arXiv:1905.13483v1 [physics.atom-ph] 31 May 2019

Coulomb-induced ionization time lag after electrons tunnel out of a barrier

Y. J. Chen^1, X. J. Xie^1, C. Chen^1, G. G. Xin^{2,3}, and J. Liu^{4,5} 1.College of Physics and Information Technology, Shaan’xi Normal University,Xi’an710119, China 2.School of Physics, Northwest University, Xi’an 710127, China 3.Shaanxi Key Laboratory for Theoretical Physics Frontiers, Northwest University, Xi’an710069, China 4.Institute of Applied Physics and Computational Mathematics, Beijing 100088, China 5.CAPT, HEDPS, and IFSA Collaborative Innovation Center of MoE, Peking University, Beijing 100871, China (Dated: June 6, 2019)

After electrons tunnel out of a laser-Coulomb-formed barrier, the movement of the tunneling electron can be affected by the Coulomb tail. We show that this Coulomb effect induces a large time difference (longer than a hundred attoseconds) between the exiting time at which the electron exits the barrier and the ionization time at which the electron is free. This large time difference has important influences on strong-field processes such as above-threshold ionization and highharmonic generation, with remarkably changing time-frequency properties of electron trajectories. Some semi-quantitative evaluations on these influences are addressed, which provide new insight into strong-field physics and give important suggestions on attosecond measurements.

Introduction.—As exposed to strong laser fields, the Coulomb potential of an atom is bent by the external field with forming a barrier out of which the valence electron of the atom can tunnel [1, 2]. Thereafter, the tunneling electron can be considered as a classical particle, which is moving in the external field and can be driven back to and recollide with the parent ion. These considerations are the cores of the classical two-step model (CM) [3, 4], which is successful in describing many strong-field processes related to the tunneling electron, such as abovethreshold ionization (ATI) [5–7], high-harmonic generation (HHG) [8–11], and non-sequential double ionization (NSDI) [12–14], etc..

Based on the CM, or strong-field approximation (SFA) which can be considered as the quantum version of CM, it is well established that there are long and short electron trajectories contributing to ATI [7, 15], and similar situations also go for HHG [11]. The long and short trajectories are well resolved in the temporal domain. Specifically, for ATI, the long (short) electron trajectory has an ionization time located in the falling (rising) part of the laser field in one laser cycle. In particular, the long trajectory is also associated with a rescattering process. For HHG, both long and short electron trajectories are related to rescattering and have ionization times located in the falling part of the laser field. In comparison with the short one, the long trajectory has a earlier ionization time and a later return time.

Both the CM and the SFA which neglect the Coulomb effect are often used as benchmarks to deduce the electron attosecond dynamics [16, 17]. On the other hand, a great deal of studies have shown that the Coulomb potential has important influences on strong-field dynamics of the tunneling electron [18, 19]. For example, the Coulomb potential will remarkably affect the ATI photoelectron energy spectrum [20], momentum [21] and angular [22] distributions, etc.. Nevertheless, the influences of Coulomb potential on time-resolved strong-field electron dynamics have been unclear [23]. Especially, quantitative even semi-quantitative evaluations on these influences have been absent. These evaluations are necessary for more precise attosecond measurements and controls of the electrons in atoms, molecules, and solids. They are also important for establishing a full Coulomb-modified physical picture of strong-field electron dynamics.

Here, we make efforts to clarify the Coulomb effect on time-trajectory-resolved electron dynamics for ATI and HHG. We begin our discussions with ATI in an orthogonally polarized two-color (OTC) field, which allows one to resolve the contributions of long and short electron trajectories directly from the photoelectron momentum distributions. We show that the Coulomb potential induces a time difference of the tunneling electron between the moments of exiting the barrier and being free. This time difference (longer than a hundred attoseconds) is well mapped in the momentum distributions, resulting in a remarkable increase of contributions of long trajectory (more than 20%) to ATI. Then we extend our discussions to HHG. We show that the exiting times of Coulomb-modulated HHG trajectories are earlier (about 25 attoseconds) than expected, leading to a marked increase of contributions of short trajectory (about one order of magnitude) to HHG.

Numerical and analytical methods.— We assume that the fundamental field is along the x axis and the additional second-harmonic field is along the y axis. The Hamiltonian of the model He atom studied here has the form of H(t) = H_0 + r · E(t) (in atomic units of ℏ = e = m_e = 1). Here, the term H_0 = p^2/2+V (r) is the field-free Hamiltonian, and V (r) = −Ze^{−ρr2} / √ r^2 + ξ with r^2 = x^2 + y^2 is the Coulomb potential. ρ is the screening parameter with ρ = 0 for the long-range potential and ρ = 0.5 for the short-range one. ξ = 0.5 is the smoothing parameter, and Z is the effective charge which is adjusted in such a manner that the ionization potential of the model system reproduced here is I_p = 0.9 a.u.. The term E(t) is the electric field of OTC which has the form of [24, 25] E(t) = ⃗e_xE_x(t) + ⃗e_yE_y (t) with E_x(t) = f(t)E_0 sin (ω_0t) and E_y(t) = Ef(t)E_0 sin (2ω_0t + ϕ). ⃗e_x (⃗e_y) is the unit vector along the x (y) axis. ϕ is the

Figure 1: Photoelectron momentum distributions of He, obtained with TDSE simulations of long-range (a) and shortrange (b) potentials, with analytical simulations of MSFA that considers the effect of a long-range potential (c) and SFA where the Coulomb effect is omitted (d). The prediction of CM (the white line) is also plotted in (a).

relative phase between these two colors. E_0 is the maximal laser amplitude relating to the peak intensity I of the fundamental field E_x(t). E is the ratio of the maximal laser amplitude for the second-harmonic field E_y(t) to E_0. ω_0 is the laser frequency of E_x(t) and f(t) is the envelope function. We use trapezoidally shaped laser pulses with a total duration of 20 optical cycles and linear ramps of three optical cycles. The details for solving TDSE of iΨ̇(t) =H(t)Ψ(t) with spectral method [26] and obtaining the photoelectron momentum distribution can be found in [27]. Unless mentioned elsewhere, the laser parameters used are I = 5×10^{14}W/cm^2, ω_0 = 0.057 a.u., ϕ = π/2 and E = 0.5.

To analytically study the Coulomb effect on timeresolved dynamics of ATI, we first calculate ATI electron trajectories, characterized by the complex ionization time t_s = t_0 + it_x, the drift momentum p and the tunneling amplitude F (p, t_s) ≡ F (p, t_0) ∼ e^b, with SFA [7, 15]. Here, b is the imaginary part of the quasiclassical action at relevant trajectories and only minus values of b are considered. Then as in [18, 22], we solve the Newton equation r̈(p, t) = −E(t) + ∇_rV (r) for each SFA electron trajectory, with initial conditions [28] ṙ(p, t_0) = p + A(t_0) (the exiting momentum) and r(p, t_0) = Re( ∫_{t0} t_s [p + A(t

′)]dt^′) (the exiting position).

Here, the real part t_0 of t_s is considered as the exiting time, and A(t) is the vector potential of E(t). In our simulations, trajectories with |r(p, t)| ≤ 4 a.u. at t > t_0 are also absorbed. The final Coulomb-modulated drift momentum is obtained with p_f = ṙ(p, t → ∞), which is relating to the amplitude F (p, t_0). Similarly, with finding the return time t_r which satisfies the relation

Figure 2: The prediction of CM for the drift momenta of px(t) = −Ax(t) and py(t) = −Ay(t) (a), the comparison of time-dependent ionization yields calculated with TDSE, MSFA and SFA (b), the ionization velocity predicted by MSFA for all values of py and only for py < 0 (c), the distribution as functions of the exiting time t0 and the ionization time ti predicted by MSFA (d), in one laser cycle of 2π/ω0. For comparison, MSFA and SFA curves in Fig. 2(b) are multiplied by a vertical scaling factor to match the TDSE one. The log10 scale is used in the distribution in (d).

r(p, t_r) = 0 with t_r > t_0, we also obtain the Coulombmodulated HHG electron trajectories, characterized by the exiting time t_0, the return time t_r, the return energy E_p = [ṙ(p, t_r)]^2/2, and the amplitude (1/τ)^{1.5}F (p, t_0) with τ = t_r − t_0. This factor (1/τ)^{1.5} stands for quantum diffusion effects [11]. Below, we will call the above Coulomb-modulated SFA the MSFA. Note, according to the SFA, the exiting time t_0 agrees with the ionization time t_i at which the value of E_a(t_i) becomes larger than zero. Here, the term E_a(t) = [ṙ(p, t)]^2/2+V (r) is the total instantaneous energy of the tunneling electron. However, as we will show in the following, the MSFA which considers the Coulomb effect predicts a time difference t_d = t_i − t_0 with t_d > 0. This difference influences remarkably on dynamics of the laser-driven system.

Cases of ATI.— The calculated TDSE photoelectron momentum distributions for He with long-range and short-range potentials are presented in Figs. 1(a) and 1(b). The long-range TDSE results in Fig. 1(a) show a butterfly-like structure with a remarkable up-down asymmetry with respective to the axis of p_y = 0. The distribution in Fig. 1(a) has larger amplitudes for p_y < 0. By contrast, this up-down asymmetry remarkably decreases for the short-range results in Fig. 1(b). Further simulations with SFA, related to a delta potential, give an up-down symmetric distribution, as shown in Fig. 1(d). Simulations with the MSFA indeed reproduce the remarkable up-down asymmetry, as shown in Fig. 1(c), implying that this asymmetry arises from the Coulomb effect. The symmetry degree, which is defined as the ratio of the total amplitudes with p_y > 0 to those of p_y < 0, is about 0.55 in Fig. 1(a) and 0.62 in Fig. 1(c). The TDSE and MSFA results are near to each other. This degree is near the unity in Fig. 1(b) of short-range potentials. For comparison, the prediction of the CM for p_x versus p_y is also plotted in Fig. 1(a), which shows an up-down symmetric structure, similar to the SFA one. We mention that we have performed simulations at various laser parameters. On the whole, this TDSE symmetry degree is smaller for lower laser intensities or shorter laser wavelengthes, in agreement with MSFA predictions.

A sketch of the CM prediction of drift momenta p_x(t) = −A_x(t) and p_y(t) = −A_y(t) for one laser cycle of the fundamental field is presented in Fig. 2(a). It clearly shows that with the steering of the second-harmonic field of OTC [24, 25], the contributions of the long (short) trajectory related to the fundamental field are mapped in the third (III) and the fourth (IV) quadrants with p_y < 0 (the first (I) and the second (II) quadrants with p_y > 0), providing a manner for resolving the contributions of long versus short electron trajectories directly from photoelectron momentum distributions.

To understand how the Coulomb effect influences the ATI, we further calculate the time-dependent ionization yields obtained by different methods. The TDSE ones are obtained with evaluating I(t) = 1 − ∑ m |⟨m|Ψ(t)⟩|^2. Here, |m⟩ is the bound eigenstate of H_0 obtained through imaginary-time propagation. The model ones are obtained with calculating I(t) = ∑ p,t |F (p, t_0)|^2 at E_a(t) > 0. Relevant results are presented in Fig. 2(b). The SFA results in Fig. 2(b) clearly show a remarkable increase just around the time of t = 5.25T or t = 5.75T with T = 2π/ω_0, at which the fundamental field arrives at its peak. The TDSE results, however, show a remarkable increase around a time later than t = 5.25T or t = 5.75T . This time-delay phenomenon is reproduced by the MSFA.

The MSFA predictions of the ionization velocity (the time difference of the ionization yield) are presented in Fig. 2(c) with considering all contributions and contributions only related to p_y < 0. Here, the curve of p_y < 0 shows large amplitudes at times earlier than t = 5.25T or t = 5.75T , implying that electrons born at the rising part of the fundamental field also contribute remarkably to p_y < 0, different from the predictions of SFA and CM. Further analyses tell that the long trajectory relating to a rescattering process still dominates the contributions to p_y < 0, and the short one associated with direct ionization dominates the cases of p_y > 0. The ratio of shorttrajectory contributions to long ones is about 0.62, which agrees with the MSFA symmetry degree, indicating that the Coulomb effect induces a remarkable increase of longtrajectory contributions (more than 20% relative to the SFA predictions) to ATI. Previous TDSE studies with a suitably chosen momentum-space analysis have also indicated this remarkable increase [29]. Here, with MSFA, the time-resolved mechanism can be accessed.

In Fig. 2(d), we further present the distributions

Figure 3: Comparisons for time evolution of displacements (a,d), momenta (b,e) and energy (c,f) of two typical electron trajectories predicted by MSFA and SFA. Results in the left (right) column correspond to the MSFA electron trajectory with (without) changing the directions of its initial drift momenta under the influence of the Coulomb potential. The insets in (c) and (f) show the enlarged results around the time origins of the trajectories in (c) and (f).

F (p, t_0) ≡ F (t_i, t_0). Here t_i is the MSFA prediction of the ionization time related to the trajectory (p, t_0). One can observe that the distributions deviate upward from the diagonal line, and this upward deviation is more remarkable for the time t_0 later than 5.25T or 5.75T . The results clearly show the Coulomb induced large time lag (longer than 100 attoseconds on average) for the exiting time t_0 and the ionization time t_i.

Next, we perform analyses on how the Coulomb effect influences the electron trajectory. In Fig. 3, we show two typical time-dependent MSFA electron trajectories with comparing with the SFA ones. The SFA ones are obtained with assuming V (r) ≡ 0 in the MSFA treatments. We focus on the displacement of r(p, t), drift momentum of ṙ(p, t) − A(t) and instantaneous energy of E_a(t) for the electron trajectory. Results in the left column show a SFA trajectory in the second quadrant with p_x < 0 and p_y > 0. This trajectory corresponds to a short trajectory related to the fundamental field. With considering the Coulomb effect, the MSFA predicts that this trajectory will shift to the fourth quadrant with p_x > 0 and p_y < 0. The shifted trajectory corresponds to a long trajectory of the fundamental field, which is relating to a rescattering process, as the displacement and the drift momentum of the shifted trajectory in Figs. 3(a) and 3(b) show. According to the SFA, the energy of the trajectory is larger than zero just at the exiting time t_0 (i.e., the time origin of the trajectory). By comparison, there is an obvious time difference for the MSFA ionization time t_i, at which the energy of the trajectory becomes larger than zero, and the exiting time t_0, as the inset in Fig. 3(c)

Figure 4: Comparisons of HHG long (L) and short (S) electron trajectories of He born at half a laser cycle, obtained with MSFA, SFA, and MCM, for the exiting time t0 (a) and the return time tr (b) versus the return energy Ep scaled with Up = E^2_0 /(4ω^2_0 ), and the return time tr versus the harmonic amplitude (d). Results in (c) show time-frequency analyses of TDSE simulations where short-trajectory contributions are only considered [32]. The vertical-solid line in (a) indicates the peak time of 5.25T . Those in (b) and (d) indicate the HHG cutoff positions, which divide the trajectories into longtrajectory (right branches) and short-trajectory (left) parts.

shows. Results in the right column show the case of one electron trajectory for which the Coulomb effect is not remarkable. Here, the MSFA and SFA predictions are similar for time evolution of this electron trajectory. The Coulomb effect does not change the direction of the drift momentum, but modifies the values of displacement, momentum and energy for this trajectory. One can observe from the inset in Fig. 3(f), the MSFA ionization time is also somewhat later than the SFA one.

Cases of HHG.— In the above discussions, we have shown that the Coulomb effect will remarkably influence ATI electron trajectories. Due to that the ionization is the first step of many strong-field processes, one can expect that the Coulomb effect will also affect the dynamics of relevant processes. As a case, in the following, we show that how the Coulomb effect influences the HHG.

In Fig. 4, we show the comparisons of HHG electron trajectories of He in a single-color field (the fundamental ω_0 field), obtained with SFA, MSFA and the modified classical model (MCM) that considers the exiting position [30]. The time-frequency analysis [31] of TDSE dipole acceleration of He with short-trajectory simulations [32] is also shown here. First, one can observe from Fig. 4(a), the exiting times of HHG electron trajectory predicted by these models differ remarkably from each other. One of the remarkable differences is that the MSFA predicts some trajectories which begin at times somewhat earlier than 5.25T , while the predictions of SFA and MCM for the exiting time are always later than 5.25T , corresponding to the falling part of the field. Moreover, in most of energy region, the MSFA predictions of the exiting time are earlier (about 25 attoseconds) than the SFA ones. By comparison, the return times predicted by the models are nearer to each other in most of energy region, especially for high energy, as seen in Fig. 4(b).

Remarkable differences are also observed for the HHG amplitudes predicted by MSFA and SFA, as seen in Fig. 4(d). Here, the SFA amplitude is evaluated with the HHG saddle-point expression as in [33]. When the predictions of SFA and MSFA are similar for long trajectories (right branches), they differ remarkably for short trajectories (left). The short-trajectory MSFA amplitudes are one order of magnitude higher than the SFA ones for lower energy (such as E_p = U_p, indicated by the verticaldotted line). The MSFA short-trajectory results in Fig. 4(d) are nearer to the TDSE ones in Fig. 4(c), with showing comparable amplitudes for lower and higher energy. Our extended simulations show that these remarkable amplitude differences for MSFA and SFA hold for relatively low laser intensities and short laser wavelengthes. As seen in Fig. 4(a), the HHG exiting times predicted by MSFA are nearer to the peak time of the laser field at which the tunneling amplitudes are larger. This effect is mainly responsible for increased short-trajectory amplitudes of MSFA, in comparison with SFA.

In summary, we have studied the influence of Coulomb potential on temporal aspects of ATI and HHG. We have shown that the Coulomb effect gives rise to a large time lag (longer than 100 attoseconds) between the exiting time and the ionization time for ATI electron trajectories. This time lag increases the contributions of long trajectory to ATI. Accordingly, it also shifts the HHG exiting time towards the peak time of the laser field, resulting in a remarkable increase of short-trajectory contributions to HHG. As the predictions of SFA or CM without considering the large time lag, are often used as references to distill attosecond-resolved time information from photoelectron momentum distributions or HHG spectra measured in experiments, our work gives suggestions on relevant studies. In addition, our work also opens a new perspective for understanding tunneling-triggered strong-field processes where the large time lag is expected to play a nontrivial role.

This work is supported by the National Natural Science Foundation of China (Grant No. 91750111), Research Team of Quantum Many-body Theorey and Quantum Control in Shaanxi Province (Grant No. 2017KCT- 12), and the Fundamental Research Funds for the Central Universities, China (Grant No. SNNU.GK201801009).

[1] L. V. Keldysh, Ionization in the field of a strong electromagnetic wave, Sov. Phys. JETP 20, 1307 (1965).

[2] M. V. Ammosov, N. B. Delone, and V. P. Krainov, Tunnel ionization of complex atoms and of atomic ions in an alternating electric field, Sov. Phys. JETP 64, 1191 (1986).

[3] K. J. Schafer, B. Yang, L. I. DiMauro, and K. C. Kulander, Above threshold ionization beyond the high harmonic cutoff, Phys. Rev. Lett. 70, 1599 (1993).

[4] P. B. Corkum, Plasma Perspective on Strong-Field Multiphoton Ionization, Phys. Rev. Lett. 71, 1994 (1993).

[5] B. Yang, K. J. Schafer, B. Walker, K. C. Kulander, P.

Agostini and L. F. DiMauro, Intensity-dependent scattering rings in high order above-threshold ionization, Phys. Rev. Lett. 71, 3770 (1993).

[6] K. C. Kulander and K. J. Schafer, Proceedings of the International Conference on Multiphoton Processes VI, edited by D. K. Evans (World Scientific, Singapore, 1993).

[7] M. Lewenstein, K. C. Kulander, K. J. Schafer, and P.

H. Bucksbaum, Rings in above-threshold ionization: a quasiclassical analysis, Phys. Rev. A 51, 1495 (1995).

[8] A. McPherson, G. Gibson, H. Jara, U. Johann, T. S.

Luk, I. A. McIntyre, K. Boyer, C. K. Rhodes, Studies of multiphoton production of vacuum-ultraviolet radiation in the rare gases, J. Opt. Soc. Am. B 4, 595 (1987).

[9] A. L’Huillier, K. J. Schafer, and K. C. Kulander, Theoretical aspects of intense field harmonic generation, J. Phys. B 24, 3315 (1991).

[10] P. B. Corkum, Plasma perspective on strong field multiphoton ionization, Phys. Rev. Lett 71, 1994 (1993).

[11] M. Lewenstein, Ph. Balcou, M. Yu. Ivanov, A. L’Huillier, and P. B. Corkum, Theory of high-harmonic generation by low-frequency laser fields, Phys. Rev. A 49, 2117 (1994).

[12] Hiromichi Niikura, F. Légaré, R. Hasbani, Misha Yu.

Ivanov, D. M. Villeneuve, and P. B. Corkum, Probing molecular dynamics with attosecond resolution using correlated wave packet pairs, Nature 421, 826 (2003).

[13] D. Zeidler, A. Staudte, A. B. Bardon, D. M. Villeneuve, R. Dörner, and P. B. Corkum, Controlling Attosecond Double Ionization Dynamics via Molecular Alignment, Phys. Rev. Lett. 95, 203003 (2005).

[14] W. Becker, X. Liu, P. J. Ho, and J. H. Eberly, Theories of photoelectron correlation in laser-driven multiple atomic ionization, Rev. Mod. Phys. 84, 1011 (2012).

[15] W. Becker, F. Grasbon, R. Kopold, D. B. Milošević, G.

G. Paulus, and H. Walther, Above-threshold ionization: from classical features to quantum effects, Adv. At. Mol. Opt. Phys. 48, 35 (2002).

[16] F. Krausz and M. Ivanov, Attosecond physics, Rev. Mod.

Phys. 81, 163 (2009).

[17] F. Lépine, M. Y. Ivanov, and M. J. J. Vrakking, Attosecond molecular dynamics: fact or fiction? Nature Photon. 8, 195 (2014).

[18] Thomas Brabec, Misha Yu. Ivanov, and Paul B. Corkum, Coulomb focusing in intense field atomic processes, Phys.

Rev. A 54, R2551 (1996).

[19] D. B. Milošević, G. G. Paulus, D. Bauer, and W. Becker, Above-threshold ionization by few-cycle pulses, J. Phys. B 39, R203 (2006).

[20] C. I. Blaga, F. Catoire, P. Colosimo, G. G. Paulus, H.

G. Muller, P. Agostini, and L. F. DiM, Strong-field photoionization revisited, Nat. Phys. 5, 335 (2009).

[21] P. Eckle, M. Smolarski, F. Schlup, J. Biegert, A. Staudte, M. Schöffler, H. G. Muller, R. Dörner, and U. Keller, Attosecond angular streaking, Nat. Phys. 4, 565 (2008).

[22] S. P. Goreslavski, G. G. Paulus, S.V. Popruzhenko, and N. I. Shvetsov-Shilovski, Coulomb Asymmetry in Above-Threshold Ionization, Phys. Rev. Lett. 93, 233002 (2004).

[23] D. Shafir, H. Soifer, B. D. Bruner, M. Dagan, Y.

Mairesse, S. Patchkovskii, M. Yu. Ivanov, O. Smirnova, and N. Dudovich, Resolving the time when an electron exits a tunneling barrier, Nature (London) 485, 343 (2012).

[24] M. Kitzler and M. Lezius, Spatial Control of Recollision Wave Packets with Attosecond Precision, Phys. Rev. Lett. 95, 253001 (2005).

[25] L. Zhang, X. Xie, S. Roither, D. Kartashov, Y. L.

Wang, C. L. Wang, M. Schoffler, D. Shafir, P. B. Corkum, A. Baltuska, I. Ivanov, A. Kheifets, X. J. Liu, A. Staudte, and M. Kitzler, Laser-sub-cycle twodimensional electron-momentum mapping using orthogonal two-color fields, Phys. Rev. A 90, 061401(R) (2014).

[26] M. D. Feit, J. A. Fleck, Jr., and A. Steiger, Solution of the Schrödinger equation by a spectral method, J. Comput. Phys. 47, 412 (1982).

[27] F. Gao, Y. J. Chen, G. G. Xin, J. Liu, and L. B. Fu, Distilling two-center-interference information during tunneling of aligned molecules with orthogonally polarized two-color laser fields, Phys. Rev. A 96, 063414 (2017).

[28] D. B. Milošević and W. Becker, Role of long quantum orbits in high-order harmonic generation, Phys. Rev. A 66, 063417 (2002).

[29] A. de Bohan, B. Piraux, L. Ponce, R. Taïeb, V. Véniard, and A. Maquet, Direct and Indirect Pathways in Strong Field Atomic Ionization Dynamics, Phys. Rev. Lett. 89, 113002 (2002).

[30] Y. Chen, Dynamic of rescattering-electron wave packets in strong and short-wavelength laser fields: roles of Coulomb potential and excited states, Phys. Rev. A 84 043423 (2011).

[31] X. M. Tong and S. I. Chu, Probing the spectral and temporal structures of high-order harmonic generation in intense laser pulses, Phys. Rev. A 61, 021802(R) (2000).

[32] Y. P. Li, S. J. Yu, X. Y. Duan, Y. Z. Shi and Y. J.

Chen, Wavelength dependence of high-harmonic yield from aligned molecules: roles of structure and electron dynamics, J. Phys. B 49 075603 (2016).

[33] M. Lewenstein, P. Salières, and A. L’Huillier, Phase of the atomic polarization in high-order harmonic generation, Phys. Rev. A 52, 4747 (1995).