

angles. One alternative explanation is that we are only averaging five DSFs, which show

quite substantial changes, and increasing the number of single TDDFT calculations

may improve the averaging. Still, the standard error of these average DSFs suggest the

averaging is already relatively near the actual value. A related possibility comes from

the fact that we only consider q-vectors by varying Θ in the polar direction, but the

DCA covers a finite range of angles in the azimuthal direction too. These were neglected

as adequate sampling would require a very large number of simulations even for a single

q. However, we estimate that the effect of including these additional scattering vectors

would be small: since the set of scattering vectors with the same scattering angle Θ and

magnitude form a cone around q1, the effect of the q-blurring in the azimuthal direction

is to add an additional angle ϕ to the angle ψ, so the scattering vectors are therefore:

q = Q(cosΘ− 1, sin(ψ + ϕ) sinΘ, cos(ψ + ϕ) sinΘ) . (7)

In the azimuthal direction, the slit limits the angular coverage ϕ ∼ ±2.5◦. As seen

in Fig. 6, the shape of the DSFs for ψ = 20◦, ψ = 22.5◦ (the estimated nominal),

and ψ = 25◦ look quite similar. Therefore, while contributions from these additional

directions may affect the overall shape of the averaged DSF, we estimate that the average

spectrum presented here would probably be quite similar even if these contributions were

included. An additional possibility comes from the fact that we are only treating Si on

the level of ALDA. This approximation explicitly treats exchange and correlation on

the level of a uniform electron gas, which semi-conducting Si with its covalent bonds

is certainly not. Climbing further up the “Jacob’s ladder” of exchange-correlation

approximations [57, 58, 59], for example to account for density gradients in the exchange-

correlation, may improve the quality of the simulations further. Nevertheless, ALDA

manages to estimate the shape of the DSF satisfactorily.

5. Summary and Discussion

We have presented ultrahigh resolution data for the inelastic scattering of single crystal

silicon at a number of scattering angles. Unlike previous experiments, where the

scattering vector is kept aligned to a particular orientation of the crystal [35, 36, 37, 38],

here we fix the normal direction of the crystal along the incident beam axis and allow

the orientation of the scattering vector to change through the crystal. While doing this

makes it difficult to infer the quadratic dispersion of the Si plasmon, it on the other hand

draws out the complex strong-geometry dependent behaviour of the inelastic scattering
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signal, and presents a challenging benchmark to ascertain if time-dependent density

functional theory can accurately model this complex geometry.

In TDDFT simulations, we observe strong dependencies of the DSF on the

particular orientation of the scattering vector through the lattice. This is interpreted

from the perspective of reciprocal lattice space, with the different directions and length

of the scattering vectors probing nearby lattice points – and therefore structures – of

the crystal lattice. Even rotating the lattice about its normal is shown to result in

substantial changes in the shape of the DSF due to the distribution of neighbouring

reciprocal lattice vectors.

In comparison to experiment, we find TDDFT is able to accurately model the shape

of the DSF if q-vector blurring is accounted for. This also comes with the caveat that the

specific orientation of the Si sample needed to be inferred from TDDFT as it could not

be measured in experiment. However, given the sensitivity of TDDFT to the scattering

geometry, we remain confident in the quality of the benchmarking. While there are some

minor discrepancies between TDDFT and experiment, we identify a number of potential

improvements to the simulation scheme that might reduce them. Regardless, our results

suggest that modified TDDFT schemes involving energy-dependent broadening [38] may

be unnecessary, as the smoothing out and broadening of features seems to be adequately

explained by q-vector blurring.

Additionally, we note that the experimental data presented here was collected at

a much faster rate than in Ref. [34] in a material that scatters more weakly than

the other dataset. In both cases the beam performance was unsatisfactory, and in

normal conditions substantially more photons would be incident on the target. We have

therefore demonstrated that, even with less than ideal conditions, this experimental

setup [34] can be used to efficiently collect high quality spectra. We suggest here that

an initial fast collection rate run could be used to identify the location of important

features, and then longer more focused scans over the identified features to acquire the

desired level of signal-to-noise ratio, would together improve the overall collection rate in

an experiment. We therefore have an optimistic outlook on the utility of this ultrahigh

resolution setup in a broader range of experimental scenarios, such as the application

of the recent model-free thermometry approach [60, 6] at comparably low temperatures

of T ∼ 1 eV.

Finally, we conclude that the results presented here give confidence in the predictive

capability of TDDFT in a single crystal semi-conductor, while the results reported in

Ref. [34] demonstrated its predictive capability for a simple metal. This is particularly

exciting as recently reported TDDFT simulations of Si and Al undergoing isochoric

heating showed a number of unexpected behaviours [32]. Notably, for a small amount

of heating, the plasma frequency in Al and in Si along the [100] direction are predicted

to lower rather than increase. On the other hand, along the [111] direction in Si,

plasmon lowering is not predicted, but thermally-induced excitations do appear in the

DSF near zero energy loss. The fact that TDDFT can accurately simulate geometric

effects in the DSF is crucial to having confidence in its predictions of different DSF
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behaviours along the different axes. Additionally, it has also been recently reported

that TDDFT predicts complex geometric- and thermal-dependencies on the DSF of fcc

copper (Cu) [33]. However, as a d-band metal, Cu presents new challenges to TDDFT

that require further benchmarking from what has so far been achieved. In all cases, these

changes to the DSF typically occur over very small energy scales, and necessitate the

need for an ultrahigh resolution setup, for example to accurately infer plasmon lowering

from the plasmon dispersion, and to distinguish the thermally-induced excitations from

the quasi-elastic peak [32]. In conclusion, the successful application of this setup both to

make ultrahigh resolution measurements and to confirm the predictive power of TDDFT

in multiple systems opens the door to exciting investigations of systems in more exotic

conditions.
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Tilo Döppner, Frank Graziani, Michael Bonitz, Attila Cangi, and Jan Vorberger. Electronic

density response of warm dense matter. Physics of Plasmas, 30(3):032705, 03 2023.

[5] J. Sheffield, D. Froula, S.H. Glenzer, and N.C. Luhmann. Plasma Scattering of Electromagnetic

Radiation: Theory and Measurement Techniques. Elsevier Science, 2010.
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Humphries, Zuzana Konôpková, Alejandro Laso Garcia, Björn Lindqvist, Julian Lütgert,
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van der Walt, Matthew Brett, Joshua Wilson, K. Jarrod Millman, Nikolay Mayorov, Andrew

R. J. Nelson, Eric Jones, Robert Kern, Eric Larson, C J Carey, İlhan Polat, Yu Feng, Eric W.
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