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FIGURE 2. Determined depth profile on a 150 keV Cd implant FIGURE 3. Determined depth profile on a 300 keV Zn implant 'FIGURE 4. Determined depth profiles on the 50 keV Al determined correction functions as well as the calculated GIXRF angular 27, 1432- 1 438 (2012). |
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= 1 Adepth scale correction adopted from ref. [4] was applied to take into account the sputter rate lines) in comparison to the corrected SIMS and the measured GIXRF.
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