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control of photoemission with bias voltages
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Coherent control steers a quantum system from an initial state to a target state by controlling quantum
interference phenomena via an external field, which is central to vast applications ranging from quantum
information processing to attosecond physics. Here, we analyze the quantum pathways interference in two-color
coherent control of photoemission using exact analytical solutions of the time-dependent Schrodinger equation.
The theory includes all possible quantum pathways and their interference terms. Constructive (or destructive)
interferences among the pathways leads to the maximum (or minimum) emission with varying phase delay of
the two-color lasers. It is found that increasing the intensity ratio of the second harmonic (2w) to fundamental
(w) lasers results in less contribution from the w pathway (absorption of w photons only) and more contribution
from multicolor pathway (simultaneous absorption of both w and 2w photons) and 2w pathway (absorption
of 2w photons only), and therefore stronger pathways interference and increased visibility larger than 95%.
Increasing bias voltages shifts the dominant emission to processes with lower-order photon absorption, which
sequentially decreases the interference between the w and the 2w pathways, and between single-color and

multicolor pathways, leading to two peaks in the visibility.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Coherent control of quantum systems relies on the ma-
nipulation of quantum interference phenomena via external
fields such as laser pulses. Two-color laser field consisting of
a strong fundamental laser and a weak second harmonic has
become an essential tool to probe and steer quantum pathways
interference in the interaction with matter. Recently, two-color
coherent control of photoemission from nanotips has drawn
great interest, for its flexibility in manipulating electron dy-
namics in ultrashort temporal scale and nanometer spatial
scale [1-6], which makes it applicable in spatiotemporal char-
acterization of surface plasmon polaritons [7-9], investigation
of hot-carrier dynamics [2], and strong-field photoemission
[10,11], and control of interference fringes in the momentum
distribution of electron emission [12,13]. It also opens up new
opportunities in flexible control of photoemission in appli-
cations such as time-resolved electron microscopy [14-17],
free-electron lasers [18,19], carrier-envelope phase detection
[20-22], and emerging nanophotonic and nanoelectronic de-
vices [23-28].

By tuning the intensity mixture ratio and relative phase
difference between the fundamental laser and its second har-
monic, the photoemission current can be modulated with a
contrast of up to 97.5% [3,5,6,29-31]. The strong modulation
of photoemission current by two-color laser is ascribed to
the quantum interference between competing pathways. The
excitation of two-color laser opens out multicolor quantum
pathways where photons of different colors are simultane-
ously absorbed. Depending on the two-color intensity mixture
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ratio, simple two-pathway or three-pathway quantum inter-
ference model has been used to explain the scaling of the
coherent signal to the second-harmonic intensity in experi-
ments [3,29,31,32]. However, to give satisfactory fitting to
the experimental results, the simple quantum pathway model
has to be modified to allow independent weights for the three
channels and to account for the discrepancy in the extracted
prefactors from those of independent pulses [32]. As another
key tuning knob, increasing DC bias field enhances electron
emission but meanwhile suppresses the current modulation,
as experimentally observed in Refs. [29,32]. Nevertheless,
how the DC bias field influences the weight of each pathway
and interference between them is still ambiguous. Analyzing
the quantum pathway model using exact quantum theory is
therefore of highest interest for photoemission from metals in
two-color fields and for coherent control schemes in general
[32].

In this work, we analyze the quantum pathways interfer-
ence with the exact analytical solutions of the time-dependent
Schrddinger equation (TDSE) including DC bias [5,6]. These
exact analytical quantum models for two-color laser-induced
photoemission show quantitative good agreement with ex-
perimental results [5,6] and demonstrate the potential in
measurement of time-resolved photoelectron energy spectra
[6,33]. Our analysis explicitly shows the effects of laser fields
and DC bias field on the weights of each pathway and the
interference effects among them.

II. RESULTS

The one-dimensional (1D) model is illustrated in Fig. 1(a).
Electrons with initial energy of ¢ emit through the
metal-vacuum interface (x = 0) due to DC field Fy and two-
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FIG. 1. (a) Energy diagram for photoemission from a metal surface induced by two-color laser fields f(z) = Fj cos(wt) + F> cos(2wt + )
under a DC field Fy. Red and blue arrows depict quantum pathway model, with pathway I: absorption of (4 4 k) fundamental photons (red
arrow); pathway II: absorption of (2 + k) fundamental photons and 1 second-harmonic photon (blue arrow); pathway III: absorption of 2
second-harmonic photons and k fundamental photons. (b) Electron transmission probability from initial energy ¢ = Er, D(¢ = EFr), as a
function of 2w laser field F, and phase delay 6, with F; = 2.6 V/nm and Fy = 0. (c) Coefficients of Fourier series expansion for D(t) for
F, =0.05, 0.3, and 0.55 V/nm. (d) Fourier series coefficients at angular frequency of 0 (n = 0), 2w (n = 1), and 4w (n = 2) as a function of
Fzz. Scatters represent coefficients from Fourier series expansion of D(t) from the exact quantum model in Egs. (2) and (3), and solid curves
are fitted from the quantum pathway model in Eq. (4). (¢) Decomposed electron transmission probability, with blue curves the zero-frequency
terms and red curves the oscillatory terms (2w and 4w terms). (f) Electron transmission D; through each quantum pathway (top) and their

interference terms (bottom).

color laser field f(z) = F coswt + F, cos(2wt + 6), where
Fy and F, are the magnitudes of the fundamental and
second-harmonic electric fields, respectively, w is the angular
frequency of the fundamental laser, 8 = 2wt is the relative
phase between the fundamental and second harmonic, with
T the corresponding time delay. For simplicity, the fields are
assumed to be perpendicular to the metal surface and abruptly
cut off inside the metal [5,6,22,34]. The potential barrier seen
by electrons inside the metal reads

0, x<0
Pl 1) = {Vo —ef(t)x —eFpx, x >0’ @

where V) = Er + W, Erp is the Fermi energy of the metal,
and Wer = Wo — Wschouky 18 the effective work function with
W the nominal work function and Wseporiy = 2 e3Fy/16ms
the Schottky barrier lowering due to DC field Fy, e (>0)
is the elementary charge, and ¢( is the vacuum permittivity.
By exactly solving TDSE subject to the potential barrier in
Eq. (1), the time-averaged electron transmission probability

from energy level ¢ is obtained as [5,6]
o0

D)= Y wile), )

I=—00

where wj(e) represents the electron emission through /-
photon processes, with [ < 0 being multiphoton emission,
| = 0 direct tunneling, and / > 0 multiphoton absorption pro-
cesses [5,6,33-36]. The expression of w; is summarized in the
Appendix. More detailed derivation can be found in Ref. [5]
for Fy = 0 and in Ref. [6] for Fy %~ 0. It is important to note
that although / in Eq. (2), as written, is referred to the num-
ber of fundamental photons /iw, it also includes the possible
processes of substituting two fundamental photons 27w with a
single second-harmonic photon 7%(2w), illustrated in the three
possible pathways in Fig. 1(a), as well as arbitrary multiples
of such substitutions.

Figure 1(b) shows the electron emission probability from
Fermi level D(e = EF) as a function of second-harmonic laser
field F, and relative phase 6, with fundamental laser field F; =
2.6 V/nm and DC field Fy = 0. The metal is assumed as gold,
with Wy = 5.1eV and Er = 5.53eV. The fundamental laser
has the wavelength of 800 nm (photon energy of 1.55 eV). For
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a given F,, D(¢ = EF) is a periodic function of relative phase
6 with an angular frequency of 2w. Maxima of D(e = Ef) for
a given F, are observed at 8 = 7 /2 (see Fig. S1(a) in Supple-
mental Material [37]), whereas the minima are at 0 = 37 /2
when F; < 0.4 V/nm and at 6 % 7 when F, > 0.4 V/nm.
Visibility or the modulation depth due to relative phase 6,
which is defined as the ratio of the difference between the
maximum and the minimum of transmission probability in 6
domain to the summation of them, increases as F> increases
for F, < 0.3 V/nm and keeps almost constant for F, >
0.3 V/nm (see Fig. S1(b) in Supplemental Material [37]).

Figure 1(c) shows the Fourier series coefficient ¢, of
D(e = Er) vs t at multiples of second-harmonic laser fre-
quency 2w, obtained from

N
D(r) =3+ Y ausinlno)r + ], 3)

n=1 |

Dy o o (F2) [t (F2)*
Dy “k(Flz)k[gz(Flz)

Dir o< o (F2)' [ (F)°

D]&H X 2\/ D[D[] cosf Olk (Fl

DI&III X 2/\/ DIDIII cos 20 ak (Flz)k [20[2 (Flz)

Dyjgrr o 24/DyiDypy cos 6 o o 2;‘F1

where «, ¢, and B are the weights for pathways I, II,
and III, respectively, and K; is the prefactor for each term
as a power function of F22. Equating the total transmis-
sion probability D(t) in Eq. (3) with the sum of all
the probabilities in Eqs. (4a)—(4f) enables us to extract
straightforwardly the weights «, ¢, and 8 from the Fourier
coefficients.

By setting kK = 0 (see Fig. S2 for fitting K;s as a function
of Fl2 in Supplemental Material [37]), the fitted K;, Kj;, and
Kj;; in Fig. 1(d) yield @ = 1.18 x 1073nm?/V?, ¢ = 2.93 x
105nm?/V3, and B = 3.17 x 10~*nm?/V?2. With these K;
weights [Fig. 1(d)], the transmission probability D(e = Er)
is decomposed into a DC term (zero-frequency term) and an
oscillatory term (consisting of 2w and 4w terms), as exempli-
fied in Fig. 1(e) for F; = 0.3 V/nm. Fourier series expansion
with these fitting parameters perfectly reproduces the raw data
from our quantum model obtained from Eq. (2).

Photoemission through each of the channels in Eq. (4) is
explicitly shown in Fig. 1(f). It is clear that pathways I and
II in combination form the majority of the constant baseline
emission channels, around which the transmission probability
oscillates with the relative phase 6. The strongest interference
is between pathways I and II. Interference terms, and therefore
the total transmission probability, can be strongly tuned by the
phase difference 6, with maximum at 6 = 7 /2 and minimum
at 0 = 1.8m, as shown in Figs. 1(e) and 1(f).

with co = %fg D(z)dr, e =+az+ b2, a, =
2 [§ D(t)cos(nQwt))dt, b, = % [{ D(v)sin[n2w)TldT,
T = 2—:}, and ¢, = tan"(“") Three dominant components
at angular frequencies of 6 2w, and 4w are observed for
F, =0.05, 0.3, and 0.55 V/nm. As F, increases, ¢; and
¢, increase and their relative differences to ¢y become
smaller, indicating more contribution from high-frequency
components.

These Fourier coefficients are shown as a function of F22 as
scatters in Fig. 1(d). The results are fitted with the quantum
interference model [3,29,31,32], which considers pathways I,
II, and III as illustrated in Fig. 1(a), with the red and blue ar-
rows representing absorption of one fundamental photon and
one second-harmonic photon, respectively. The transmission
probabilities of each pathway and of the interference terms
between them are

] =K. (4a)

’F] = KuFy, (4b)

] = Kun(F7)". (4c)

[20%¢ (F?)’\JF2 cos 6] = K,&,,\/F;cos(zm), (4d)
2/3F22 c0s 20| = KjgunFs cos(4wt) (4e)

(Fz2 cos 0] = Kyrenny/ (F7)” cosRowt) (4f)

The effect of second-harmonic laser field F> on the con-
tribution of each channel to the total emission is shown in
Fig. 2. Transmission probability D; through each channel i at
the maximum of total D(e = Er) in 6 domain for a given F,
is plotted in Fig. 2(a). The corresponding normalized trans-
mission probability with respect to the total D(e = Ef) is
shown in Fig. 2(b). When F, < 0.2 V/nm, pathway I and
the interference of I&II account for more than 66% of the
total emission, whereas contribution from pathway III can
be neglected. The negligibility of pathway III for a low field
mixture ratio (F;/F; < 7% here) is further confirmed by the
visibility analysis (see Fig. S1(b) in Supplemental Material
[37]), which is consistent with previous work for tungsten
[3]. As F, increases, transmission probability through all
channels except pathway I increases, exhibiting strong con-
structive interferences from I&II, II&III, and I&III. When
F, 2 0.35V/nm, contributions from channels II, I&III, and
[I&III exceed that from pathway I. The interference I1&III
surpasses 1&II at F; = 0.46 V/nm. Figures 2(c) and 2(d)
show the transmission probability and their normalized value
at minima of D(¢ = Er) in 6 domain as a function of F;.
The interference terms I&II, II&III, and I&III are negative,
which indicate destructive interferences and greatly suppress
the total transmission probability. More details of the effect of
F, are given by analyzing the dependence of D;(¢ = Ep) vs T
for /, = 0.05, 0.3, and 0.55 V/nm in Fig. S3 in Supplemental
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FIG. 2. (a) Electron transmission probability D; through each channel and (b) the corresponding normalized transmission probability D; /D
at maximum of D(e = Er) in 6 domain for a given F,. (c) D; and (d) D;/D at minimum of D(¢ = Er) in 6 domain for a given F,. Here,

F, =2.6 V/nm and F, = 0.

Material [37], which reconfirms the above observation. When
F, increases to 0.55 V/nm, emission through pathway II and
interference II&III become the dominant DC and oscillatory
terms, respectively.

Figure 3 shows the effect of fundamental laser field on
the modulation of quantum interference and the contribution
of each pathway. As shown in Fig. 3(a), when F] increases,
the visibility increases and then decreases, with the maxi-
mum at F; = 2.6 V/nm, corresponding to the intensity ratio
of second harmonic to the fundamental of 1.3%, with fixed
second-harmonic field F, = 0.3 V/nm and DC field Fy = 0.
The transmission probability from initial energy level € = Ep
as a function of relative phase 6 is shown as inset in Fig. 3(a)
under various fundamental laser fields Fj. As F; increases,
D(e = EF) is greatly enhanced. The oscillation magnitude
gradually decreases for F; > 2.6 V/nm, consistent with the
decreasing visibility in Fig. 3(a).

The decrease of the visibility is ascribed to smaller two-
color laser intensity ratio, which results in relatively less
contribution from pathways II and III and therefore the in-
terference terms, as shown in Fig. 3(b). When F} < 2 V/nm
(or F,/F; > 0.15), the dominant emission is through pathway
III and the interference term II&III. As F; increases, electron
emission through pathway I and interference I&II increases
greatly. As F; reaches ~3.7 V/nm, the contribution from

pathway I exceeds that of the interference term I&II. For
F; > 3.7 V/nm, while I&II remains the dominant interference
term, its contribution to photoemission continues to decrease.

As another key knob to the coherent control of electron
emission by two-color lasers, the effect of DC field is shown
in Fig. 4. In Fig. 4(a), D(e = EF) is plotted as a function of
relative phase 6 under various DC fields Fy. As Fj increases,
transmission probability is greatly enhanced due to the low-
ering and narrowing of the surface potential barrier, which
opens emission channels of lower order (cf. Fig. 2 in Ref. [6]).
The minimum shifts from 6 = 1.77 to 8 = 7, which indicates
the suppression of high-order 4w terms. Figure 4(b) shows the
visibility as a function of Fy under different second-harmonic
laser fields with F; =2.6 V/nm. For F;, < 0.3 V/nm, the
maximum visibility is observed at Fp = 0.5 V/nm, whereas
for F, > 0.4 V/nm, the maximum occurs at Fy = 0. Another
peak also appears at Fy = 1.75 V/nm for all cases. When
Fy > 1.75 V/nm, visibility decreases. As F; reaches 3 V/nm,
visibility drops to almost O for all cases.

The nonlinear dependence of visibility on DC fields can
be explained by looking at the Fourier series coefficient, as
shown in logarithm scale in Fig. 4(c). When Fy > 0.5 V/nm,
the high-frequency component at 4w is suppressed compared
to the 0 and 2w terms. As Fy further increases, the differ-
ence between the coefficient at zero frequency and that at

085402-4



UNRAVELING QUANTUM PATHWAYS INTERFERENCE IN ... PHYSICAL REVIEW B 106, 085402 (2022)

(a) s b)) —rw

- 10° 165
L TS Ss—— o — 1I: 20+1(20)
0.9 “['Lm;’iK/ f: 0.6 F =——IiI: 2(20)
' S 10 *}2,;&/ a 1&l1
I ’ @ P — &I
= L3 5 — &l
507} =Q04r
2 o = |
> L ﬁ E
0.5+ g 802y
0.0 -
03 | | | | | | | | | | | | | |
1 2 3 45 6 7 8 1 2 3 4 5 6 8
F, (V/nm) F, (V/nm)

FIG. 3. (a) Visibility as a function of Fj. Gray solid curve: calculated directly from the data by the quantum model in Eq. (2); black scatters:
calculated from visibility = D, /(D; + Dyy) with Dy, Dy, and Dyg; from Eq. (4) using fitted parameters; inset: transmission probability as
a function of relative phase under different F,. (b) Normalized transmission probability over the total transmission probability at maximum of
D(e = Er) in 6 domain as a function of Fj. Here, we fix F;, = 0.3 V/nm and Fy = 0.

(@) F=2.6V/inm, F=0.3V/nm F, (b)1 . F,=2.6 V/nm
3 - T T T
10° E 25 | |
2
—~__— 15 0.8
' 1
0T — 05 206
7
S 1071 S 0.4
0 0.2
-9
107 PR R R T T 0.0
0.0 02 04 06 08 1.0
a2 F, (V/nm)
(€)  F=2.6 Vinm, F,=0.3 V/nm (d  F=2:6V/im, F,=0.3 V/nm
Sum
102+ i 5 1.0 L R
h— 9 o'
S o 08
6 (I) .
E‘IO-S* | %QOG* I: 4o
(0] 3 e
3 25 £
= 2 TJBEO04F
2 107 1.5 NTH
= | g o2
2 05 S Il: 20+1(20)
0 F,(V/nm) Z 00r
10'9 [ B R B N B I !
o 1 2 3 4 5 0 1 2 3
n(2w) F, (V/nm)

FIG. 4. (a) D(¢ = EF) as a function of phase delay 6 under various DC fields Fp. (b) Visibility as a function of Fy under various F. (c)
Fourier series coefficients under various Fy. (d) Normalized transmission probability over the total transmission probability at maximum of
D(e = Er) in 60 domain as a function of Fy. Here, we use F; = 2.6 V/nm and F, = 0.3 V/nm in (a), (c), and (d).

085402-5



YANG ZHOU AND PENG ZHANG

PHYSICAL REVIEW B 106, 085402 (2022)

2w increases. When F is sufficiently large, the component
at 2w becomes also negligibly small compared to the zero-
frequency component. Thus, the peaks around 0-0.5 V/nm
and 1.75 V/nm in Fig. 4(b) can be attributed to the 4w and 2w
components, respectively. Note the peaks are also observed in
previous experiments (inset in Fig. 5 of Ref. [32]). Normalized
transmission probability at maximum of D(e = Er) in the
6 domain in Fig. 4(d) also confirms this observation. Since
the 4w term is negligible for the majority of the cases, only
pathways I, II, and their interference I&II are considered here
for simplicity. When Fy < 0.5 V/nm, those two pathways and
the interference between them cannot account for the total
emission, as the sum of those terms is smaller than 1, indi-
cating additional contributions from the 4w term are needed
in this regime. As Fp > 0.5 V/nm, the sum approaches 1. The
contribution from pathway I to the total emission increases,
while the contribution from the other two channels decreases.
It is important to note that, different from the physical mean-
ing of absorption of 4 photons of fundamental laser in the
absence of DC field, pathway I with positive Fy also includes
contributions from direct tunneling, photon-assisted tunnel-
ing, and photon-emission tunneling (cf. Fig. 2 in Ref. [6]),
which are all captured by the prefactors with power of k in
Eq. (4).

III. CONCLUSION

In conclusion, we analyze quantum pathways interfer-
ence in two-color coherent control of photoemission using
exact analytical solutions of the TDSE including DC bias.
The exact theory includes the contribution from all possible
quantum pathways and their interference terms. Interference
among pathways physically explains the observed modula-
tion of photoemission current by the relative phase between
two-color lasers. Effects of two-color laser fields and DC
bias field on the weights of each pathway and interference
between them are explicitly demonstrated. It is found that
increasing the intensity ratio of the second harmonic to
fundamental lasers would result in more contribution from
multicolor pathway and the single-color pathway of ab-
sorption of 2w photons, and therefore stronger interference
between them and increased visibility more than 95%. In-
creasing bias voltages opens out lower photon order channels
including photoassisted tunneling and direct tunneling, which
inhibits contribution from both single-color and multicolor
multiphoton absorption. Implied by the quantum pathways
interference model is that the lower-order photon-assisted and
direct tunneling processes are also incorporated in the differ-
ent pathways with the presence of the DC bias. As a result,
interferences through different pathways are sequentially de-
creased with the increase of DC bias voltage, leading to the
subsequent suppression of 4w and then 2w components in
the Fourier analysis of current modulation with respect to
the relative phase between the two-color lasers. This helps
explain the two peaks in the visibility as a function of bias
voltage.

Our study provides direct theoretical foundation to confirm
the coherent emission physics of replacing two funda-
mental photons with one second-harmonic photon despite
various possible pathways. Our quantum theory and the

corresponding pathways model are applicable to arbitrary
driving-laser frequency, intensity (below the material dam-
age threshold), and material properties. Our study provides
insights into two-color laser-induced photoelectron emission
dynamics and more general coherent control schemes of
quantum systems ranging from single atoms and molecules
[38,39], nano-objects [8,40], and material surfaces and inter-
faces [26,41-44]. Manipulating ionization pathways and the
corresponding quantum phases between pathways enable us
to develop methods for controlling excitation and ionization
processes in atoms, molecules, and materials under strong
laser fields [45-49]. Therefore, identifying and quantifying
quantum pathways and corresponding quantum phases are
fundamentally important to both the understanding of the pho-
toionization dynamics and the characterization of the atomic
and molecular structures. Our analysis using the exact analyt-
ical quantum model in combination with the Fourier analysis
can provide a systematic investigation into the parametric
dependence of each pathway as well as interference terms
among them. The parametric scaling of different pathways
would be helpful in the optimization of the input laser param-
eters to achieve coherent control through a specific pathway
in a given quantum system.
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APPENDIX

For completeness, we provide the expression for the key
results of our quantum model developed in Refs. [5,6]. More
details about the derivation of these results can be found in
Refs. [5] and [6]. With the assumptions listed in the main text,
the electron wave function v (x, t) is solved exactly from the
1D time-dependent Schrodinger equation:

L OY(x, 1) R ACN))
h—————— =

= s F P DY (D),

(A1)
where 7 is the reduced Planck constant, m is the electron
mass, x is the distance to the metal surface, and ¢(x, 1) is the
potential barrier given in Eq. (1) in the main text.

The exact analytical solution for electron waves inside the
metal (x < 0) is

Yr(x,t) = exp <—z—t + zkox) Z R;

I=—00
X exp <—

where ¢ is the electron initial energy, ko = v/2me /h* and k; =
V2m(e + lhw)/ 1i* are the electron wave numbers, and R; is

the reflection coefficient of the incident electron wave after
[-photon process.

e+ lhw

- ikpc), x<0, (A2
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The exact analytical solution for the transmitted electron wave outside the metal (x >

0) is obtained using Truscott transforma-

tions [5,6,50] from Eq. (A1) and separation of variables, which reads

Y (x, 1) = Z T; exp[ \/?(x—i- eFlnfzzwt + eha co:’fcc:zt + 9)>:|
I=—00
&+ lhw X 2 2R B

X exp |:— t+l—L+18hmw3M—t4hmw2Ni|, x>0, (A3a)

when Fy = 0, and
0o ) .
) = 3 Tilhicm) = iBit-m)lexp [—ze PAASher e Tl +9)}
&+ lhw X e R B
X exp |:— t+ lgL + l8hma)3M — l4hma)2Ni| x>0, (A3b)
[

when Fy # 0, where E; =&+ lhw — Vo — Uy — Uy with E2FyF, sinQQuwt + 0)
Vo = Weff + Er and ponderomotive energy U, = :;i‘; and - 8himw? i|
Up = 16 > due to fundamental and second-harmonic fields, P ERPB
respectlvely, _ R il)nwt + b s1n2(ia)l+9) M = F2sin 2ot + X exp [z 8hmw3M - l4hmw2N]’ (A5c)
B sn2Qot +0)), N =St snGei) o,

(2meFU)1/3(%, + E, ) with g = x4+ eFIW(l:stl + eh 60;(211211-"-9)
Ai and Bi are the Airy function of the first and second kind,
and 7; is the transmission coefficient.

Applying boundary conditions that i (x,¢#) and
0y (x,t)/0x are continuous at the metal-vacuum interface
x = 0, we obtain the following relationship:

oo

2ko8(s) =Y TilksPiu—s + Qua—s)- (A4)

[=—00
Here, & is Dirac delta function, Py_y =
(1/271’)f8 pi(wt)e =99 d (ot ) and Oi—s) =

A27) f§" q (wt)e =9 d(wt) are the (I—s)th Fourier
transform coefficients of p;(wt) and g;(wt) respectively:

. [2mE; (eFicoswt  eF> cosRwt + 0)
pi(wt) =exp|i iz R +

4maw?
e P
X exp |:l 8hma)3M — l4hma)2 Ni| (A5a)
szl L
qi(wt) = [ iz + E]pz(wt), (A5b)

when Fy = 0, and

2F0F1 sin wt

pi(ot) = [Ai(—a;) — iBi(— a/)]exp[ p—

2mekF 173 ” o
qz(wt)—[< P ) [Ai (—oy) — iBi' (—ay)]

e2FyF; sin ot

L Ay — iBi(—az)]} exp [—

h hmaw3
,ezFon sinRwt + 0)
—i
8hmw?
62 ezFle
] —1 N A5d
x exp |:l 8hmaw? "atma? ] (A5d)

when Fy # 0, where o; = n;(x = 0).

With the electron transmission coefficient 7; solved from
Eq. (A4), the time-averaged probability of electron transmis-
sion from initial energy of ¢ through the /-photon process is
given as

wy(e) = wIm[i [ZETIP], Fo=0 (A6)
RE7=1 1 (2meFo)1/3l|T|2 Fo £ 0
I = —|T|", Fo #

and the total electron transmission probability for an initial
energy of ¢ is a sum of w; through all the /-photon processes,
which is Eq. (2) in the main text.
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