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We investigate the angular distribution of ultrafast laser-induced electron emission from a tung-
sten nanotip in the multiphoton regime. A theoretical model allows precise determination of the
relative contribution of different electron emission mechanisms, revealing connections between emis-
sion mechanism and the angular distribution of emitted electrons. We infer a continuous map of
the work function across the surface of the tip, which in combination with the model can be used
to predict values including the number of electrons per pulse and the angular divergence of the re-
sulting beam as a function of laser power and tip voltage for (310)-oriented tungsten nanotips. The
model is straightforward to implement and can be used to optimize the performance of instruments
using ultrafast nanotip electron sources.

I. INTRODUCTION

Pulsed electron sources are at the heart of many
novel electron microscopy techniques. They enable time-
resolved measurements in dynamical transmission mi-
croscopy [1, 2] and ultrafast electron diffraction and mi-
croscopy [3, 4]. Techniques like time-resolved cathodo-
luminescence can give access to excited state lifetimes
and carrier mobility in samples with nanometer spatial
resolution [5, 6]. Photon-induced near-field electron mi-
croscopy [7, 8] provides a mechanism for imaging optical
near fields in nanostructures and has given rise to myr-
iad applications ranging from manipulating the quantum
state of free electrons [9] to proposals for efficiently gen-
erating highly non-classical states of light [10]. In the do-
main of biological imaging, pulsed electron sources could
be used to reduce specimen damage via multipass elec-
tron microscopy [11, 12].

Nanotip electron sources, which are tapered wires end-
ing in a hemisphere with a ∼ 5–100 nm radius of curva-
ture, have effective source sizes on the scale of 1–2 nm
[13], resulting in very low emittance, high brightness
beams with large transverse coherence lengths. These
properties can be exploited for high resolution electron
microscopy [14] and phase-sensitive techniques such as
electron holography and Lorentz microscopy [15, 16].
Nanotips also enable electron probe sizes that are sub-
stantially smaller than an optical wavelength, a crucial
property for techniques like photon-induced near-field
electron microscopy.

In a conventional cold field emission electron gun, a
strong electric field at the surface of a nanotip induces
electrons to tunnel into the vacuum, creating a continu-
ous electron beam. By contrast, ultrafast nanotip sources
use a weaker bias field in conjunction with short laser
pulses to trigger electron emission. At comparatively low
laser power, the high peak intensity of an ultrafast pulse,
increased by local optical field enhancement, can lead to
emission via mechanisms including photo-assisted field
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emission and single- and multi-photon over-the-barrier
emission. In these emission processes, the intensity pro-
file of the exciting laser pulse is mapped onto the tem-
poral profile of the emitted electron pulse [17]. For more
intense, few-cycle pulses, the strong field emission regime
may be reached, which results in sub-optical cycle elec-
tron emission [18].

Alongside emittance and brightness, a key figure of
merit is the angular divergence of the source. Increased
angular divergence leads to longer pulses, since angular
coordinate is correlated with arrival time at a sample
[19]. For simple electron optical systems with spheri-
cal aberrations, it also leads to larger focused spot sizes.
Although apertures in the optical system can be used to
limit the angular divergence, this means that the number
of electrons in the pulse in the electron gun region must
be significantly larger than the number of electrons avail-
able for an experiment. Coulomb repulsion in the vicinity
of the nanotip degrades achievable pulse parameters at
the gun exit, including emittance, transverse coherence,
longitudinal energy spread, and pulse duration [20, 21].

The shape of the angular distribution of emission from
a nanotip is dependent on a number of factors. Chief
among these is the emission mechanism. DC field emis-
sion typically gives rise to a narrow emission pattern, but
under ultrafast illumination, the emission pattern may be
qualitatively different for different regimes. As a conse-
quence, although the number of electrons per pulse may
be increased by increasing laser intensity or bias field,
such changes may negatively impact the emission pattern
and electron energy distribution. An accurate model for
the initial distribution of electron coordinates is crucial
for developing realistic electron optics simulations and
optimizing experiment design.

With this goal, we develop a general model that can
be used to predict angular divergence and establish limits
on the number of electrons per pulse in different multi-
photon emission regimes. We experimentally character-
ize the angular distribution of electrons in laser-induced
electron emission from a tungsten nanotip for two- and
three-photon photo-assisted field emission and over-the-
barrier emission to find empirical values for key parame-
ters in the model. These results provide necessary inputs
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for nanotip electron gun optimization and pave the way
for improved spatio-temporal resolution in experiments
that require ultrafast electron pulses.

II. THEORETICAL MODEL

A. Model for multiphoton emission current density

In a strong applied field, electrons inside the metal
can tunnel into the vacuum. The potential barrier at the
surface has an approximately triangular shape, modified
by the image potential of the electron as it leaves the
metal. For an electron of a given energy inside the metal,
the probability of transmission through the barrierD was
calculated by Murphy and Good [22] as a function of the
electron’s kinetic energy normal to the surface, W . The
transmission coefficient depends also on the shape of the
barrier, which is determined by the applied electric field
F , the work function ϕ, and the kinetic energy of an
electron at the Fermi level, µ:

D(W,F ) =1 + exp

4
√
2

3

[
(4πϵ0)

3h̄4F

m2e5

]− 1
4

y−3/2v(y)


−1

,

(1)

where y =
√

e3F
4πϵ0

1
|W−ϕ−µ| , and v(y) is the elliptic inte-

gral
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4
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√
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ρ− 2 + y2ρ−1dρ.

This expression is valid when the normal energy W is

below the limiting value WL ≡ µ+ ϕ− 1√
2

√
e3F
4πϵ0

; above

WL, the transmission function is approximately one.
To find the emitted current density, the barrier trans-

mission function can be combined with a supply function,
N(W,T ), providing the rate that electrons of a given nor-
mal energy W are incident on the barrier at temperature
T . The emitted current density in a particular direction
is thus

J = e

∫ ∞

0

N(W,T )D(W,F ) dW, (2)

where e is the elementary charge.
Following reference [23], we separate the emitted cur-

rent into components corresponding to the absorption of
different numbers of photons:

J = JDC +
∑
n>0

Jn. (3)

DC emission processes (such as field emission and
thermionic emission) correspond to absorbing zero pho-
tons.

We need to define a modified supply function for each
photon order, describing electrons that have been excited
by a specific number of photons from the original distri-
bution. At this point, we make several simplifying as-
sumptions [23]: (a) electrons in the metal are modeled as
a free electron gas, (b) the probability of photon absorp-
tion is independent of the electron’s initial state, and
(c) photon absorption causes the normal energy to in-
crease by n times the photon energy. Approximation
(a) is also used in the conventional derivation of the
Fowler-Nordheim equation for field emission. Assump-
tions (b) and (c) are consistent with studies of cw single-
photon photo-assisted field emission [24], which showed
that emission is dominated by surface-effect photoemis-
sion in the commonly-used geometry where the laser is
incident at right angles to the tip axis and polarized
parallel to the tip axis. Since very few bulk transitions
can simultaneously satisfy energy and momentum conser-
vation, surface effect photoemission, where the electron
is effectively excited to a virtual state before tunneling,
tends to dominate and essentially replicates the original
supply function, shifted by the photon energy [25] (or
in the case of multiphoton photoemission, integer mul-
tiples of the photon energy). This model also neglects
electron-electron scattering, which will reshape the ex-
cited electron distribution and might become noticeable
for longer pulses with lengths of order hundreds of fem-
toseconds [26]. The relevant temperature is the tempera-
ture of the tip immediately before the laser pulse arrives.
With these assumptions, the n-photon component of the
current density is

Jn = anI
n(t)e

∫ ∞

nh̄ω

Nn(W,T )D(W,F ) dW. (4)

The coefficient an is related to the probability of n-
photon absorption, and I(t) is the laser intensity as func-
tion of time. Using assumptions (a)–(c), we derive the
supply function for n-photon emission:

Nn(W,T ) =
mkBT

2π2h̄3

√
W√

W − nh̄ω

× log
(
1− e−(W−nh̄ω−µ)/kBT

)
, (5)

with m the electron mass, h̄ω the photon energy, kB
Boltzmann’s constant, and T the temperature of the elec-
trons. Equation 4 can be integrated numerically and
combined with equation 3 to compute the emitted cur-
rent density. As the transmission coefficient is defined
for energies both above and below the barrier, this the-
ory includes both over-the-barrier processes, where the
excited electron’s energy exceeds the Schottky barrier,
and tunneling processes (also called photo-assisted field
emission), where the excited electron tunnels through the
surface potential barrier [27, 28], as shown schematically
in Fig. 1.
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FIG. 1. (a) Geometry for measuring emission pattern. α
refers to the angle of emission relative to the (310) direc-
tion. (b) Emission processes: three-photon over-the-barrier
emission, two-photon over-the-barrier emission and tunneling
(photo-assisted field emission).

B. Factors that impact emission pattern

The emission pattern reflects the variation in current
density over the surface of the tip. Because there is typ-
ically a strong bias field at the tip surface, electrons are
rapidly accelerated normal to the tip surface, and the
angular distribution of emission is largely determined by
the current density distribution at the tip surface and
weakly affected by the initial transverse momentum of
the electrons, which we neglect here.

The current density distribution is determined by sev-
eral factors. First, the work function varies across the
surface of the tip. The curved tip surface intersects the
crystal structure to expose different surface orientations.
Assuming a hemispherical shape for the apex, the work
function at points on the surface of the tip can be viewed
as a function of angular coordinates alone. This map will
be approximately independent of the tip radius once the
tip radius is much larger than the interatomic spacing.
Second, the electric field is strongest at the apex and de-
creases slightly as the polar angle θ increases; how rapidly
the field decays depends on the geometry, especially the
opening angle of the tip and to a lesser extent the dis-
tance from the tip to an extractor electrode. Finally, the
optical fields near the tip apex are enhanced resulting in
spatial variations of the light intensity at the tip surface.
The spatial variation of this optical field enhancement de-
pends on the tip’s radius of curvature and opening angle.
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FIG. 2. Variation of theoretical current density with
work function and bias field, computed using Eq. 4, with
µ = 9.75 eV for tungsten and a photon energy of 1.575 eV.
(a) Work function dependence. Curves are normalized to the
current density in the (310) direction. Vertical lines mark the
work functions of the (100), (110), and (111) directions (val-
ues from [31]). (b) Bias field dependence for ϕ = 4.32 eV.
The curves are normalized to their value at F = 1.5 GV/m.

Altering the polarization changes the pattern of optical
field enhancement and has been used to favor emission
from particular locations on the tip [29, 30].

Figure 2 (a) and (b) plot the work function and field
dependence of the calculated current density for differ-
ent emission regimes: a three-photon-dominated emis-
sion regime at lower bias field and higher laser intensity,
and a two-photon-dominated regime at higher bias field.
In Fig. 2 (b), the curves have been normalized to the cur-
rent density at 1.5 GV/m. The relative amplitudes of the
two-photon and three-photon curves depend on the ap-
plied laser intensity. Note that, for a given laser intensity,
due to the larger slope of two-photon emission vs. field,
at sufficiently large field values two-photon emission be-
comes dominant.

The surface DC field strength as a function of emission
angle relative to the apex is shown in Fig. 3(a) for differ-
ent cone opening angles. The field profile was calculated
using the finite element method [32] for a conical tip ter-
minated by a spherical end-cap. It is insensitive to the
radius of curvature of the end-cap over the typical range
of tip radii.

Figure 3(b)–(d) shows the variation of the optical field
enhancement over the surface of the tip for some rep-
resentative geometries. We define the optical field en-
hancement factor ξ as the ratio of the amplitude of the
electric field component polarized normal to the surface
to the amplitude of the incident electromagnetic wave,
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FIG. 3. (a) Finite element model of the electric field strength relative to the apex electric field, with a distance of 2 cm
between the tip and a grounded reference plane. The cone half angle is γ. Field strength is plotted vs. θ measured from the
tip’s axis. (b) Finite element model of the optical field enhancement ξ at the surface of a tungsten tip of radius 30 nm, with
γ = 3.5◦. The tip is illuminated with an 800 nm plane wave incident from the left and polarized parallel to the axis of the
tip. (c) Peak field enhancement as a function of tip radius. (d) Angle from the apex at which the maximum field enhancement
occurs, and approximate width of the field enhancement region, defined as the half-angle at which the field enhancement has
decreased to 80% of its peak value.

which is incident from the left side and polarized paral-
lel to the tip axis. The optical wavelength simulated is
800 nm. For very small tip radii, the maximum field is
near the apex. As the tip radius increases, the maximum
optical field gradually moves towards the side of the tip
that faces away from the laser, i.e. into the geometrical
shadow of the tip.

The overall emission pattern is thus determined by the
interplay of several effects—the work function variation
and the spatial variation of DC and optical fields. Within
a region near the apex of the tip, where variation of
DC field strength and optical intensity is limited, local-
ization of emission is primarily due to variation in the
work function. This is especially the case for two-photon
emission, because, as shown in Fig. 2(a), the sensitivity
to work function is greater for two-photon as compared
with three-photon processes. The DC field variation and
intensity distribution at the surface of the tip can be de-
termined for a given tip geometry by simulation, and for
geometries close to the ones simulated here, could be es-
timated from Fig. 3. In practice, deviations of the tip
shape from the idealized hemisphere assumed here could
also introduce some modifications of the emission pat-
tern.

In the model developed above for the amplitude and
angular distribution of photoemission, the values of the
work function over the surface of the tip and the relative
probabilities of absorbing n photons are left as parame-
ters that must be determined experimentally. The model
is sufficiently general that a single measurement of the
relevant work function map suffices to predict the angular
distributions for an n-photon process at any excitation

wavelength. For experiments using a single excitation
wavelength, a measurement of the relative probabilities
of photon absorption at a specific pulse duration and in-
tensity can be generalized to predict the total tip current
and relative contributions of different photon orders for
arbitrary laser pulse parameters.

III. EXPERIMENTAL METHODS

We measure the laser-induced emission pattern and to-
tal current from a tungsten nanotip and use this to infer
a work function map and relative two- and three-photon
excitation probabilities under illumination with a tita-
nium:sapphire laser.
A polycrystalline tungsten nanotip is mounted in ul-

trahigh vacuum, roughly 1.6 cm from a dual-chevron mi-
crochannel plate and phosphor screen assembly, which
together serve as an amplified, spatially resolved elec-
tron detector. Pulses from a Ti:sapphire oscillator (cen-
ter wavelength 790 nm, repetition rate 81 MHz) with
polarization parallel to the axis of the tip are focused
onto the tip by a spherical mirror (f = 4.5 mm). The
pulse intensity full width at half maximum (FWHM) is
estimated to be 30 fs through an interferometric autocor-
relation trace recorded using three-photon electron emis-
sion from the tip as a nonlinear element. The focused
spot size is estimated to be 2.5 µm, taking into account
spherical aberration of the mirror.
Immediately prior to data collection, the tip is cleaned

through field evaporation in a 2 × 10−6 torr helium at-
mosphere. All measurements are taken at room temper-



5

ature and pressures at or below 5 × 10−10 torr. Mea-
surements of total photocurrent are recorded by chop-
ping the laser at 81 Hz and measuring the current at
the grounded front face of the microchannel plate with a
current-to-voltage preamplifier followed by a lock-in am-
plifier. Spatially resolved measurements of photocurrent
are recorded by imaging the phosphor screen with a cam-
era outside the vacuum chamber. The absolute number
of electrons per pulse corresponding to a given lock-in
signal was calibrated by visually counting single-electron
detection events in a low-signal regime.

IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Based on measured field emission and field ion micro-
scope images, emission comes from a single (110)-oriented
crystal at the tip apex, which is typical for polycrystalline
tungsten tips [33]. The pattern shows clear spots corre-
sponding to the (310) and (111) directions, which have
work functions of 4.32 and 4.45 eV, respectively [31].

Figure 4 shows the dependence of laser-induced current
on tip voltage for five values of laser power (P = 0.3, 0.6,
0.9, 1.2, and 1.5 µW). The data were calibrated as de-
scribed in the previous section and corrected for the de-
tector efficiency, which varies from 0.5–0.6 over the range
of measured voltages. We define a rescaled current den-
sity,

Jn,r =

∫ ∞

0

Nn(W,T )D(W,F ) dW, (6)

which captures the field-dependence of the current and
can be computed numerically using equations 1 and 5.
The datasets are fit to a sum of contributions from two-
and three-photon processes, A2J2,r(F, T ) +A3J3,r(F, T ).
The relationship between the tip voltage and applied

field depends on the details of the tip geometry; it can
be expressed as F = V/kr, where r is the radius of the
tip, and k is a dimensionless geometrical parameter, usu-
ally around 5. The value of kr was determined by mea-
suring the DC field emission I-V curve and fitting with
the Fowler-Nordheim equation. From the resulting value
kr = 69 nm, we infer a tip radius of ∼ 12.5 nm using a
finite-element model of the fields with a tip opening an-
gle of 3.5◦ (as measured with SEM) and a tip to screen
distance of 1.6 cm.

The theory curves were computed for a temperature
of 300 K. Since the measured current is an average over
emission from the entire tip, which includes regions of
different work function, we fit an effective work func-
tion which best describes the behavior. However, since
three-photon emission is less sensitive to work function, a
larger range of work functions contributes significantly to
the three-photon current compared with the two-photon
current (discussed in more detail below). This is accom-
modated by allowing the effective work function for the
two- and three-photon processes to differ, which leads to
ϕ2 = 4.60 eV and ϕ3 = 4.87 eV. Note that we required
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FIG. 4. Laser-induced current vs. tip voltage for 0.3, 0.6,
0.9, 1.2, and 1.5 mW average laser power. (a) Curves fit
to the model A2J2,r(F, T ) + A3J3,r(F, T ). Field F = V/kr
with kr = 69 nm. The photon energy is h̄ω = 1.575 eV. A2,
A3 are fit parameters as are work functions for the two- and
three-photon components (fitted values are ϕ2 = 4.61 eV and
ϕ3 = 4.87 eV). Dotted and dashed lines show functional form
of Eq. 6 for two- and three-photon processes, respectively. (b)
Log-log plot of the fit coefficients, A2 and A3, as a function
of laser power. Fits to second and third order power laws are
shown.

ϕ2 and ϕ3 to be the same for all datasets although in
reality there is a small drift in work function over the
duration of data collection due to some accumulation of
adsorbates on the tip.

The fitted coefficients A2 and A3 giving the relative
amplitudes of the two- and three-photon processes scale
with P 2 and P 3 respectively, as expected.
For all of the values of laser power measured, at suf-

ficiently high tip voltage, the emission is dominated by
two-photon emission. Using the theoretical model, in
this regime, the amount of current that is due to over-
the-barrier processes is of the same order of magnitude
as current due to tunneling. When two-photon emission
dominates, the emission pattern is more tightly localized
around the bright (310) spots. This is analyzed quanti-
tatively in Fig. 5.
Typical emission patterns in the two- and three-photon

regimes are shown in Fig. 5. These are measured with
the same tip as before, but after substantial field evapo-
ration so that the tip radius has increased from 12.5 to
∼ 15 nm. The bright spots correspond to the (310) and
(130) directions (located symmetrically with respect to
the (110) direction at the tip apex, which appears dark).
Note that for most electron optics applications, (310)- or
(111)-oriented single-crystal tungsten tips are utilized to
ensure a strong emission spot on-axis.
To compute the angular emission distribution, the cen-

ter of the emission spot is estimated, and the image inten-
sity is interpolated along circles of different α (emission
angle measured from the (310) direction) and averaged
to obtain a current density value. Figure 5(a)–(c) shows
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FIG. 5. Electron emission profile in different emission
regimes. Left side: current density vs. emission angle α.
Curves are normalized to the value at 0◦. (a) Two-photon
emission results in a narrow emission pattern, which broad-
ens slightly as voltage increases. (b) Transition between three-
photon and two-photon regime. As the tip voltage increases,
emission transitions from majority three-photon to majority
two-photon, and the angular distribution narrows (c) three-
photon emission results in a broad emission pattern. Right
side: example emission patterns in the different regimes, with
(310) direction marked: (a) bias field: 1.6 GV/m, laser power:
0.2 mW (b) 0.85 GV/m, 0.8 mW (c) 0.65 GV/m, 1.6 mW.
The dark spot to the right of the center in the images is a
damaged spot on the detector.

emission profiles computed using the lower emission spot.
The screen position to emission angle calibration was ob-
tained by simulating the electron trajectories from the tip
to the screen; the assumed distance from tip to screen was
adjusted slightly to obtain the correct distance between
the (310) and (130) spots on the detector.

In the three-photon regime, the emission pattern is
broader, with a half-width at half-max of ≈ 32◦. In
the transition regime, where both two- and three-photon
processes contribute, the emission pattern gradually be-
comes narrower as the tip voltage is increased and two-
photon emission becomes more important. In the two-
photon regime, the emission width becomes much nar-
rower, in the range ∼ 11–14◦; it increases slightly as the
voltage is increased. It follows that for fixed laser in-
tensity, there is an optimum applied field, near the field
threshold where two-photon emission becomes dominant,
where the angular divergence of the beam is minimized.

Using the emission profiles, we can use the theoretical
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FIG. 6. (a) Work function map computed as a function
of α, assuming ϕ = 4.32 eV in the (310) direction. Each of
the curves from Fig. 4(a) and (c) has been converted to an
inferred work function using the theoretical model of Section
IIA. The color scale is chosen so that lighter colored curves are
closer to the transition region for both two- and three-photon
emission. (b) Work function map obtained by averaging the
three-photon emission work function maps in (a). (c) Solid
lines: predicted two- and three-photon emission as a function
of bias field, calculated by integrating the theoretical emission
computed for the measured work function distribution up to
an angle of 60◦. Dashed lines: theoretical current for effective
work functions ϕ2 = 4.6 eV and ϕ3 = 4.87 eV. Curves have
been normalized to their value at 1.5 GV/m.

emission curves to infer a map of the average work func-
tion as a function of angular coordinate on the tip apex.
Here, we make the approximation that the work function
has cylindrical symmetry around the (310) direction and
neglect variations in the DC and optical field strengths.
Figure 6 shows work function maps for two- and three-
photon emission, computed assuming a work function of
4.32 eV in the (310) direction. At angles above ∼ 25 de-
grees, they diverge. For these larger angles, the current
density in the two-photon case becomes small, and the
work function inference is much more sensitive to sys-
tematic shifts coming from imperfect background sub-
traction. Three-photon emission is also less sensitive to
variations in the DC electric field (see Fig. 2), making
the three-photon work function map more accurate.
Using the average of the work function maps deter-

mined using three-photon emission, it is possible to make
a better theoretical prediction of the emitted two- and
three-photon emission currents, integrated over the vary-
ing work function of the tip. This procedure results in
curves that are approximately the same shape as the
curves of effective work functions ϕ2 and ϕ3 found via
fitting in Fig. 4 and confirms the validity of the use of
effective work functions in the original fits.
The relative contributions of two- and three-photon
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emission, as well as the total current from the tip, can
be predicted for a wide range of laser parameters beyond
those studied here. The total current from the tip is
proportional to the integral of Jn,r over the surface of
the tip: ∫

Jn,r(ϕ, F )dA ≈ Jn,r(ϕeff, F )Aeff, (7)

which defines an effective emission area Aeff. Comparing
this with an expression for the number of electrons per
pulse, it follows that the experimentally determined fit
coefficients An are related to the original parameters an
via

An = anAeff

∫
In(t)dt, (8)

which permits scaling to laser pulses with different tem-
poral intensity profiles I(t).

V. CONCLUSIONS

We present a numerical model for nanotip photoemis-
sion and experimentally characterize nanotip photoemis-
sion in the two- and three-photon emission regimes as a
function of applied voltage. We measure both the total
current emitted and the changes in emission pattern that
occur as a function of voltage and laser power.

The numerical model agrees well with the measured
data, and the experimentally determined parameters A2

and A3 enable quantitative predictions of how emission
scales under different experimental conditions. Combin-
ing the numerical model with the emission pattern data,
we can infer a work function map in the vicinity of the
(310) direction. This work function map can be used
with simulated models of the DC and optical field distri-
butions at the tip surface to make detailed, quantitative
predictions for the angular divergence of the beam.

For most applications, it is desirable to have as many
electrons in the pulse as possible to improve signal-to-
noise, provided this does not unacceptably degrade the
spatial or temporal resolution of the experiment. In the
measurements reported here, the count rates are always
much less than one electron per pulse to avoid outgassing
of the electron detector. However, up to at least ∼ 1000
electrons per pulse have been reported in experiments on
nanotips using 30 fs pulses [34] and sub-5-fs pulses [35].
Nanotip arrays are being actively studied for experiments
requiring higher numbers of electrons per pulse without
sacrificing time resolution [36].

Working with a single tip, the total number of elec-
trons in the pulse should scale with emission area, which
should increase approximately as the square of the tip
radius. Accepting a somewhat longer electron pulse du-
ration can also be a strategy for increasing the number
of electrons in the pulse. For example, in the 1–10 keV
range suitable for studying 2D materials [37], kinematics

typically lead to a broadening of the pulse to the order
of ∼ 1 ps by the time it reaches the sample. Thus the
laser pulse duration and number of electrons in the pulse
could be substantially increased without impacting the
time-resolution of such an experiment.

Ultrafast electron optics opens up many exciting new
opportunities for research and development. Achieving
the potential of this technology, however, requires new
design approaches to overcome additional constraints
compared with conventional electron optics. Some of
these constraints arise from the need to consider broad-
ening of the pulse in the optical system due to the time
delays of different electron trajectories. Additionally, for
large numbers of electrons in a pulse, the typical electron-
electron spacing may be much smaller than in a con-
ventional instrument, leading to significant effects from
Coulomb repulsion on both the longitudinal and trans-
verse properties of the pulse. The model and empirically-
measured parameters presented here enable accurate sim-
ulation and design and thus will facilitate realization of
novel instruments based on ultrafast nanotip electron
sources.

Appendix A: Fits to photoemission curves

When implementing fits to the I-V data in Fig. 4, we
found that a sensitive test of the quality of the fit is to
make a “residual” plot of the original data with the fit-
ted two-photon component subtracted. This is shown in
Fig. 7. The residuals represent the three-photon contri-
bution to the emission. The solid curve shows the three-
photon component of the fit.
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FIG. 7. Fit to the three-photon component. Same data and
fits as Fig. 4(a) of the main text; the two-photon component
has been subtracted from each dataset and the three-photon
fit is shown.
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Appendix B: Analytic expressions for photoemission

In some parameter regimes, the current is dominated
by over-the-barrier emission, in which case, making the
approximation D ≈ 1 above the barrier and zero below
it, Eq. 4 can be integrated analytically to yield [23]

Jn = an(IL(t))
n em(kBT )

2

2π2h̄3

× Li2(− exp([ϕ− nh̄ω −

√
e3F

4πϵ0
]/kBT )), (B1)

where Li2 is the polylogarithm of order 2. A useful
approximation (even at room temperature) is to take
T → 0, where the previous equation simplifies to

Jn = an(IL(t))
n em

4π2h̄3

ϕ− nh̄ω −

√
e3F

4πϵ0

2

. (B2)

In these equations,
√

W/(W − nh̄ω) has been approxi-
mated as a constant and folded into an on the assumption
that it varies slowly over the region where the integrands
are large.

In a regime where over-the-barrier emission is negligi-
ble, an analytic equation for the current can be obtained
by using the Fowler-Nordheim equation, with a work
function reduced by n times the photon energy. However,
in the range of laser parameters used here, the emission
is never dominated by photo-assisted field emission—it
either encompasses significant contributions from both

over-the-barrier and photo-assisted field emission or is
dominated by over-the-barrier emission.

Appendix C: Finite element model of optical field
enhancement

Optical fields were simulated by finite element analysis
using an axisymmetric partial wave expansion (up to 6
partial waves included) of the incident plane wave [32].
For the complex index of refraction of tungsten at 800
nm, we used 3.56 + 2.76i [38]. The polarization com-
ponent normal to the surface is evaluated just outside
the tip (at a distance of 1.5% of the tip radius) to avoid
numerical artifacts from interpolation across a bound-
ary where the fields are discontinuous. The simulation
was validated by comparing the maximum optical field
enhancement to values published in [39] for several tip
geometries.
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