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Absolute triple differential cross sections for low-energy electron impact ionization of biochemically
relevant systems: Water, tetrahydrofuran, and hydrated tetrahydrofuran
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An experimental procedure is reported, which provides the absolute triple differential cross sections (ATDCSs)
for electron-impact ionization of large (bio)molecules. This type of measurements represents the most stringent
tests for new or existing theoretical models. We will use this procedure to test the accuracy of the best currently
available theoretical models for the problems of electron-impact (65 eV) ionization of the molecules water (H2O),
tetrahydrofuran (C4H8O), and their hydrogen-bonded dimer H2O · C4H8O. The cross sections were calculated
using the molecular three-body distorted-wave (M3DW) model, the multicenter three-distorted-wave (MCTDW)
approach, and the multicenter three-distorted-wave using the Ward-Macek approximation (MCTDW-WM).
When compared to the new experimental ATDCS results which cover almost the full solid angle of the ejected
electron and a broad range of ejected electron energies and projectile scattering angles, it is found that the data
for water are generally well reproduced by the M3DW model, while strong deviations in the absolute magnitude
of the cross sections are found for the MCTDW. The MCTDW-WM model provides improved agreement over
the MCTDW. These theoretical models, however, become less adequate for the ATDCS of C4H8O, in particular
concerning the absolute magnitude. Furthermore, we find that a water environment can play a noticeable role for
the ionization dynamics in the case of hydrated molecules.

DOI: 10.1103/PhysRevA.104.012817

I. INTRODUCTION

One of the primary goals of basic research is to determine
and understand the strength and importance of interactions
between fundamental particles. Since the universe is primarily
composed of atoms, molecules, and charged particles, un-
derstanding charged particle interactions between atoms and
molecules has been of primary interest since the beginning of
quantum mechanics.

The electron-impact ionization problem is particularly
challenging due to resulting in three, or more, charged par-
ticles which continue to interact at large distances via the
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long-ranged Coulomb potential. Even the proper formula-
tion of the corresponding scattering amplitudes remained an
intractable problem until the surface-integral approach to scat-
tering theory given by [1]. Despite this, considerable progress
has been made with sophisticated computational approaches
to the problem in the case of simple atomic targets such as
hydrogen and He [2–9]. The reason for the success of these
approaches was then analyzed and understood [10].

The above-mentioned approaches all require a very accu-
rate description of the target atom, and hence are restricted
to quasi one- and two-electron targets. This is not possible in
the case of multielectron molecules considered here. For large
(bio)molecules, the only currently available theoretical mod-
els are based upon perturbation theory (see, e.g., [11–22]).

Advancement of theoretical models requires reliable exper-
imental data for comparison. The most detailed experimental
measurements for charged particle ionization of targets have
been labeled triple differential cross sections (TDCS) and
these types of measurements were pioneered by Ehrhardt et al.
[23] and Amaldi et al. [24] and subsequent works in many
groups for electron-atom scattering (see, e.g., [25,26]). In
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the TDCS measurement, the energy of the incident charged
particle is determined, the target state of the ionized target
electron is determined, and the energies and angular locations
of both final state continuum charged particles are determined.
In other words, everything about the interaction is determined
except the spins of the involved particles.

The initial TDCS measurements for atoms and molecules
were able to get results for ionization of a particular target
state. These measurements contained no information about
the absolute values of the cross sections so only shape com-
parisons with theory could be used to evaluate the accuracy
of theory. Multiple measurements for ionization of different
states of the same target provided multiple shape comparisons
which provided additional insight into the validity of theory
but it was possible that a theory could provide reasonable
shapes but entirely incorrect absolute magnitudes.

The next experimental advancement was the advent of
cross-normalized TDCS measurements for which the abso-
lute magnitude of all the measured individual cross sections
were determined relative to the cross section of one of the
target states which was not determined [27,28]. Again, this
provided additional insight into the validity of the theoretical
calculations but it was still possible that a theory could get
the relative cross sections correct [20–22] and the absolute
magnitude totally wrong.

The most severe test of theory would be to have ex-
perimental measurements which determined the absolute
value of all the measured cross sections, and here we re-
port this type of absolute TDCS (ATDCS) measurement for
electron-biomolecules scattering. Currently, the best avail-
able theoretical models for calculating the TDCS for larger
biomolecules are based upon perturbation theory so we will
compare with the results of these models. However, it is antic-
ipated that the present results will stimulate the development
of improved models which can be tested for different targets
and kinematics using the present procedure for measuring the
ATDCS. Consequently, the experimental procedure presented
here will provide the most stringent test for any theoretical
advancement in this field.

The specific problems we have chosen for our first exper-
imental ATDCS measurements are electron impact ionization
of water (H2O), tetrahydrofuran (THF, C4H8O), and hydrated
THF particularly since these molecules have been previously
studied for the case of nonabsolute measurements. Further-
more, we provide a study for the ionization of a weakly
bound complex, i.e., the H2O · C4H8O dimers. Here, H2O
and the deoxyribose-analog THF are considered as prototypes
for modeling radiation-induced processes in biological sys-
tems [29–35]. The comparison of data for THF, H2O, and
H2O · C4H8O dimers provides insight into the influence of the
aqueous environment on biomolecules and whether or not the
TDCS obtained for the gas phase can be directly used to model
electron propagation in such media.

The absolute scale of the TDCS is obtained using He as a
reference gas [36–38], whose absolute cross sections can be
calculated reliably [10,25]. We use projectile electrons with
65 eV energy, which is close to the mean energy of secondary
electrons produced by primary ionizing radiation [39]. The
ATDCS measurements reported here cover a range of ejected
energies (5–15 eV) and scattering angles (−10◦–−20◦).

FIG. 1. (a)–(c) Measured TDCS presented as 3D images for the
ionization of H2O (1b1 + 3a1), THF (0.8 × 9b + 0.2 × 12a′), and
He(1s), respectively. The scattering angle is θ1 = −10◦, and the
ejected electron energy is E2 = 5 eV. (d) Experimental (solid square)
and CCC (red line) calculated TDCS for He in the x-z (scattering)
plane.

II. EXPERIMENTAL METHOD

Experiments were carried out using a multiparticle mo-
mentum imaging spectrometer (reaction microscope) com-
bined with a photoemission electron source and a heatable
gas jet. This technique was described in detail elsewhere (see,
e.g., [40,41]), so only a brief outline will be given here. The
electron beam is crossed with a supersonic gas jet, which was
generated in an expansion of He gas (1 bar) seeded with mixed
water and THF vapor [42]. The projectile electrons with an
energy width of about 0.5 eV are produced by photoemission
from a tantalum cathode using UV-light pulses of 0.5 ns dura-
tion [43]. Homogeneous magnetic (7 G) and electric (1 V/cm)
fields guide electrons and ions from the reaction volume onto
two position- and time-sensitive detectors.

The data are recorded by triple coincidence detection of
two electrons and the recoil ion. The three-dimensional (3D)
momentum vectors of the final-state electrons and ions are
determined from the measured times of flight and positions.
The detection solid angle for He+, H2O+, and THF+ ions
is 4π . The acceptance angle for detection of electrons up
to an energy of 15 eV is also close to 4π , except for the
acceptance holes at small forward and backward angles where
the electrons end up in the detector bore. Since the complete
experimentally accessible phase space is measured simulta-
neously in full 3D TDCS [see Figs. 1(a)–1(c)], all relative
data for one target species are cross-normalized and a single
global factor is required to place the measured TDCS onto an
absolute scale.

III. ABSOLUTE CALIBRATION PROCEDURE

In the following, the method used for absolute calibration
of the measured TDCS is described. Thereby, we circumvent
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FIG. 2. Illustration for determining the absolute cross section of
the crossed-beam reaction.

the cumbersome determination of the absolute target densities
and the ion detection efficiencies. Therefore, published data
for the absolute total ionization cross sections for all targets
and for the ATDCS of He are used. Additionally, the mea-
surements were done on a target jet containing a mixture of
all species studied, such that the experimental conditions were
identical.

Experimentally, all detected electrons are accelerated to
about 200 eV plus their initial kinetic energy before hitting
on the microchannel plates of the detector. Therefore, the
differences of the impact energies and the resulting detec-
tion efficiencies for both the scattered and ejected electrons
are relatively small. The ionization cross sections of He, the
two outermost orbitals 1b1 and 3a1 of H2O, and the high-
est occupied molecular orbital (HOMO) of THF as well as
of the hydrogen-bonded dimer H2O · C4H8O were measured
simultaneously, leading to He+, H2O+ [20], C4H8O+ [43],
and H2O · C2H4O+ [35] cations, respectively. Taking H2O+
as an example, we measured directly the triple coincidence
rate ṄTDCS

H2O+ corresponding to the relative TDCS and the total
ion yield ṄT

H2O+ corresponding to the total ionization cross
section for producing this ion (total partial ionization cross
section).

The relative target densities of He, H2O, and C4H8O in the
gas jet are related to the measured ion yields and the total
ionization cross sections of σ T

He+ [44], σ T
H2O+ [45], and σ T

C4H8O+

[46,47]. The measured ion yield, e.g., ṄT
H2O+ , can be described

as

ṄT
H2O+ = nH2OIσ T

H2O+ lεH2O+ . (1)

Here nH2O, I , σ T
H2O+ , l, and εH2O+ represent the water molecule

density, the electron beam current, the total partial ionization
cross section, the reaction volume length, and the detection
efficiency for H2O+ ions, respectively (see Fig. 2). Thus, the
water molecule density nH2O is

nH2O = ṄT
H2O+

Iσ T
H2O+ lεH2O+

. (2)

Since I and l are identical for all target species, the density
ratio between H2O and He in the gas jet can be written as

nH2O

nHe
= ṄT

H2O+σ T
He+εHe+

ṄT
He+σ T

H2O+εH2O+
. (3)

In the following, we determine the ATDCS from the rel-
ative measurements, e.g., ṄTDCS

H2O+ , which can be described as

σ TDCS
H2O+ = ṄTDCS

H2O+

nH2OIlεH2O+
, (4)

where σ TDCS
H2O+ is the ATDCS of water molecule for H2O+

product. Therefore, the TDCS ratio between H2O+ and He+

can be determined as

σ TDCS
H2O+

σ TDCS
He+

= ṄTDCS
H2O+ nHeεHe+

ṄTDCS
He+ nH2O εH2O+

. (5)

By substituting Eq. (3) into the above formula, we further
obtain the TDCS ratio as

σ TDCS
H2O+

σ TDCS
He+

= ṄTDCS
H2O+ ṄT

He+σ T
H2O+εH2O+εHe+

ṄTDCS
He+ ṄT

H2O+σ T
He+εHe+εH2O+

= ṄTDCS
H2O+ ṄT

He+σ T
H2O+

ṄTDCS
He+ ṄT

H2O+σ T
He+

. (6)

Importantly, the detection efficiencies drop out. The AT-
DCS for He+ (σ TDCS

He+ ) can be obtained reliably using the
theoretical convergent close coupling (CCC) mehtod or taken
from published experiments [10,25]. As a result, the ATDCS
for water molecule σ TDCS

H2O+ can be determined as

σ TDCS
H2O+ = ṄTDCS

H2O+
σ TDCS

He+

ṄTDCS
He+

ṄT
He+

ṄT
H2O+

σ T
H2O+

σ T
He+

. (7)

Therefore, a general formula is obtained for determining
the ATDCS of a system (X ) if He data are obtained simulta-
neously:

σ TDCS
X + = ṄTDCS

X +
σ TDCS

He+

ṄTDCS
He+

· ṄT
He+

ṄT
X +

σ T
X +

σ T
He+

, (8)

where X + can be replaced by C4H8O+, H2O · C2H4O+, and
so on. For THF, a small part of the HOMO ionization can
cause the dissociation of C4H8O+ into C4H7O+ and H [43],
the measured cross sections for C4H8O+ were therefore multi-
plied by a factor of 1/(1 − r) with r being the dissociation rate
(20%) to determine the ATDCS for the HOMO ionization. As
mentioned above, the ion detection efficiencies cancel out in
the present method to calibrate the absolute scale. This means
that the method can also be applied to obtain the absolute
cross sections for specific ionization channels in which the
ionic species might not be fully detected, such as molecular
dissociation processes. It is also to be noted that this method
can be used to determine the absolute double differential cross
sections of different atoms and molecules.

Concerning the measurement of the H2O · C4H8O dimer,
there are no literature data for the absolute ionization cross
section of H2O · C4H8O. Therefore, we use the σ T

C4H8O+
[46,47] to calibrate the ATDCS of HOMO ionization of
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H2O · C4H8O, which leads to H2O · C2H4O+ cation [35]. This
means that we assume σ T

H2O·C2H4O+ ≈ σ T
C4H8O+ as both chan-

nels are initiated by HOMO ionization of THF.
The global scaling factor is obtained by scaling the mea-

sured TDCS of He+ with the CCC calculation, in which an
excellent agreement is achieved concerning the TDCS pattern
[see the results for θ1 = −10◦ and E2 = 5 eV in Fig. 1(d)].
The uncertainty in the measured cross sections is 10%, which
is mainly caused by the ion yield deviations during the mea-
surements.

IV. THEORETICAL MODELS

We compare the experimental results with the two best
currently available theoretical models, i.e. the molecular
three-body distorted-wave approach (M3DW) and the multi-
center three-distorted-wave approach (MCTDW). The details
of the theoretical approaches have already been discussed in
[11,18] for M3DW and [22] for MCTDW. In general, all cal-
culations describe the three continuum electrons by a distorted
wave. The M3DW model contains the final-state Coulomb-
distortion factor between the two electrons, normally called
the post-collision interaction (PCI) exactly, while no PCI is
included in MCTDW. We have also carried out MCTDW-
WM calculations where the PCI effect is approximated by the
Gamow factor calculated with the Ward-Macek (WM) method
[48]. More detailed information can be found in the references
given.

V. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

The experimental resolution (2.0 eV) of the sum energy of
both outgoing electrons is not sufficient to uniquely identify
the ionized molecular orbital. On the other hand, the coinci-
dent detection of the residual ion provides a restriction on the
number of contributing orbitals. Here only the production of
intact H2O+ and C4H8O+ cations are considered. Therefore,
the data for H2O+ represent the summed ATDCS for the
ionization of the two highest orbitals 1b1 and 3a1 [20]. For
THF, ionization of the HOMO produces C4H8O+. Thus, the
C4H8O+ data represent the ATDCS for the ionization of 9b
(80%) and 12a′ (20%) orbitals for the C2 and Cs conformers
of THF [49], respectively.

The experimental TDCS as 3D polar plots for H2O,
C4H8O, and He are presented in Figs. 1(a)–1(c), respectively,
for a projectile scattering angle of θ1 = −10◦ as a function
of the emission direction of a slow ejected electron with
E2 = 5 eV energy. In these 3D plots, the projectile (p0) enters
from the bottom and is scattered to the left (p1). These two
vectors define the scattering (x-z) plane, as marked by the
solid red frame in panel (a). The momentum transfer to the
target is indicated by the arrow labeled q. The TDCS for a
particular direction is given as the distance from the origin of
the plot to the point on the surface, which is intersected by the
ejected electron’s emission direction.

In Fig. 1(c), the TDCS of He is governed by the well-
known binary and recoil lobes [8]. The binary lobe is oriented
roughly along the q direction, corresponding to electrons
emitted after a single binary collision with the projectile.
In the opposite direction the recoil lobe is found, where

the outgoing electron, initially moving in the q direction,
backscatters in the ionic potential. Both lobes are shifted back-
wards since the emitted electron is repelled by the scattered
projectile due to the strong PCI effect at the present low-
impact energy. For the H2O target in Fig. 1(a), both lobes can
also be identified. However, the shape and the relative size of
these two lobes are significantly changed. This is even more
pronounced for the TDCS of C4H8O, where the two lobes
tend to merge or are partially superimposed on one another,
as shown in Fig. 1(b).

In the following, we compare the ATDCS with the results
from the M3DW and MCTDW models. Cuts through the 3D
TDCS patterns along the three orthogonal planes as indicated
in Fig. 1(a) are presented in Figs. 3 and 4 for the results of H2O
and C4H8O, respectively. Those are the x-z (scattering) plane
[solid frame Fig. 1(a)], the y-z (perpendicular) plane (dotted
frame), and the x-y (full-perpendicular) plane (dashed frame).
In Figs. 3 and 4, these planes are shown in the left, middle,
and right columns of the figures, respectively.

The patterns in Fig. 3 are generally in line with the pre-
vious (e, 2e) studies of H2O at 81 eV [20–22]. The observed
features include the small minimum or dip near the q direction
for the smaller ejected energy case E2 = 5 eV, which is the
result of the characteristic momentum profile of the p-type
orbital (1b1 and 3a1 for H2O). Here, one smaller peak close to
the projectile scattering (i.e., near-forward) direction and one
larger peak at larger angles with respect to q are observed. The
imbalance is caused by the PCI effect. In the perpendicular
plane, there is an indication of a three-lobe structure with
two symmetric maxima at θ2 near 60◦ and 270◦ and one
central maximum at θ2 = 180◦ caused by the recoil lobe. In
the full-perpendicular plane, which is perpendicular to the
incident-projectile direction, the ejected electron’s polar angle
is fixed at θ2 = 90◦ and the azimuthal angle φ2 is varied. The
observed structures for emission at φ2 near 0◦ and also for
some cases near 30◦ and 330◦ are caused by the binary peak.
The recoil peak most likely influences the cross sections near
φ2 = 180◦. In this plane the influence of PCI is comparatively
small over the entire angular range.

The present ATDCSs are generally well reproduced by
M3DW calculations, while we observe strong deviations
between MCTDW and experiment, in particular for small
mutual angles of the outgoing electrons and for the absolute
magnitude of the cross sections. The MCTDW-WM with the
inclusion of PCI effect shows much better agreement with the
experimental data, regarding the angular dependence of the
TDCS. It is noted that the calculations were multiplied by
factors of 0.5 and 1.8 for the MCTDW and MCTDW-WM
models, respectively. In the full-perpendicular plane, good
agreement is also found for MCTDW because of the smaller
influence of PCI in this plane. In addition, the M3DW tends to
predict higher recoil lobes, as seen in the peaks at θ2 ∼ 200◦
in the scattering plane and for some cases φ2 = 180◦ in the
full-perpendicular plane. A noticeable systematic difference
occurs in the perpendicular plane, where the two symmetric
maxima at θ2 ∼ 60◦ and 300◦ are not indicated in the calcu-
lations, in particular for the smaller ejected energies of E2 = 5
and 10 eV.

Figure 4 shows a comparison between experiment and the-
ories for the ATDCS of C4H8O in the three planes. Overall,
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FIG. 3. ATDCS for the ionization of H2O (1b1 + 3a1) as a func-
tion of the ejected electron emission angle for different scattering
angles θ1 (−10◦ ± 3◦, −15◦ ± 4◦, and −20◦ ± 4◦) and ejected elec-
tron energies E2 (5 ± 2.5 eV, 10 ± 3 eV, and 15 ± 4 eV). Left
column: TDCS in the x-z (scattering) plane. Middle column: TDCS
in the y-z (perpendicular) plane. Right column: TDCS in the x-y (full-
perpendicular) plane. The various kinematics (θ1, E2) are labeled in
the panels of the middle column. The open circles with error bars
represent the experimental data. Thick solid lines: M3DW; thin solid
lines: MCTDW-WM; thin dashed lines: MCTDW model.

the agreement between experiment and theories is not as good
as it is for H2O not only in the angular dependence of the cross
sections but also in the absolute magnitude. Here, in order to
compare properly with the experimental data, the calculations
were multiplied by factors of 0.75, 2.5, and 6.25 for M3DW,
MCTDW, and MCTDW-WM models, respectively.

Regarding the angular dependence, the present TDCS
show similar tendencies in comparison with the previous
study at 91 eV [49], particularly for the full-perpendicular

FIG. 4. Same as Fig. 3 but for the ionization of THF (0.8 × 9b +
0.2 × 12a′), leading to the intact C4H8O+ cation.

plane. Additionally, we see changes on the peak height and
position of the binary and recoil patterns between these two
experiments. Here, the binary lobes are better reproduced
by the M3DW and MCTDW-WM calculations compared to
MCTDW, in particular for the higher ejected energies. This is
consistent with the effect of PCI which is accounted for by
M3DW and MCTDW-WM. Higher recoil lobes than shown
by experiment and MCTDW-WM are often predicted by
M3DW, in particular for the results in Figs. 4(b) and 4(c).
In the perpendicular plane, two maxima are clearly visible
at θ2 near 60◦ and 300◦, which are well reproduced by the
M3DW for the higher ejected energy of 15 eV. In the full-
perpendicular plane, the binary pattern contains two maxima
at φ2 near 60◦ and 300◦ and also for some cases a broad maxi-
mum at φ2 near 0◦. We can see a flat distribution or minimum
at φ2 near 180◦ for the recoil patterns. These features are also
generally reproduced by both the M3DW and MCTDW-WM
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FIG. 5. (a) Measured ATDCS in the full-perpendicular plane for
HOMO ionization of the H2O · C4H8O dimer (open circles) and
C4H8O (solid circles). Full triangles are ATDCS for water which is
shifted upwards by 0.5 a.u. The insets show the molecular structure
of H2O · C4H8O and its HOMO orbital. (b) The normalized differ-
ence between the TDCS of H2O · C4H8O dimer (σD) and C4H8O
monomer (σM).

calculations, especially for E2 = 10 and 15 eV. While for
MCTDW, a maximum at φ2 = 180◦ is predicted for all the
cases.

Finally, we present measurements for the HOMO ioniza-
tion of the hydrogen-bonded H2O · C4H8O dimer which is
equivalent to the removal of an electron from the outermost
orbital of the C4H8O. As discussed before by Wang et al.
[35] this leads to a ring-break reaction and the formation of
a H2O · C2H4O+ cation. The measured ATDCS in the full-
perpendicular plane is presented in Fig. 5 for θ1 = −10◦ and
E2 = 5 eV. The result for C4H8O monomer is also included
for comparison. As can be seen in Fig. 5(a), the ATDCS for
H2O · C4H8O is generally very similar to that obtained for the
C4H8O molecule. On the other hand, the TDCS pattern for
H2O, which is shown in the same panel, is clearly different.
This confirms that the H2O · C2H4O+ product originates from
ionization of the C4H8O HOMO in the dimers.

To get more insight into the dynamics of H2O · C4H8O, we
show the normalized difference between the ATDCS of the
H2O · C4H8O dimer (σD) and the C4H8O monomer (σM), i.e.,
(σD − σM)/(σD + σM). This difference, as shown in Fig. 5(b),
is not zero but is positive at φ2 around 0◦ and 180◦ and shows
minima in the ranges φ2 = 60◦–90◦ and 270◦–300◦. This
indicates that the neighboring H2O molecule influences the
ionization dynamics of H2O · C4H8O. The HOMO of H2O ·
C4H8O, which is shown in the inset of Fig. 5(a), is mainly
localized on the C4H8O site but it also includes a contribution
from the H2O. Therefore, one reason for the subtle differences
in the TDCS patterns could be due to the differences of the
ionized orbital wave functions. Another reason could be the

different multicenter potential in the final ionic state which is
experienced by the ejected and the scattered electrons.

VI. CONCLUSION

In summary, we have reported an experimental procedure
for obtaining ATDCSs. We have demonstrated the utility of
this procedure by presenting a detailed study of the low-
energy (65 eV) electron-impact ionization dynamics of water,
THF (C4H8O), and the hydrated H2O · C4H8O dimer. ATD-
CSs have been obtained over a large part of the full solid
angular range. The present results cover a range of projectile
scattering angles θ1 from −10◦ to −20◦ and ejected ener-
gies E2 from 5 to 15 eV, thus providing a more rigorous
testing ground for scattering theory. The present experimen-
tal method can be generally applied to various molecules to
obtain ATDCSs. Here, the experimental ATDCSs for water
are reasonably well reproduced by M3DW calculations, re-
garding both the angular dependence of the cross section and
the absolute magnitude. In contrast, for the MCTDW strong
deviations are seen in the absolute values of the cross sections
and also in the angular dependence near the projectile forward
direction due to the lack of PCI in this model. MCTDW-WM
with inclusion of PCI provides significantly improved agree-
ment with the shape of the experimental TDCS confirming the
important role of PCI at low-impact energy.

The present calculations are less adequate for describing
the ATDCS of THF not only for the angular dependence of the
cross sections but also for the absolute magnitudes which dif-
fer strongly from each other and from experiment. Compared
to experiment, the M3DW results were approximately a factor
of 1.35 too large, while the MCTDW and MCTDW-WM
results were a factor of 2.5 and 6.25 too small, respectively.
Moreover, these methods were unable to provide reliable
predictions for the H2O · C4H8O dimer. The present results in-
dicate that studying the ionization dynamics for larger systems
like biomolecules or molecular complexes is still a challeng-
ing task which deserves more efforts, especially concerning
the issue of absolute data. Furthermore, our study sheds light
on the ionization dynamics of hydrated biomolecules in which
the noticeable role of the water environment on the collision
dynamics was demonstrated. This should be considered in
future theoretical models. These results will enable progress
in understanding radiation effects in aqueous environments
including those related to energy production and waste pro-
cessing, and in biology [29–32].
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