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ABSTRACT
We investigate the role of secondary electron and ion emission from impact of gas molecules on the Cassini Langmuir Probe
(RPWS-LP, or LP) measurements in the ionosphere of Saturn. We add a model of the emission currents, based on laboratory
measurements and data from comet 1P/Halley, to the equations used to derive plasma parameters from LP bias voltage sweeps.
Reanalysing several hundred sweeps from the Cassini Grand Finale orbits, we find reasonable explanations for three open
conundrums from previous LP studies of the Saturn ionosphere. We find an explanation for the observed positive charging of
the Cassini spacecraft, the possibly overestimated ionospheric electron temperatures, and the excess ion current reported. For
the sweeps analysed in detail, we do not find (indirect or direct) evidence of dust having a significant charge-carrying role
in Saturn’s ionosphere. We also produce an estimate of H2O number density from the last six revolutions of Cassini through
Saturn’s ionosphere in higher detail than reported by the Ion and Neutral Mass Spectrometer (INMS). Our analysis reveals an
ionosphere that is highly structured in latitude across all six final revolutions, with mixing ratios varying with two orders of
magnitude in latitude and one order of magnitude between revolutions and altitude. The result is generally consistent with an
empirical photochemistry model balancing the production of H+ ions with the H+ loss through charge transfer with e.g., H2O,
CH4 and CO2, for which water vapour appears as the likeliest dominant source of the signal in terms of yield and concentration.
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1 INTRODUCTION

During its final orbits around Saturn, the Cassini spacecraft provided
the first in-situ measurements of the ionosphere of the giant planet.
The speed at periapsis must necessarily be high for a spacecraft or-
biting a massive object like Saturn in an elliptic orbit, and Cassini
plunged through the ionosphere at more than 30 km/s. This high
flyby speed has implications for some payload instruments. For ex-
ample, the high kinetic energy of atmospheric molecules as seen
from the moving spacecraft limited the highest ion mass accessi-
ble to the Ion and Neutral Mass Spectrometer (INMS) to 8 Da and
heavy neutrals and grains likely fragmented inside the instrument
antechamber or adsorbed to the walls (Cravens et al. 2019; Miller
et al. 2020). In this paper, we present a study of another effect of the
high flyby speed and its consequences for the measurements by the
Langmuir probe of the Radio and Plasma Waves Science investiga-
tion (RPWS-LP). At 30 km/s, gas particles impact on the spacecraft
surfaces at an energy of about 5 eV/Da. For sufficiently heavy atoms
and molecules, the energy will exceed the typical ionisation energy
(∼ 10 eV) of the impacting particle as well as the work function
of the surface material. One or more electrons, known as secondary
electrons, may then be released into space. Ions can also be emit-
ted, though typically at much lower flux (Schmidt & Arends 1985).
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This emission contributes to the current measured by the LP and can
thus be detected. We will attempt to identify this current in the LP
data and to use it as an independent estimate of the content of heavy
molecules, with very different limitations from the INMS measure-
ments limitations as noted above.

Because of the much lower speed (∼ 7 km/s) of a satellite in low
Earth orbit, secondary emission by molecular impact is negligible
for spacecraft in the terrestrial ionosphere. Data from Earth satel-
lites can therefore not be used for comparison to Cassini measure-
ments. However, the flybys of comet 1P/Halley in 1986 occurred at
very high relative speed, just below 70 km/s, providing the water
molecules abundant in the cometary coma with an impact energy of
about 500 eV, clearly sufficient for secondary emission. Grard et al.
(1989) found that the induced secondary emission from neutral im-
pact was on such a scale that it dominated all other currents to the
Giotto and Vega spacecraft. In contrast to the comet case, water is
only a minor species in Saturn’s upper atmosphere, and this is true
also for other sufficiently heavy molecules like CO2. In addition, the
relevant speed for Cassini is less than half of the comet case. Nev-
ertheless, such molecules are still present and their impact energy of
∼ 100 eV is well sufficient for secondary emission, as shown also by
the laboratory measurements acquired in support of the data analysis
from Vega and Giotto (Schmidt & Arends 1985).

The RPWS-LP data from the Cassini Grand Finale orbits have
been analysed and presented in previous work by e.g. Wahlund et al.
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(2018), Hadid et al. (2019) and Morooka et al. (2019). In particular,
Morooka et al. (2019) (hereafter: M2019) suggested that a detected
large negative current to the LP was due to a population of posi-
tive ions with density much above that of the electrons. The situa-
tion showed obvious similarities to LP observations in the Enceladus
plume, where negatively charged dust grains in the sub-micrometer
size range (referred to as "nanograins") were invoked to explain the
apparent charge imbalance (Wahlund et al. 2009; Morooka et al.
2011; Shafiq et al. 2011). Dust is obviously an important feature of
the Enceladus plume, which is a complex mix of electrons, cations,
anions and charged dust (both positive and negative), and this inter-
pretation of the LP data is consistent with independent observations
by other Cassini instruments (Jones et al. 2009; Coates et al. 2010;
Farrell et al. 2010; Hill et al. 2012; Engelhardt et al. 2015; Postberg
et al. 2018). Suggesting a similar interpretation also for the apparent
ion-electron charge imbalance in Saturn ionosphere was therefore
an obvious interpretation, put forward by M2019. However, as the
secondary current will give a contribution of the same kind as an
ion current and also may be suspected to be more important in the
Saturn ionosphere than at Enceladus (much lower flyby speed, typ-
ically 7-15 km/s, and in most cases lower neutral gas density) an
investigation of its possible effects is merited. This is the topic of the
present study, where we extend the analysis of M2019 by including a
model for the current from secondary emission from neutral impact.
We show that such model is often able to reproduce the main fea-
tures of the LP sweeps in the Saturn ionosphere even without inclu-
sion of a charged dust population, and also provide re-interpretations
of some other details of the LP sweeps which are more inline with
expectations from theory. While some features are better described
by the dust interpretation of M2019, our results show that neglect-
ing secondary emission from neutral impact likely overestimates the
charged dust population in Saturn’s ionosphere, sometimes very sig-
nificantly.

The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 briefly describes the
instruments used. The standard model for interpretation of Lang-
muir probe bias sweeps is in Section 3 extended to include secondary
emission by neutral impact. We present the results of the analysis,
and the results of the secondary emission model in terms of neutrals
in Section 4. We discuss these results and go into details of the mer-
its and drawbacks with our analysis results in comparison to M2019
in Section 5. Here we also discuss the implications of our measure-
ments for the neutral composition at Saturn, before concluding in
Section 6.

2 INSTRUMENTS

2.1 RPWS

The Cassini Radio and Plasma Wave Science investigation (RPWS)
was designed to study waves, thermal plasma, and dust in the vicin-
ity of Saturn (Gurnett et al. 2004). We will make use of the data from
the three 10 m long electric field antennas, with a tip-to-tip length of
18.52 m, which allows for the accurate determination of the plasma
frequency (and thereby, the electron density) for a for a broad range
of Debye lengths (Persoon et al. 2005).

On a separate 0.8 m boom, RPWS also includes a 5 cm diam-
eter Langmuir probe (LP). The primary parameter measured is the
current flowing to the probe when a bias voltage is applied to it.
The current response from the plasma allows us to estimate ion and
electron densities, solar EUV flux, spacecraft potential and electron
temperatures. Although the two techniques compliment each other

regarding electron density determination, local disturbances such as
spacecraft charging is much less likely to affect the determination of
electron densities using electric field measurements (Johansson et al.
2021), as RPWS samples a much larger volume than RPWS-LP. As
such, the LP current at fixed bias voltage (e.g. Engelhardt et al.
2015) or floating potential (e.g. Morooka et al. 2009) are generally
converted (via a linear scaling) to electron densities by calibration to
wave determined electron densities whenever available.

2.2 INMS

The Ion Neutral Mass Spectrometer (INMS) is a quadrupole mass
spectrometer capable of analyzing neutral compounds via both the
open and closed sources, and ions via the open source (Waite et al.
2004). The relative spacecraft velocity with respect to Saturn during
the proximal orbits exceeded 30kms−1, and limited observable ion
species to those with mass numbers less than 8 Da (i.e. only lighter
ions). Also, at these speeds, heavier neutral species and grains break
up in the closed source antechamber (Teolis et al. 2010), leading to
a possible overestimation of some of the fragmentation products and
slight underestimation of larger molecules (organics).

3 METHOD

For the current measured by a Langmuir probe, an electron emitted
by the probe is equivalent to a positive particle (ion) depositing its
charge on the probe. Identification of electron emission is therefore
important for estimates of ion density. For RPWS-LP there are two
emission processes of interest. (1) photoelectrons emitted by electro-
magnetic radiation in the extreme ultraviolet range due to the photo-
electric effect and (2) particles (such as molecules, ions, electrons)
impacting at high velocities can transfer sufficient energy to allow
one or more electrons to be excited and emitted, generally called
secondary electrons. The work function of the material or the im-
pacting molecule determines the minimum energy the process has
to deliver for electron emission to occur. An added complexity for
collisions of molecules on surfaces is that the conversion of impact
energy to internal energy is often between 7 and 35 percent (Laskin
& Futrell 2003; Meroueh & L. Hase 2001), with a typical reported
value of 25 percent.

The number of emitted particles per incoming particle, the quan-
tum yield (Y), of these emission processes is material dependent
and pertains mostly to the first 1 nm depth of the surface, making
it sensitive to contamination/oxidation (Schmidt & Arends 1985;
Feuerbacher & Fitton 1972; Balcon et al. 2010; Pimpec et al. 2003;
Samplón et al. 2004). For space-weathered metals, oxidation (dur-
ing launch or otherwise) generally allows the quantum yield to not
differ with much more than a factor of two between any two metals
used in space applications (Grard 1973), and we will make use of
the Schmidt & Arends (1985) study of secondary electron emission
of water molecules incident on space-weathered gold, but allow for
errors of up to a factor two when extrapolating the results to the tita-
nium nitride (TiN) coated Langmuir Probe. A similar approach was
also used by Johansson et al. (2017) to characterise the photoemis-
sion of an identical probe on the spacecraft Rosetta.

The current Ise0 generated by secondary electron emission from
an impactor such as a water molecule, to an object of cross-sectional
area A is simply

Ise0 = vramnH2Oπr2
LPeYe

H2O, (1)
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where vram is the impact velocity, nH2O is the water gas number den-
sity, rLP is the radius of the probe, and Ye

H2O is the quantum yield,
the number of emitted electrons per incident water molecule at the
kinetic energy of the impacting particle, and e is the elementary
charge. The process is of course not restricted to water molecules,
but for the specific case of water gas impacting space-weathered
metals, laboratory experiments report a quantum yield Ye

H2O of 0.1-
0.2 (Schmidt & Arends 1985).

If the surface is charged, the current to or from the surface will
depend on whether charged particles are attracted or repelled by it.
For a Langmuir probe, where the potential is biased by a potential Vb
from the spacecraft ground, the potential of the probe with respect
to surrounding space is

Vp = Vb + VS, (2)

where VS is the voltage between the spacecraft and surrounding un-
perturbed space. For ionospheric plasma particles, it is this absolute
potential of the probe that dictates if the particle is attracted or re-
pelled by it. For locally produced electrons, such as photoelectrons
or secondary electrons, it is the electric field of the plasma immedi-
ately surrounding the probe that determines the net force acting on
the newly emitted electron. Therefore, at some bias potential where
V† = 0 we shift from net repulsion to attraction. For a probe inside
the electrostatic potential field of another body, if the absolute poten-
tial at the probe position is some factor α (0≤α≤ 1) of the spacecraft
potential, we can define

V† = Vb +αVS, (3)

in analogy to Eq 2.
Grard (1973) describes the case of a Maxwell-Boltzmann distri-

bution of photoelectrons emitted from a probe and shows that the
emitted current from a plane source is

Iph =

−Iph0 exp
(
−eV†
kBTph

)
for V† ≥ 0

−Iph0 for V† < 0,
(4)

where Tph is the Maxwellian temperature of the emitted photoelec-
trons, Iph0 = jphπr2

LP, where jph is the photosaturation current den-
sity, which depends on the surface material as well as the solar ra-
diation spectrum in extreme ultraviolet, and we have adapted the
expression to accommodate our definition of V† similar to Johans-
son et al. (2017). We use the usual sign convention of considering
currents as positive when flowing from the probe to the plasma.

As the current-voltage relation for electrons emitted by the probe
material should not strictly depend on whether it was excited by an
impact from a neutral particle or a photon, we can similarly define
the secondary electron current from neutral impact:

Ise =

−Ise0 exp
(
−eV†
kBTse

)
for V† ≥ 0

−Ise0 for V† < 0,
(5)

by substituting Iph0 with Ise0 as defined by Eq 1, and Tph with the
equivalent Maxwellian temperature of the emitted secondaries, Tse.

That this analogy generally holds is apparent in lab measurements
of emitted secondary electrons and ions from neutrals, shown by
Schmidt & Arends (1985) (Fig. 1). Furthermore, Schmidt & Arends
(1985) find that the yield of secondary ion emission from neutral
impact is generally a factor 10 lower than the corresponding yield
for electrons for the same material and neutral species. We therefore
expect this current contribution to be small, but for Langmuir Probe
sweep analysis, it may still be useful to consider. It is reasonable to

consider that Eq. 5 will apply also to this current, after adjusting for
the opposite sign of the positive ions according to

Isi =

Isi0 for V† ≥ 0
Isi0 exp

( qV†
kBTsi

)
for V† < 0,

(6)

where Tsi is the Maxwellian temperature of the emitted ions, and
we will allow Isi0 to be a factor 5-20 lower than Ise0 (see Eq. 1), in
accordance with Schmidt & Arends (1985).

The choice of a Maxwellian energy distribution in Grard (1973)
relies on the assumption that the photoemission or secondary emis-
sion occurs at some non-negligible penetration depth in the surface.
There, emitted electrons would collide sufficiently many times in-
side the material to achieve a random distribution when leaving the
material (instead of the expected discrete energy levels from the
quantum processes involved). Arguably, this could be less true for a
larger particle such as a molecule, which would not be able to pene-
trate as deep into the material. The assumption of Maxwellian distri-
butions of the emitted ions and electrons in Eq. 4-6 should therefore
be seen as a sufficiently good approximation for parametrization of
observed probe sweeps over a few volts rather than as an exact de-
scription over a wider energy range (Pedersen 1995).

These currents should be added to the currents collected by the
LP from the ambient plasma. Mott-Smith & Langmuir (1926) in-
troduced a useful method for analysing the currents to a body im-
mersed in plasma known as Orbital-Motion-Limited theory, OML,
which assumes particle trajectories based solely on conservation of
energy and angular momentum. This approach is applicable as long
as the electric field from the probe does not decay too rapidly with
distance, meaning the shielding effects of the plasma must not be too
strong. This can therefore be adopted when the radius of the probe
rp is sufficiently much smaller than the Debye length, λD, which is
the characteristic length scale of the Debye shielding phenomenon,
the innate ability of the plasma to screen potential differences. In the
opposite case of Debye lengths being short compared to the probe
size, Sheath Limited theory (SL) applies, as described by Lafram-
boise (1966), which we will consider in Appendix A.

By assuming that the ionospheric electron population follows a
Maxwell-Boltzmann energy distribution, the current to a probe can
be directly calculated as the flux through that volume from the ran-
dom thermal motion times the charge of the electrons. For a non-
drifting electron population (where thermal motion is much larger
than the drift velocity), the thermal current Ie0 to a probe at the same
potential as the plasma is then

Ie0 = 4πr2
LPene

√
kBTe

2πme
, (7)

where ne is the electron density, Te is the Maxwellian electron tem-
perature and other symbols have their usual meaning.

From OML, assuming all particles are non-magnetized and com-
ing from a zero potential at infinity, it can be shown (Mott-Smith &
Langmuir 1926) that the electron current Ie to a spherical probe at
potential Vp is

Ie =


Ie0

(
1 +

eVp
kBTe

)
for Vp ≥ 0

Ie0 exp
(

eVp
kBTe

)
for Vp < 0.

(8)

As ions are heavier than electrons, their thermal speed is much
lower than that of the electrons even if their temperatures are equal.
The Cassini speed through the Saturn ionosphere was much higher
than the thermal speed of the ions, so the ion flow in the spacecraft
reference frame can safely be assumed to be supersonic. We can then

MNRAS 000, 1–11 (2021)



4 F. L. Johansson

Figure 1. Cassini trajectories for the last six revolutions around Saturn,
colour coded by the sum of the photoemission and secondary electron cur-
rent as identified by the automatic routine. Saturn is drawn as a grey ellipsoid
with an equatorial radius 1 Rs.

simplify the ion current Ii0 to the probe when at the potential of the
plasma by

Ii0 = πr2
pqiniui, (9)

where qi is the ion charge, ni is the ion density and ui is the ram
speed of the ions. It can be shown (Fahleson et al. 1974) that the ion
current Ii to a probe at a general potential is then

Ii =

−Ii0

(
1− eVp

Ei

)
for Vp ≤ Ei/e

0 for Vp > Ei/e,
(10)

where Ei is the kinetic energy 1
2 miu2

i of ions of mass mi. For a
plasma with multiple ion species, mi is instead the harmonic mean
ion mass, also called the effective mass (Holmberg et al. 2012; She-
banits et al. 2016). In the limit of large kinetic energy (compared to
the sweep range of the probe, which is typically ±4 V in the deep
ionosphere), the minimum density of ions or charged dust that can
be detected above the nominal noise floor is about 10 cm−3 in the
Saturnian ionosphere, as the noise level of the instrument typically
is . 0.1 nA.

4 RESULTS

Photoemission and secondary electron emission from neutrals are
effectively indistinguishable in a Langmuir Probe sweep analysis
without prior assumptions on temperatures. Therefore, we applied
a photoemission amplitude detection routine, validated in Johansson

et al. (2017) and described in the archive data documentation1 for
an identical Langmuir probe aboard Rosetta, to analyse more than
19,500 RPWS-LP sweeps from the closest approaches of six of the
last Cassini passes through the Saturn ionosphere (revolutions 288-
293). Far from the Saturnian ionosphere, we recover the estimated
photoemission saturation current of 0.5 nA, also reported in M2019.
Further in, in the deepest part of the ionosphere as seen in Fig.1, we
detect currents even exceeding 1 µA, which we will attempt to de-
scribe as secondary electron from neutral impact. We also find that
during the outbound leg, both photoemission and secondary electron
emission vanishes as expected in the shadows of the Saturnian rings
in the absence of a neutral environment (at high altitudes), as studied
by Hadid et al. (2018).

To further validate this routine, we provide detailed sweep analy-
sis for a diverse set of sweeps. In Fig. 2, we show a simple analysis
using fits of four distinct currents/plasma populations. This particu-
lar sweep was also discussed in M2019 (Fig. 5). Apart from includ-
ing secondary electron emission, we also attempt a fit of the whole
sweep, while M2019 restrict to Vb < 0.4 V. By doing so, we find a fit
that adheres much closer to the data at positive Vb. As we identify
the majority of the detected (negative) current to be from secondary
electron emission, the ion density estimate is a factor of 20 lower
than the result in M2019 (8.02×104 cm−3).

This is just one example out of the 200 sweeps identified with
significant secondary electron emission, including all sweeps below
2500 km altitude as seen in Fig. 1, all strongly correlating with neu-
tral density. In Appendix A, we present further examples, compare
to the analysis in M2019 when possible, and test the validity of OML
for modeling of RPWS-LP measurements by comparison to the nu-
merical results by Laframboise (1966). For all these 200 sweeps we
find that the Debye length is always large enough that deviations
from OML theory are insignificant. Also, the secondary electron/ion
emission well explains the relaxation in the derivative, improving
the residual of the fits by up two orders of magnitude and decreasing
the ion density estimate significantly from to M2019.

4.1 Neutrals

There are several abundant gasses that we suspect can be responsible
for secondary emission on the probe. The lightest and most abundant
three gasses H, H2 and He, can be ruled out by their low impact en-
ergy alone (owing to their small mass), and indeed the currents we
see are several order of magnitudes lower than what otherwise would
be expected. Our prime suspect responsible for secondary emission
on the probe is instead water vapour. We know from laboratory mea-
surements and cometary flybys that water vapour is efficient in pro-
ducing secondary electron currents, is present in the Saturnian equa-
torial upper atmosphere, and that the impact energy is large enough
to ionise the water molecule. We may expect other molecules to con-
tribute to this signal in an additive behaviour, modulated by their
respective yield.

The low estimated mixing ratio for N2 and the low quantum yield
of CO2 likely combine to reduce the signal from these molecules
to approximately a third of H2O (Moore et al. 2018; Miller et al.
2020; Schmidt & Arends 1985). Methane may or may not trigger
significant secondary electron emission at these energies, owing to

1 ftp://psa.esac.esa.int/pub/mirror/
INTERNATIONAL-ROSETTA-MISSION/RPCLAP/
RO-C-RPCLAP-5-PRL-DERIV2-V1.0/DOCUMENT/RO-IRFU-LAP-EAICD.
PDF
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Figure 2. Currents and current derivatives vs bias potential, common x-
axis.Top: Langmuir Probe sweep from 2017-08-14T04:21:44 from Rev. 288
(blue dots) and fitted sweep currents, including secondary electron and ion
emission from neutrals (purple and green dashed line, respectively), electrons
(blue dashed line), ions (yellow dashed line) and the total fit (red solid line)
vs bias potential. Also plotted in black (dash-dotted line), for reference, the
fit of the same sweep published in M2019. The harmonic mean of the ion
mass from INMS (measuring ions up to 8 amu) at the time of the sweep was
1.49 amu. Bottom: The derivative of the sweep current (blue circles), and the
derivative of the total fit of the analysis in this work (red line) and in M2019
(dashed black line) vs bias potential.

its lower impact energy, stability and unknown quantum yield. Lack-
ing dedicated experimental evidence of neutral impact emission on
our TiN probe, we therefore reason it would be useful to test and
evaluate the water vapour impact hypothesis first, extrapolating from
what we know from experiments and cometary fly-bys, but allow for
uncertainties of up to a factor two, at least.

We convert the detected secondary electron emission for each
sweep to a neutral density via Eq. 1 after first removing a 0.5 nA
photoemission and a small ion current component assuming ni = ne
from RPWS. As a first approximation, we will use the quantum yield
of water on gold from Schmidt & Arends (1985), which is the low-
est yield (for water gas) of the two metals tested. This can therefore
be considered as a generous water gas estimate during the flybys,
knowing that contributions from other neutrals will inflate this num-
ber. This ’water’ density is estimated every 48 s by the RPWS-LP
sweep, and we arrive at a mixing ratio by dividing by linearly inter-
polated H2 estimates from INMS and plot the results in Fig. 3.

The error bars are dominated by the error estimates in H2 from
INMS as random errors in the sweep detection algorithm were esti-

mated to be at most 10 percent. However, using Al as a proxy for the
quantum yield of water on TiN would reduce the water estimate by a
factor of two, such that the uncertainty in Y dominates the standard
error in our estimate.

In Fig. 3, we find that the ’water’ mixing ratio varies with up to a
factor of 3 between orbits and latitude, and has a distinct evolution
during each revolution, showing that at least one of our candidate
molecules have a distinct structure in latitude at altitudes between
1500 and 3500 km.

Following Cravens et al. (2019), we can set up a simple chemistry
model to estimate the mixing ratio of a so-called M-type molecule
from the H+ and H +

2 measurements from INMS. The model relies on
the photochemical equilibrium of H +

2 and H+, where the loss rate of
H+ is primarily driven by reactions with M-type molecules (which
include H2O, CH4 and CO2). Using the methodology described in
Cravens et al. (2019), we arrive at an estimate for the mixing ratio
of M-type molecules, fM , of

fM = γ
k1

k2
×

[H+
2 ]

[H+]
≈ 0.052 +0.05

−0.025

[H+
2 ]

[H+]
, (11)

where γ is the relative production rate of H +
2 to H+, k1, k2 are rate co-

efficients as defined by Cravens et al. (2019), and the errors are esti-
mated from the extreme assumption of only water M-type molecules
versus the other extreme, of only NH3, CH4 and CO2 molecules, in
combination with uncertainties in gamma and the rate coefficients in
literature (Galand et al. 2009; McElroy et al. 2013; Kim et al. 2014).
We note here that the model (1) estimates one mixing ratio for all
M-type molecules (which does not detract from a comparison to the
LP estimate), (2) depends on a classical quasineutrality assumption
(ne = ni), and (3) that the presence of charged dust may change this
estimate (Vigren et al. 2022).

We plot the results of that model for Rev 288 and 292, which are
the only revolutions where we have INMS H +

2 and H+ estimates, and
compare to our ’water’ mixing ratio in Fig. 4. We find a generally
very good agreement in magnitude (on a log scale) for large parts
around closest approach, both inbound and outbound, but also in the
size of the variations. However, Rev. 288’s outbound leg shows sig-
nificant departures from the rest of our estimates, suggesting perhaps
that a different molecule (e.g. N2) is responsible for a large frac-
tion of the secondary emission here. We find superficial support for
this argument also in Cravens et al. (2019) (Fig. 4), where ’R-type’
molecules such as N2 appear to dominate over M-type molecules in
a small region past the closest approach of Rev. 288, at the same lat-
itudes where our mixing ratios diverge. The general agreement for
Rev 292 appears even stronger when plotted versus latitude in Fig. 3.
From the region where the LP signal is strongest, around -14 to +2
degrees latitude, comparing to the M-species model of the same rev-
olution, we find that the data always agree within a factor of two, but
are generally 14 percent below the chemistry model.

5 DISCUSSION

We start by a detailed discussion of the sweep in Figure 2, compar-
ing our analysis including secondary electron emission to the anal-
ysis of M2019. This example well illustrates the general differences
between the two approaches and the resulting conclusions on the
ionospheric environment.

MNRAS 000, 1–11 (2021)



6 F. L. Johansson

Figure 3. Top:Mixing ratio vs planetocentric latitude, assuming a molecular quantum yield of 0.1 for error bars coloured by revolution for six different orbits.
The error bars are calculated from the error estimate in H2 from the INMS as well as a ten percent error in the identification of the secondary electron current.
The estimated mixing ratio of an M-type molecule using H2+ and H+ measurements of INMS for Rev. 292 (green circles). Also plotted as horizontal dashed
lines, the median mixing ratio of the six revolutions (288-293) in red, and the mixing ratio reported in Waite et al. (2018) in blue. Bottom: Planetographic
altitude vs planetocentric latitude profile for each orbit, same colouring as above.

5.1 LP Sweep Analysis

The secondary electron current, whose amplitude was estimated by
the automatic routine, works very well to describe the peak and re-
laxation of the derivative, as well as the shape of the sweep, assum-
ing α=0.12, described by Eq. 3. Using the expression for secondaries
from Eq. 5, we estimate Tse to be 0.5 (±0.1) eV from the relaxation
of the derivative after the peak in Fig. 2 (bottom) around Vb = 0.
From the fit of the exponential just below V† = 0, we arrive at a best
estimate of Tsi = 0.1 eV, and secondary ion yield to be a factor of
10 lower than the electron yield, as anticipated. However, the con-
fidence in the fit of the smaller currents, including Isi and the ion
current Ii is low owing to the noise level of the sweep.

The spacecraft potential is readily identified in a sweep of a spher-
ical probe as the region where the electron current goes from expo-
nential (electron repulsion from a negative probe) to linear (elec-
tron attraction to a positive probe). As the transition point should be
where the probe is at the same potential as surrounding space, the
bias voltage at that point should be the negative of the spacecraft
potential. By this method, it is apparent in Fig. 2 that Vs = 1.6 V.
This differs from the value of 0.16 V suggested by M2019, whose
values generally coincide with the peak of the current derivative and
the floating potential (i.e. the potential at current equilibrium) as is
appropriate for a probe in an environment where the electron current
dominates at zero potential. In that case, Vp = 0 can be identified as
the point where the derivative of the current reaches a maximum,
but this is not the case when photoemission or secondary electron

emission dominates as this depends on V†, the potential difference
between the probe and its immediate surroundings (as a photoelec-
tron is born at the potential of the probe, but a plasma electron is
incident from a plasma at infinity, at a potential of zero per defini-
tion).

The slightly positive value of VS obtained by M2019 for the sweep
in Fig. 2 is not unreasonable for a spacecraft for the conditions as-
sumed in that paper. Likewise, our roughly ten times as positive
spacecraft potential estimate (VS = 1.6 ±0.2 V) is reasonable if sec-
ondary electron emission dominates the current from the spacecraft
at zero potential. Both methods are therefore consistent (or at least
not obviously inconsistent) with their underlying assumptions re-
garding the resulting value of VS as well as with the methods used
for finding this value.

The effective or harmonic mean mass of ions in Fig. 2, assum-
ing the relative velocity is equal to the spacecraft ram speed, is then
estimated to be 6.5 amu. The nearest INMS ion density estimate
(for ions up to 8 amu) is 650 cm−3, with a harmonic mean mass of
1.5 amu. Therefore, our harmonic mean estimate of 6.5 amu sug-
gests that the bulk of the ions not detected by INMS has a mass
around 20 amu, and therefore shows more consistency with iono-
spheric models or in-situ measurements (Cravens et al. 2019) than
the analysis of M2019. We note that the distinction between har-
monic and arithmetic mean values is here crucial for ion mass esti-
mates from LP data.

The electron current, estimated from a linear least-square fit above
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Figure 4. Mixing ratio vs planetographic altitude, assuming a quantum yield of 0.1 for Rev 288 (blue error bars), and Rev 292(green), compared with estimated
mixing ratio of an M-type molecule using H+ and H +

2 measurements of INMS for Rev. 288 (blue circles) and Rev. 292 (green circles). The error bars are
calculated from the error estimate in H2 from the INMS as well as a ten percent error in the identification of the secondary electron current.

Vb > 1 V, and a small exponential contribution detected below Vp=0
(Vb <-1.6 V), allows us to model a linear current contribution that
was proposed in M2019 to be from a large population of negative
ions with a speed very close to the spacecraft velocity as instead due
to the electrons. Technically, the LP cannot distinguish an electron
from a heavier, but very cold and slow negative particle. However, as
there is no possibility to confirm the presence of these negative ions
by other instruments and a model for creating large amount of neg-
ative ions with these low relative velocities was not presented, our
interpretation in terms of ionospheric electrons is more conservative.
We may also note that in order to model this current, M2019 used
a spacecraft potential of about ≈ 2 V for this negative ion current,
differing from the value of 0.16 V used for all other currents.

However, our approach is not without complications. For Fig 2
(but also generally), we find a rather high Te (0.45 ± 0.15 eV) and
a lower electron density than M2019 (2410 cm−3), much lower than
the nearest RPWS wave measurement of 3740 cm−3. In principle,
this leaves room for a significant charged dust population to ensure
quasineutrality, as concluded in M2019. However, this interpretation
has issues of its own, which we will return to in the next Section 5.2.

One should remember that the LP estimates, which are sampled
from a small volume immediately surrounding a probe close to the
spacecraft, may be different from the plasma parameter in an undis-
turbed ionosphere. In contrast to fast-flowing ions, neutrals and dust,
plasma electrons could readily be perturbed from their orbit to the
LP instrument by spacecraft-plasma interactions (Odelstad et al.

2017; Johansson, F. L. et al. 2020; Johansson et al. 2021; ?). As the
spacecraft is charged (in V) much above the electron energy (in eV),
we cannot rule out that this could significantly affect our measure-
ments. In particular, the cold (0.04 eV) ionospheric electrons we ex-
pect in the deep ionosphere (Moore et al. 2008) would be perturbed
even further, or may not be able to reach our probe, for instance if an
electron density enhancement in front of the spacecraft has formed
(Ivchenko et al. 2001).

That the RPWS-LP sweep electron densities are often signifi-
cantly lower than the RPWS data is not new, and is also evidenced
by comparing the nearest RPWS estimates with the published LP
sweep analysis in M2019. However, since the sweep and the 20 Hz
current data are internally consistent (i.e. the currents at the poten-
tial measured in 20 Hz resolution matches the nearest sweep current
measured at that potential), the ad-hoc scaling of the 20 Hz data to
electron densities that were validated by calibration to the RPWS
electron density in M2019, will of course work also for the RPWS-
LP sweep electron density estimates. That a scaling mitigates the
issue is also consistent with our hypothesis that electrons below a
certain energy cannot reach the probe, as the fraction of the den-
sity that reaches the probe will then be constant even if the number
density fluctuates for a Maxwell-Boltzmann energy distribution of
electrons. Moreover, the LP estimated electron temperature would
then be inflated, as it would only reflect the energies of the electrons
that reach our probe.

The total fits presented in Figs. 2, A1, A2 & A3 have a few depar-
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tures from the measurements. Although the high noise level compli-
cates the evaluation, we are aware of potential deviations from our
model assumptions of secondary emission currents (Eq. 5 & . 6).
We suspect that the largest errors arise from our assumption of a
Maxwellian energy distribution of the emitted particles, as discussed
in Sec. 3, which is the origin of the sharp feature in the derivative
(e.g. at Vb =-0.16 V in Fig. 2). There might be better models for
emission (such as a logistic regression), but for this study, even er-
rors of order 10 percent will not significantly affect our interpreta-
tion. We hope to restrict the number of free parameters by not adding
more current contributions than we deem strictly necessary to re-
duce the residual below 5 percent. All in all, we find that our fit in
Fig. 2 reduces the residual with two orders of magnitude compared
to M2019.

In contrast to Garnier et al. (2013), we do not see the tell-tale
negative slope in the sweep to suspect secondary electron emission
from electron impact, indicating instead a neutral source particle.
The electron spectrometer CAPS-ELS was not operational during
the final revolutions to estimate the high energetic electrons directly,
but the electron differential energy flux needed to produce the sec-
ondary current we measure would produce a rather impressive au-
rora at > 1010 (keVsrcm2s)−1, within a few degrees of the equator
for all fly-bys. In absence of such auroral observations, and since
Garnier et al. (2013)(Fig 2.) predicts this current not to be relevant
for the LP at these magnetic latitudes, we ignore this effect in our
analysis.

5.2 LP Sensitivity to charged dust

As the impact energy of dust is very large, (above several keV for
even the smallest grains), the current from charged dust can be as-
sumed to be constant over the sweep (a few V), and estimated using
the formalism of Eq. 9 for a continuous stream of dust particles. For
the sweeps presented in Section 4 and in the Appendix A, no resid-
ual offset and thus no detectable dust component could be identified.
Nominally, this suggests that the charged dust density will need to
be below 10 cm−3 to avoid being detected, using the noise level of
0.1 nA reported in (Gurnett et al. 2004), although with the noise level
present in these sweeps, a more realistic lower limit is 100 cm−3.

Nevertheless, second order effects of dust impinging the probe
would play a significant role. As the dust impact velocity is much
larger than the sound speed of any spacecraft material, we move
into the realm of high-velocity dust detection. Here the impactor
and spacecraft material vaporises and ionises, forming an expand-
ing plasma cloud and a subsequent large spike in current (Schippers
et al. 2014; Meyer-Vernet et al. 2009).

This would be detectable also in the RPWS data but has not been
reported at these altitudes. This argument, based on kinetic energy,
is also central in another point of contention with the published anal-
ysis of M2019, inferring a large (up to 50.000 cm−3) charged dust
population but lacking direct detection of them. As a local electric
potential needed to screen the Langmuir Probe from charged dust
would need to be on the same order of magnitude in Volts as their
impact energy in eV, i.e. thousands or millions of Volts, even the
lightest dust grain will be harder to deflect than any observed iono-
spheric electron.

There are sweeps that are particularly noisy, perhaps signatures
of non-continuous dust impact spikes, much like the sweeps near
the Enceladus plumes. However, these instances are rare in the iono-
sphere of Saturn, and would warrant a more focused study.

5.3 Neutrals

Despite the many assumptions, our first approximation of water
vapour impact emission yields an excellent agreement with our
chemistry model in Fig. 3.

Choosing water on gold as a proxy for the secondary electron
emission for the Cassini LP is seemingly not only consistent with
the variation of the signal we see along the orbit as predicted by the
variations of H+/H2+ detected by INMS, but is also a better descrip-
tor of relatively large Isei/Isee ratio seen in Figs. 2,A1,A2 & A3, than
predicted by e.g. water on aluminium in Schmidt & Arends (1985).

The neutral gas profile yield some variations between orbits and
altitudes, but with a surprisingly clear and commmon structure in lat-
itude. In absolute numbers, we note that the concentrations from the
deep ionosphere given in Waite et al. (2018), yields a water gas mix-
ing ratio of 9×10−4, but only three LP estimates reach these values.
These specific estimates appear as outliers, as they are a factor of 30
above our median estimate. Since Ye

H2O is relatively well known, we
do not find it reasonable to stretch an already generous LP water gas
estimate (assuming no secondary emission from CH4, CO2, N2, etc)
with a factor of 30.

The chemistry model is independent of LP measurements (and
errors) and we could reasonably argue for errors of a factor of two,
although an extension of the same model predicts the RPWS electron
densities with a good match (Cravens et al. 2019). Even so, a factor
of two is not enough to support such a water mixing ratio of 9×10−4

for any M-type molecule, and is as such not compatible with the
water content from INMS (Waite et al. 2018).

Instead, we suggest that INMS detects not only the water that
enters the instrument as water vapour, but also the water created
when icy particles impact inside the instrument and vaporise. In fact,
Miller et al. (2020) (Fig. 4) compares the volatiles in the final four
orbits, including the final plunge, and find that the final plunge is
depleted in H2O, but also NH3 and CO2. This was seen as a clear
indication that water signal in INMS is carried by watery/icy grains
that are seemingly predominant in the equatorial plane (Miller et al.
2020; Perry et al. 2018) which is not sampled in the final plunge, and
seemingly very consistent with this work. The possibly inflated at-
mospheric water vapour estimate in INMS would also be amplified
at these low altitudes as the differential rotation of the grains due to
collisions with the H2 atmosphere becomes significant and prompts
watery grains to vaporise more rapidly inside the instrument cham-
ber.

We note that the chemistry model is only applicable for water
vapour and thus not sensitive to such grains. Similarly, the LP impact
emission is only tested for molecules, and non-continuous/quasi-
continuous impacts of small water-rich grains may appear as spikes
or noise in the sweep, which is ignored in the analysis, but may carry
enough water content to explain the discrepancy between INMS and
our estimates.

6 CONCLUSIONS

The secondary emission as detected by RPWS-LP is consistent with
an abundant and varying neutral molecules abundance, of which de-
tection of water vapour appears most likely, but can also be signif-
icantly modified by variations of other "M-type" molecules such as
CH4 or CO2. The mixing ratio varies smoothly, with generally con-
sistent latitude trends for all fly-bys. These variations exceed one
order of magnitude between 2500 and 1500 km altitude for all or-
bits. There are also an order of magnitude variations between orbits
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and latitude, with the highest mixing ratio detected during revolution
288 and 289, indicating a strongly varying chemical composition in
the Saturnian ionosphere.

The LP was not specifically designed to measure neutrals in the
Saturnian environment. Therefore, we have no specific calibration
to rely upon and cannot exclude instrumentational errors. It is clear
that the dense atmosphere gives rise to a strong secondary electron
current on the Langmuir Probe, although the concentrations of indi-
vidual molecular species is at the moment unclear. Even so, a sim-
ple chemistry model suggests that the dominant origin is most likely
an "M-type" molecule, for which our best estimate for the quantum
yield of this/these molecules is 0.08 ± 0.04, which is consistent with
lab measurements of water incident on gold, as well as CO2. Future
laboratory experiments of H2O, CH4, CO2, N2 on space-weathered
TiN would allow us to provide a more accurate estimate of each of
these neutrals in the Saturnian ionosphere. Also, if this analysis is
extended to the Cassini fly-bys of the plumes of Encaladus and the
dense ionosphere of Titan, it would allow us to estimate the impact
emission yield of a vastly different neutral environment, which in
turn helps us constrain the Saturnian ionosphere composition. At Ti-
tan and Enceladus, the low fly-by speeds (∼ 5 - 18kms−1) will likely
render lighter neutral species (including H2O) invisible for the LP.
However, the reported atmosphere composition still provides a sig-
nificant population of molecules >40 Da at Titan (Cui et al. 2009),
and of CO2 at Enceladus (Teolis et al. 2017) which may trigger sig-
nificant secondary emission. Although we expect the effect on the
sweep analysis to be much more modest at these fly-bys (with lit-
tle to no effect on the 20 Hz LP densities), there is still room for
misidentification of electron temperatures, spacecraft potential and
overestimation of electron and ion densities.

Here we build and improve upon the sweep analysis of M2019. In
particular, the ion density estimate is significantly reduced and lends
support for a quasineutral picture of the ionosphere from a balance of
electrons and ions. We cannot rule out the presence of charged dust,
but for the sweeps presented here, the RPWS-LP measurements are
consistent with charged dust densities below 100 cm−3. To confirm
a significant abundance of charged dust in the ionosphere of Saturn,
we would welcome a thorough reanalysis of the RPWS-LP sweeps,
taking into account both the current from impact emission as well as
the current these charged dust grains would provide to the probe.

Tse was found to be varying between 0.1-0.6 eV for the environ-
ment probed by the RPWS-LP in the Saturnian ionosphere. How-
ever, irregularities in the sweep derivative, albeit noisy, suggested
that the energy distribution of emitted electrons is not perfectly
Maxwellian. We therefore welcome further research into how to
model such currents, as well as a more detailed laboratory study in
the Tse variation with chemical composition of the neutral gas and
impact energy.

This and future studies into impact emission is especially impor-
tant for the upcoming Comet Interceptor mission, where a similar
instrument would be able to characterise the cometary neutral envi-
ronment via impact emission if the fly-by velocity is large enough
(the target is not selected before launch, in 2029).
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APPENDIX A: SHEATH-LIMITED THEORY

When rp/λD << 1 no longer holds, the OML assumptions for at-
tracting current are no longer valid ( although it is generally a very
good approximation even for rp = λD), and we will need to consider
Sheath-Limited Theory (SL). Laframboise (1966) solved the parti-
cle orbits and currents to a probe for such a plasma numerically. In a
plasma where the attracted species (here: electrons) are more mobile
(and therefore sets the debye length), the electron current to an at-
tracting spherical probe can be calculated from (Laframboise 1966)
Table 6c (also represented as a graph in Figure 20), depending on
rp/λD where rp/λD = 0 is the OML solution, and serves as an upper
estimate of the current at any other debye lengths. For Fig 2, using
M2019 estimate of the spacecraft potential and rp/λD = 0.3, assum-
ing Te = 0.4 eV, ne = 3740 cm−3, the expected overestimation from
OML is much less than a percent at Vb=3 V. However the (OML)
M2019 analysis diverges from the measurements by more than 100
percent at Vb=3 V. Even the extreme estimate of Te = 0.05 eV can-
not explain more than an error of 10 percent at Vb=+1 V, where the
actual discrepancy is three times larger.

Interpolating the tabulated values in Laframboise (1966) (Table
6c), we estimated the SL current and derivative of the sweep also in
the densest regions, as seen in Fig. A1 for Rev. 291 at an altitude of
1673 km, in Fig. A2 for Rev. 292 at an altitude of 1718 km, and in
Fig. A3 for Rev 288, at an altitude of 1740 km, all near closest ap-
proach. We note first of all that in the absence of instrumental noise,
wave activity, spacecraft potential or plasma density fluctuations on
the timescale of the sweep (0.5 s), we cannot explain a negative cur-
rent derivative as it would imply a negative resistance in the plasma.
However, a negative derivative is indeed seen at Vb = 0.8 V for

Figure A1. Currents and current derivative vs bias potential, common x-
axis.Top: Langmuir Probe sweep from 2017-09-02T13:12:45 from revolu-
tion 291 (blue line) and fitted sweep currents, including secondary electron
and ion emission from neutrals (purple and green dashed line, respectively),
electrons (blue dashed line), ions (yellow dashed line) and the total fit ac-
cording to Orbital-Motion Limited Theory (red solid line) and Sheath Lim-
ited Theory (black dot dashed line) vs bias potential. Bottom: The current
derivative of the sweep (blue circles), of the total fit of the analysis accord-
ing to Orbital-Motion Limited Theory (red solid line) and Sheath Limited
Theory (purple dot dashed line) vs bias potential.

Fig. A1 and at 1.2 V for Fig. A2. It is therefore likely that we are see-
ing also a temporal or, since the spacecraft is moving, spatial effect.
For instance, the large current to the probe (which is electronically
connected to the spacecraft circuitry) can have shifted the spacecraft
potential during the sweep. Given the somewhat sinusoidal (albeit
erratic) shape beyond 1 V, we can also not rule out electron density
fluctuations from a plasma wave carried by electrons, or other den-
sity fluctuations. A mitigating strategy would then be to limit our
analysis to Vb < 0.8 V for these sweeps, as the total amplitude of
current is smaller, and the wave amplitude would also be negligible
when less plasma electrons contribute to the current. The accuracy
of the fit below Vb < 0.8 V speaks in favour of this strategy, and
since one of these disturbed sweeps was included in M2019 (Fig 3),
we feel it is still useful to discuss and compare.

The application of Sheath-Limited theory does slightly improve
the fit at larger potentials, as expected, but cannot explain the re-
laxation in the derivative alone. This is apparent in all sweeps in
the deep ionosphere, but perhaps most striking when applied to the
M2019 analysis without secondary electron emission as shown by
the black dot-dashed line in Fig. A2 (Top and bottom).

The sweep analysis of Fig. A1, A2 & A3 all suggests that the LP
estimates may not reflect the undisturbed plasma in Saturn’s iono-
sphere as the electron density is lower than the RPWS estimate, and
the electron temperature is warmer than what we expected (Moore
et al. 2008). Moreover, we cannot confirm a departure from classic
quasi-neutrality (i.e. ni = ne from RPWS) and we fail to detect a
current from charged dust grains.
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Figure A2. Currents and current derivative vs bias potential, common x-
axis.Top: Langmuir Probe sweep from 2017-09-09T00:08:33 from revolu-
tion 292 (blue line) and fitted sweep currents, including secondary electron
and ion emission from neutrals (green and light blue dashed line, respec-
tively), electrons (red dashed line), ions (purple dashed line) and the total
fit according to Orbital-Motion Limited Theory (red solid line) and Sheath
Limited Theory (red dot dashed line) vs bias potential. Also shown, the fit of
the same sweep published in M2019, and the corresponding Sheath-limited
adaption of the same sweep (solid and dot-dashed black line, respectively).
Bottom: The current derivative of the sweep (blue circles), of the total fit
of the analysis in this work (in red) and in M2019 (in black) according to
Orbital-Motion Limited Theory (solid line) and Sheath Limited Theory (dot
dashed line) vs bias potential.

This paper has been typeset from a TEX/LATEX file prepared by the author.

Figure A3. Currents and current derivatives vs bias potential, common x-
axis.Top: Langmuir Probe sweep from 2017-08-14T04:20:08 from Rev. 288
(blue dots) and fitted sweep currents, including secondary electron and ion
emission from neutrals (purple and green dashed line, respectively), electrons
(blue dashed line), ions (yellow dashed line) and the total fit in OML (red
solid line) and SL( black dot-dashed line) vs bias potential. The harmonic
mean of the ion mass from INMS (measuring ions up to 8 amu) at the time
of the sweep was 1.73 amu. Bottom: The current derivative of the sweep
(blue circles), of the total fit of the analysis in OML (red solid line) and in
SL (black dot-dashed line) vs bias potential.
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