arxiv:1409.3815v2 [physics.atom-ph] 17 Nov 2014
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Recently introduced time-dependent renormalized-nkartztal theory (TDRNOT) is tested on nonsequen-
tial double ionization (NSDI) of a numerically exactly sable one-dimensional model He atom subject to
few-cycle, 800-nm laser pulses. NSDI of atoms in strongrléis&ls is a prime example of non-perturbative,
highly correlated electron dynamics. As such, NSDI is andrtgnt “worst-case” benchmark for any time-
dependent few and many-body technique beyond linear respdiris found that TDRNOT reproduces the cel-
ebrated NSDI “knee,” i.e., a many-order-of-magnitude @ckaent of the double ionization yield (as compared
to purely sequential ionization) with only the ten most #igant natural orbitals (NOs) per spin. Correlated
photoelectron spectra—as “more differential” observableequire more NOs.

PACS numbers: 31.15.ee, 32.80.Rm, 31.70.Hq

I. INTRODUCTION many-electron methods beyond linear response that account
for correlation. Time-dependent configuration interattio
Nonsequential double ionization (NSDI) in intense lase{TDCl) [14, 15], multiconfigurational time-dependent Haet
pulses has been experimentally observed in measurementsCTDH) [16] or multiconfigurational TDHF (MCTDHF)
ion yields as a function of the laser intensity, which dewiat [17—20] are exact in principle. However, the crucial questi
from the yields expected from a sequential ionization scell Practice is how many configurations or determinants are
nario, forming the so-called NSDI “knee” (see [1, 2] for re- required to recover a certain strong correlaﬂo_n_featuceh su
cent reviews). In fact, the multiple ionization yields aypit ~ @S the NSDI knee. General conclusions are difficult toldraw,
cally enhanced by several orders of magnitude. With ioniza@S different TDCI and MCTDHF approaches may vary in the
tion yields being rather integrated observables the mastan Single-particle basis functions chosen. It has been shbain t
behind NSDI could not be unequivocally resolved until thefor He (or H;) a time-dependent variational approach using
measurement of ion spectra [3, 4] and correlated photoele@ Wavefunction ansatz with two different single-particte o
tron distributions has become feasible (see [5, 6] for eaty, ~ Pitals (time-dependent extended Hartree-Fock) [9, 21]ror a
e.g., [7] for very recent work). Meanwhile NSDI is under- ad hocansatz with an “inner” and an “outer” outer orbital [22]
stood in terms of a recollision process: one electron istechit &t least generate kneelike structures in the double-itGoiza
but oscillates back to its parent ion to knock out the next-ele Yi€ld. However, they are only in poor agreement with the ex-
tron. If the return energy is not sufficient for collisionahi- act numerical results available for low-dimensional medel

ization, the next electron might be excited and later emhitte 10 the best of our knowledge there are no systematic tests of
owing to the laser field [8]. computational approaches that demonstrate a convergance t

The described recollision scenario poses a huge challend¥2rd the exact NSDI knee. In fact, we are not aware of any
for general many-body methods when applied to such a few/Ork that accurately reproduces the NSDI knee using a many-
electron test case. For example, in time-dependent Hartre@0dYy method that overcomes the “exponential wall” [23]. In
Fock (TDHF) or time-dependent density functional theory S work, we will provide such an analysis for our recently i
(TDDFT) applied to He starting from the singlet ground statetroduced time-dependent renormalized-natural-orbitbty
there is only one spatial orbital describing both electi@me (TDRNOT) [24, 25].
spin-up, the other spin-down). Not surprisingly, it wasridu
that such methods are not capable of describing NSDI [9],
although formally for different reasons. TDHF, as a mean-
field approach, does not incorporate correlation by dediniti
TDDFT is in principle exact but only in the sense that it gives
the exact time-dependent electron density. However, dven i
the exact time-dependent electron density was known from a
TDDFT calculation employing the exact exchange-corretati 1. THEORY
potential [10], the exact double-ionization probabilityutd
still not be calculated because this observable is unkn@vn a
an explicit functional of the electron density, and simgte a  Before we present results on the NSDI knee (Sec. Ill A) and
proximations to it do not reproduce the NSDI knee [11, 12]. on correlated photoelectron spectra (Sec. Il B), we briefly

Solving the full time-dependent Schrddinger equationtroduce the He model, review the essentials of TDRNOT, par-
(TDSE) for He in full dimensionality and in strong, long- ticularly when applied to a two-electron system, and discus
wavelength (i.e.> 800 nm) laser fields is still beyond what the observables to be calculated.
is possible with current super computer technology [13].

Therefore it is essential to develop practicable time-dédpeat Atomic units (a.u.) are used unless otherwise indicated.
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A. Model atom so that
The widely applied one-dimensional helium model atom [9, () = (B(D)IK(E) ©)
10, 12, 20, 26-29] in a laser field has the Hamiltonian and
HOD () = B () + 2P (1) + vee M, (1) (1L 158) = il L), (10)
k

where upper indices indicate the action on either electron
electron2, or both. The single-particle Hamiltonian reads The two-body density matrix expanded in RNOs reads

h(t) = Ha + Hy(t), with 72(12,125¢ )

g2 @ =" Foim ()i (1;)6;(2: )65 (15 1) (25 1) (A1)

2 vV 2 + Ene7 ijkl
HL(t) = A(t)p (dipole approximation and velocity gauge The equation of motion (EOM) for the RNOs is [25]
with the A? term transformed away), and the electron-electron i0,|7) = ;L( 1)[7) + An (£)]7)
interaction 12
1 + ) Buk(t)|k) +Zan )& (12)
Uee(172) = . (3) k#n
V0 —a@)? 4., with

The electron-ion smoothing parametgr = 0.50 is chosen (t) = 1) Hilveel), (13)
such that the groundstate energylbft Efe" = —2.0 is " «

/ jkl
recovered. The electron-electron smoothing paramegter

0.33 is tuned to yield the neutral-He energy'® = —2.9.

2 . R
Bur(t) = o=y D [Fokint (0l 1)
" jpl
B. Density matrices, renormalized-natural-orbitals, and their . '”1 (14)
equations of motion —ﬁ27plnj(t)<kj|vee|ﬁl)} ,
The Hamiltonian (1) does not act on the spin, which—in the @nd
two-particle case—allows one to factorize the wavefungtio —9 Z At l| Veol7). (15)
Jn ee

(12[9(t)) = $(12;t) = DP(x122;t) Doy - 4)
One observes that the effective Hamiltonian in the TDSE-lik
equation (12) consists of the usual one-body operator, a
diagonal partd,, (t) € R, the part3,,;(t) € C which couples
RNOs, and the operattﬁnk(t), which also couples RNOs.
19(12,1'2'5 1) = B(12; 1) *(1'2'; 1), (5) As the. effe_ctive Hamiltonian in (12) is_, Her.mitian, the corre
sponding time evolution of the RNOs is unitary.
In general, there are infinitely many NOs required to de-
N Io. scribe a correlated quantum system, even if it contains only
(1,15¢) = 2/d2 72(12,1°2;2). © o particles. Ordered decreasingly according to their ONs
_ ) the number of RNOs taken into account in an actual numerical
Natural orbitals (NOs)y(1;¢) = (1]k(t)) are defined as jmplementation of (12) is necessarily truncated, whichoint
eigenvectors ofy; duces errors in the propagation. The effect of this truncati
) , will be seen in the results in Sec. Ill below.
(1,15 an )0 (1;t) e (1751). (7

Here 1 and 2 are shorthand notations for position and spin
(x1,01) and (x2, 09), respectively. The two- and one-body
density matrices read

In the two-particle case the expansion coefficientsy; (¢)
are exactly known [25],
The corresponding eigenvalues(t) € [0, 1] are called oc-

cupat_ion numbers (ONs). NOs and ONs were introdu_ced a Amijul (1) = (—1)i+* ellei—en] 8 O (16)
long time ago (see, e.g., [30-32]), but only recently hae@th ” 2y/ni(t)ng(t) 7 7
usefulness for time-dependent few- and many-body problems . o
been studied [33-38]. Here, the “prime operator” acts on the positive integexc-
The coupled equations of motion for the ONs and the Nogording to
k+1 if kodd

can be unified by introducing renormalized NOs (RNOSs) [24]
K { (a7)

k@) = or(1;) = /i) or(158) (8)

k—1 if keven,



and the phase factors are [25]

igp(.s) igp(.T)
e’ = 2519,1 + 2519,2 —1, et =1 (18)

1. lonization probabilities

An efficient way to calculate ionization probabilities from
the two-electron wavefunctiod(z, x2 ) after the laser pulse is

in the spin-singlet and -triplet case, respectively. No@ t pased on the integration of the probability densiyz: z2)|>
the EOM for the RNOs (12) is given here for phase-includinggyer certain spatial regions,

NOs [35] so thatp; and ¢y, in (16) do not depend on time.
Employing the factorization (4) we can write

Y2(12,1'2'st) = D(2122; 1) B (2] 23 ) Doy o, D01, (19)
N(LUst) = (21,250 Y Poyoy ity (20)
o2
where
yi(z1,25t) = 2/d:102 Yo (12, Ty 225 1)
=Y (D)9, (213)0) (¢1:1)
k
=D, (z1;:t)0, (24:1), (21)
k

Yo(z122, 27255 1)

(1), (wh3t).

Here and in the following, spatial RNOs and gquantities calcu
lated from them (e.gn; () = (¢,(¢)|,(1))) will be indicated

(22)

by underlining them. How the RNOs can be written as a fac-

torization in the spatial and the spin part is discussed iailde
in [25]. In this work we will only consider results for the sin
glet configuration where the RNOs with= 1,2,3,... can
be arranged as

so that any consecutiveodd andk + 1-even RNOs share the
same spatial componem//z(:c; t).

1) 84 o i) if k odd

(x|k(t) 1) &, (i) if keven

) (23)

C. Observables

We are interested in the double-ionization probabilityhef t

model He atom as a function of the laser intensity and in COHere, we chosef(ziza) = f(z1)f(z2), with f(z)

related photoelectron spectra, i.e., the probability td fine
electron being emitted with momentym and the other with

po, for laser intensities where NSDI occurs. Both should in
principle be calculated via the projection of the wavefunc-

tion after the laser pulse on two-electron continuum stafes
asymptotic momentg, andp,. However, this approach is nu-

po :// dzidzs |Q5(I1$2)|27 (24)
[z1],|z2]<a

pZt :// dridas |Q5($1UC2)|27 (25)
[z1],|z2[>a

pit 1 po_ p2t (26)

where we made use of the fact that + P+ + P2+ = 1.

The parametes > 0 should be sufficiently large such that the

probabilitiesP'+ and P2t are negligible for the groundstate

and singly-excited eigenstates. On the other hanshould

not be too large so that the probability density describamg i

ization does not need too much time to leave the neutral-He

region|z1|, |z2| < a. For our model we chose= 6.
As for a two-electron system |®(zyzy)|°

vo(x122,2122), EQs. (24) and (25) are read in terms of

RNOs:

P =3 %y [ dm1d i o)

E (27)
X [ dao éj(:rg)é;(xg),
PP = ij ijkl / day él(fl)éZ(ﬂh)
ikl [z1|2a
(28)

: /r2>adx2 éj (xg)é; (w2).

Note that in the two-electron case this form is equivalent to
first reconstructing the wavefunction (which is possible fo
two electrons [25]) and then using Egs. (24) and (25).

2. Momentum distributions

A numerically efficient method to calculate correlated
double-ionization photoelectron spectra is to multipky tivo-
electron wavefunction by a mask functigu; 5 ), which re-
moves the parts representingHand neutral He:

& (2120) ~ f(w120) D(2122).

1/V1+e—clzl=a) ande = 1.25 [29]. After Fourier trans-
forming #%* (z122) to momentum space,

1 .
Ot (p1ps) = %/dfm /d:vz P2t (z1my) e i(PrE1FP2R2)
(29)

merically unfeasible. We will shortly explain how the yigld the double-ionization photoelectron spectrum is obtaased

and spectra are calculated in a less rigorous but suffigientl

accurate manner in this work.

2
P> (p1p2) = 2| 2% (p1p2)|” .



In our TDRNOT treatment we proceed analogously by first2r Ney./w.

defining

3 (

A
129, T Xh)

= f(xrao) [ () 25)y2 (2120, ) 75),

whose Fourier transform 'rﬁ*(ppo,p’lp’z). Then,

o2

which can be written as

p*t(p1p2)

= 22’72 ’ijl

(p1p2) = 275 (p1p2, P1p2),

08 2) {8, 1), ()} BY

4

The vector potential in dipole approximation
reads

A(t) = Asin? (2 wi

cyc

) sin(wt) for0<t<T (33)

and zero otherwise. The numerical grids for both the TDSE-
benchmark and TDRNOT calculations covereth00 a.u. in
the spatial directions.

A. lonization yields

ijkl Figure 1 shows the double-ionization probabiliy+ as a
function of the laser intensity for different numbers of spa
where tial RNOsN betweenl (upper-left panel) andl0 (lower-right
y , panel). For comparison, the exact TDSE result is included
8, (p;) = da; f(2)$,(x;) e P4 in black in all panels. The nonmonotonic behavior of the

We thus have an explicit construction fet* (p1p2) in terms
of RNOs. Note that in TDDFT such a construction in terms

\/_

of Kohn-Sham orbitals is unknown [29].

first derivative of this exacP?* curve in the region around
2 x 10*° W/cm? gives rise to the celebrated NSDI knee.

A TDRNOT calculation withV = 1 RNO per spin yields
a featurelessP?* curve, as seen in the upper-left panel of
Fig. 1. In fact, in the case of a two-electron spin-singlest-sy
tem, a single NO per spin is equivalentto TDHF or TDDFT in

. ' ] exchange-only approximation, for which it is already known
b 107 3 that the NSDI knee is not reproduced [9-12].
%10—2 L B Truncating the number of RNOs in a TDRNOT calculation
g 1rvo -1 f / 7 2rno ] introduces an error in the propagation of the RNOs [25]. This
g0 r TOSE 1O :; ‘ "w’ TDSETZDI;E -3 error should be distinguished from the error that ariseselo
1074 Lt Y b N due to the fact that only a finite number of NOs is taken into
1 T T T T account for the calculation of an observable. We do this by
& 10k ] determining all exact NOs from the exact TDSE wavefunction
> / but consider only théV most dominant of them to calculate
5 1072k Fon ' L E the observablé®?*. The respective results are also shown in
I wit A7 SR 1t o O ] Fig. 1. ForN = 1 this procedure gives a result very different
. e wse —1F [/ TDSE — ] from the TDRNOT withN = 1. There is even already a
107! jj{jjj‘ N e knee in the TDSE-1-NO result, albeit a quantitatively wrong
o ‘ ‘ ‘ one. Both TDRNOT with a single RNO and the TDSE-1-NO
& 107 3 E curve show a wrong slope in the limit of low laser intensity.
%10_2 i [y ] For N = 2 NOs per spin (upper-right panel) a knee ap-
g /“, srvo - 1E oo - ] pears also in the TDRNOT result. It is exaggerated and
g107°¢F Jf TosE6NO - 7 TDSE10NO 3 jaggedly structured, and underestimates v yield. A
1o~ Ll IR | Y e similar behavior with two orbitals was observed in extended
10%° 10% 10%° 10'® Hartree-Fock treatments [9, 21] and with the so-calledgera
I (Wicm?] I (Wicm?] ola” model [22], where an “inner” and an “outer” orbital is

postulated.

FIG. 1. (Color online) Double-ionization probability vssker inten-
sity. TDRNOT results withV = 1,2, 3, 4,6, 10 spatial RNOs (red,
+) are compared with the exact TDSE result (black, dots) aitid w
the ionization probability reconstructed using the fiksexact NOs
calculated from the exact TDSE wavefunction (greeh,

With increasingN the agreement between TDRNOT re-
sults and TDSE improves. F&F = 10 the truncation error in
the propagation of the RNOs is small enough to give almost
the same probability?* as if it was calculated with the first
N =10 exact NOs.

Clearly, our TDRNOT approach is only attractiveNf can
be kept reasonably small. We have shown in Refs. [24, 25]
how, with a few RNOs, doubly excited states, autoionization
and Rabi flopping can be described using TDRNOT. Unfortu-
nately, NSDI is more demanding iN, meaning that NSDI is
highly correlated, and thus many more NOs than particles are
required. Moreover, note that although NSDI is a huge effect

I11.  RESULTSAND DISCUSSION

We consider ar800-nm (w = 0.058) linearly polarized
Neye = 3-cycle sin*-shaped laser pulse of duratidh =



1072

107°
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FIG. 2. (Color online) TDSE-benchmark two-electron phégogon
spectrump®* (pipe) atl = 2.25 x 10'® W/cm?.

B. Two-electron momentum distribution

Correlated photoelectron spectra contain more informatio
than ionization probabilities. In general, the “more diéfe-
tial” an observable is, the harder it is to reproduce by some
approximate method because the dynamic range to be accu-
rately covered increases. An additional, conceptual engh
arises with TDDFT becaus&* (p1p2) is an unknown func-
tional of the single-particle density, and simple apprcedim
tions fail [29].

Figure 2 shows the TDSE benchmark result &t (p1p2)
atl = 2.25x10* W/cm?, i.e., in the NSDI intensity regime.
The butterfly structure indicating electrons emitted irtte t
same direction is characteristic of NSDI [1, 2] and has been
essential to identify rescattering as its origin.

From the TDSE benchmark we know that the first thou-
sand exact NOs have ONs 107'5. The question is how
many NOs are needed to recover the butterfly structure seen
in Fig. 2. Figure 3 shows that with the firki exact NOs from
the TDSE simulation the butterfly structure of Fig. 2 emeyrges

on theP2* level, it is a small effect compared to the probabil- but details are still not accurately represented over the 4 o
ity for single-ionizationP'+, and small effects on an absolute ders of magnitude dynamic range shown. However, it is suffi-
scale are captured by NOs with small ONs. The dominangient for the purpose of validating TDRNOT with a reasonably

NOs are mainly “responsible” for single ionization, or naio

small number of RNOs. Up t&/ = 5, mainly uncorrelated,

ization at all. In that respect it is remarkable to achieve argridlike horizontal and vertical structures are visibleror

agreement such as the one shownfot= 10 spatial RNOs in

N = 6 on, however, clear correlated structures appear, first in

Fig. 1. We are not aware of any TDCI or TDMCHF calcula- the first quadrant,, p> > 0.
tion that achieved such an agreement, let alone with only ten

basis functions.

p, [au]

p, [aul

py lau]

-4 -2 0 2 4 -4 -2 0 2 4
py [a.u] py [au]

FIG. 3. (Color online)p®* (pip2) at I = 2.25 x 10" W/cm?
obtained from théV = 1,2, 5, 6, 10, 15 dominant, exact spatial NOs
calculated from the exact TDSE wavefunction after the |asése.

py[au]

py [au]

pylau]

py [a.u] py [a.u]

FIG. 4. (Color online)p® (pip2) at I = 2.25 x 10*® W /cm?
obtained from TDRNOT withV = 1,2, 5,6, 10, 15 spatial RNOs.

Figure 4 shows the corresponding TDRNOT result with
RNOs per spin propagated. Again, the differences between
the benchmark results in Fig. 3 and TDRNOT in Fig. 4 are
due to the truncation error in the number of propagated RNOs.



This truncation error severely spoils the correlationatite  tational costs of the corresponding operations are takien in
in the first quadrant; only folV = 15 does it start to emerge. account by the constant factarsandg.
In order to reproduce, say, the lower-right spectrum in Bijg. The computational times(N) = 7(NN, 6000) required for
one would need to propagate ab&it RNOs in TDRNOT. one laser intensity using(equivalentto TDHF)2, and6 NOs
This is prohibitive with our currentimplementation of soly ~ were7(1) ~ 1.3 min, 7(2) ~ 5.6 min, and7(6) ~ 40 min,
the nonlinear EOM (12). We found, for instance, that apartrespectively, on a single core of an i5-3570 processor. This
from the expected increase of the numerical effort therleds t shows that theV? term in (34) is dominating. Compared to
additional complication that the time step needs to be reduc the TDSE calculation, whererpsg = 12h, TDRNOT thus
with increasingV. performs faster by a factor 650, 128, and18, respectively.
Because of the truncation error, tiéth of the (accord- Unfortunately, the time step in our present TDRNOT im-
ing ON ordered)V dominant spatial RNOs is expected to be plementation needs to be decreased with increadingp
most defective. Thus it may make sense to propagate mochieve converged results. For example, for= 10 NOs,
RNOs than are actually used to calculate observables. FigAt(10) = 0.0016 was used, whereas in the TDSE simulation
ure 5 shows results whené = 15 RNOs per spin were prop- At = 0.075 was sufficient. This leads to a total computation
agated but onlyV = 5 and6 were used for the calculation of time of 7(10) = 30h > mrpse and7(15) = 22d. Hence, im-
the photoelectron spectra. One sees that the agreement wighoving our TDRNOT scheme to allow for larger time steps
the two corresponding middle-row spectra in Fig. 3 is muchs desirable. However, note that for more than two particles
better than in Fig. 4. the small TDRNOT time step is harmless anyway compared
to the exponential scaling of the TDSE wavefunction.

T T T T 1072
4 -5 RNOs B L6 RNOs i
oL | |8 107 1V. CONCLUSION AND OUTLOOK

E 15 10 .

o In summary, we reproduced the nonsequential double-
2y 1 105 ionization knee for a He-model atom starting from the spin-
b 1L i singlet ground state using the recently introduced time-

T 10 dependent renormalized-natural-orbital theory. The ggus
-4 -2 0 2 4 -4 -2 0 2 4 . . . .
Py au] Py a.u] of motion for the renormalized-natural-orbitals are exact

the two-electron case. This is because the expansion of the
FIG. 5. (Color online)p** (pips) atl = 2.25 x 10> W /cm? time-dependent two-body den_sity _rngtrb_( in _natural orlgital
obtained from TDRNOT withV = 15 spatial RNOs propagated but known exactly. Only the practical limitation in the numbér o
only N = 5 and6 used to calculatp* (pips). spatial orbitalsV forces us to restrict ourselves 16 < 20.
Correlated structures in the photoelectron spectra acerets
produced. However, a quantitative agreement with the bench
mark spectra obtained from the solution of the correspandin
two-electron time-dependent Schrédinger equation can onl
C. Numerical effort be achieved with more orbitals.
Current work is devoted to the application of time-
The computational time(V, N,,) required fora TDRNOT  dependentrenormalized-natural-orbital theory to He lirdiu
propagation usingy NOs onN,, spatial grid points scales as mensionality, to more electrons, and to the mitigation @f th
truncation error via better-suited boundary conditions.

7(N,N,) ~aN?N, logN, + 3N3 N, (34)

for a fixed time step. The first term on the right-hand side ACKNOWLEDGMENT

arises from the calculation of the potentials in (15) usimg t
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