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A significant contribution to the temporal resolution of an ultrafast electron diffraction (UED)
instrument is arrival time jitter caused by amplitude and phase variation of radio frequency (RF)
cavities. In this paper, we present a semi-analytical approach for calculating RF-induced temporal
jitter from klystron and RF cavity parameters. Our approach allows fast estimation of temporal
jitter for MeV-UED beamlines and can serve as a virtual timing tool when shot-to-shot measure-
ments of RF amplitude and phase jitters are available. A simulation study for the SLAC MeV-UED
instrument is presented and the temporal resolution for several beamline configurations are com-
pared.

I. INTRODUCTION

Ultrafast electron diffraction (UED) has demonstrated
great potential in visualizing the atmoic motions in
different materials and molecules at the femto-second
timescale [1]. UED employs a pump–probe scheme,
where a pump laser pulse interacts with the sample and
initiates the ultrafast process of interest, followed by
a short electron bunch to probe the structural changes
over different pump delays. Adjusting the delay between
pump laser and probe electron allows time-resolved mea-
surements of the structural evolution of the sample. The
temporal resolution of a UED instrument is described by,

τres =
√

τ2pump + τ2probe + τ2VM + τ2jitter (1)

where τpump is the duration of pump laser, τprobe is
the duration of electron bunch, τVM is the velocity mis-
match, and τjitter is the temporal jitter between pump
and probe. To improve the temporal resolution, relativis-
tic electrons with energies in the MeV range can be uti-
lized. By employing MeV energy electrons, both bunch
lengthening caused by space charge forces and velocity
mismatch between pump and probe can be mitigated.
Moreover, MeV-UED instruments offer several advan-
tages over their keV counterparts, including providing
shorter de Broglie wavelengths and a near flat Ewald’s
Sphere in the k-space, greater penetration depth, as well
as reduced background noise due to multiple scattering.

Photocathode radio frequency (RF) guns are often em-
ployed in the MeV-UED instruments for the generation of
low emittance electron probes with ultrashort duration.
The compression of the electron bunch can be achieved
by an RF buncher or alternatively by the gun itself. How-
ever, fluctuations in the amplitude and phase of RF cav-
ities induce arrival time jitter between pump and probe
and contribute to the temporal resolution. To ensure an
MeV-UED instrument achieves optimal performance, it
is essential to consider all factors including charge, elec-
tron bunch length, transverse emittance, and temporal
jitter.

∗ txu@slac.stanford.edu

While it is common to optimize bunch length and
transverse emittance in beamline designs, the optimiza-
tion of arrival time jitter is not as straightforward. In
this work, we present a semi-analytical approach to cal-
culate RF-induced temporal jitter in MeV-UED instru-
ments. Our approach combines a single particle dynam-
ics model [2] with a differentiable solver, enabling fast
and accurate calculation of the exact numerical relation
between RF and temporal jitters based on cavity field
maps and klystron parameters. The numerical relation
can be used to estimate time-of-arrival jitter in an MeV-
UED instrument and allows for its online correction from
shot-to-shot RF measurements. Compared with previous
work [3–5], our approach does not require particle-in-cell
codes or measured data to determine jitter and applies to
beamlines with multiple RF cavities. To showcase our ap-
proach, we examine the temporal resolution of the SLAC
MeV-UED instrument [6] under different beamline con-
figurations in proposed upgrades. The results indicate
that RF-based bunch compression with a 1.4 cell gun or
a buncher cavity provides shorter bunch duration than
a 1.6 cell gun but increased arrival time jitters. Miti-
gation schemes to improve the temporal resolution are
discussed.

II. RF-INDUCED TIMING JITTER

A. Source of Timing Jitter

The timing jitter between pump laser and probe elec-
tron bunch originates from various sources. Here we con-
sider a beamline with an RF gun as its sole RF element.
As depicted in Figure 1, the drive signal generated by the
master oscillator is split to trigger both klystron ampli-
fier and laser system. On the laser side, the synchroniza-
tion error between laser and RF produce a timing jitter
δtlaser-to-rf, followed by the transport jitter δtcathode and
δtpump in each laser path. The synchronization jitter and
transport jitter can be regarded as an effective phase jit-
ter in the RF gun δϕl and is given by

δϕl = ω(δtlaser-to-rf + δtcathode − δtpump) (2)
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FIG. 1. Diagram of various sources of timing jitter.

where ω is the angular frequency of the RF gun. On the
RF side, shot-to-shot fluctuation of the klystron voltage
δVk induces phase and amplitude jitters in the gun. The
total phase jitter seen by the electrons is,

δϕg = δϕ̂g + δϕl (3)

here δϕ̂g is the phase jitter induced by klystron. The
phase jitter δϕg and amplitude jitter δVg in the gun
translates into arrival time jitter of the probe δtprobe,
which includes the transient time variations in the gun
and the drift downstream. Overall, the timing jitter be-
tween pump and probe is given by,

δtsample = δtprobe + δtcathode − δtpump (4)

As we transition to a more quantitative description
of jitters, the notation of all jitter quantities will be
changed from δ to d to represent the small deviation
from nominal values as the later is conventionally used in
differentiation. We also assume the difference of trans-
port jitters in the pump and probe path is negligible
(δtcathode − δtpump ≈ 0). In practice, this assumption is
valid when the laser transport path is short and the tem-
peratures of all optical components are well regulated.

B. Correlated Phase and Amplitude Jitter

The shot-to-shot fluctuation of amplitude and phase
jitter of an RF gun is mainly caused by the fluctuation
of klystron voltage and has been well described in the lit-
erature [7, 8]. Here we’ll give a brief review. The ampli-
tude or voltage Vg of an RF gun is related to the klystron
voltage Vk by

Vg (Vk) ∝
√
Prf ∝ V

5/4
k (5)

where RF power Prf = νµkV
5/2
k , ν is the efficiency of

klystron, µk is the perveance. Differentiating both sides
of Eq.5 gives the fractional amplitude jitter of the cavity

dVg

Vg
=

5

4

dVk

Vk
(6)

For phase jitters, we assume the phase dependence of
the klystron voltage is dominated by transit time of elec-
trons from the input to output cavity. The travel time
tk over effective drift length Lk in the klystron is,

tk =
Lk

βc
=

Lk

c

(
1− γ−2

)−1/2
(7)

where β is the normalized velocity, γ is the Lorentz factor
and is related to the klystron voltage Vk by,

γ = 1 +
Vk

M
(8)

hereM = 511 MV is the rest mass voltage of the electron.
Inserting Eq. 8 into Eq. 7 and converting into phase, we
have the klystron output phase ϕk and as

ϕk (Vk) = 2πfRF
Lk

c

[
1−

(
1 +

Vk

M

)−2
]−1/2

(9)

here fRF is the RF frequency. Differentiating Eq. 9 gives
the phase jitter of the klystron and the RF cavity,

dϕ̂g = dϕk = KdVk

Vk
(10)

where K is defined as

K (Vk) = −2πfRF
Lk

c

Vk

M
(
1 + Vk

M

)3 [
1− 1(

1+
Vk
M

)2

]3/2
(11)

and quantifies the correlation between phase jitter and
klystron voltage jitter.
From Eq. 10, we can see the amplitude and phase jitter

in the RF cavity is related by

dϕ̂g =
4K
5

dVg

Vg
(12)

III. TIMING JITTER CALCULATION

In this section we calculate timing jitter downstream of
RF cavities from their phase and amplitude jitters. The
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longitudinal dynamics in a standing-wave RF cavity can
be described as [2],

dϕ

dz
= k(

γ√
γ2 − 1

− 1) (13)

dγ

dz
= 2αkEz(z) sin (ϕ+ kz) (14)

where ϕ = ωt − kz + ϕi, k is the cavity wave number,
ϕi is the initial phase of the cavity, α = eE0

2mec2k
is the

normalized field gradient, Ez(z) is the dimensionless nor-
malized field profile peaked at unity. The effect of image
charge is ignored as it is verified that the contribution
is negligible. The equations above applies to RF guns,
linearizer, and buncher cavities with appropriate initial
values for ϕi and energy γi. For an RF gun, initial phase
jitter dϕi,g and amplitude jitter dαg induce a phase and
an energy jitter at gun exit and result in a timing jitter
at a location downstream,

dttot,g(dϕi,g, dαg) = dtcav,g + dtdrift,g (15)

where,

dtcav,g =
1

ω
(dϕf,g − dϕi,g) (16)

dtdrift,g = − L

cβ̃3
f,gγ̃

3
f,g

dγf,g (17)

here L is the drift length after the gun, β̃f,g and γ̃f,g are
the normalized velocity and Lorentz factor at gun exit
in nominal condition, dϕf,g and dγf,g are the phase and
energy jitter at cavity exit and are related to the initial
jitter dϕi,g and dαg by,

(
dϕf,g

dγf,g

)
=

(
∂ϕf,g

∂ϕi,g

∂ϕf,g

∂αg
∂γf,g

∂ϕi,g

∂γf,g

∂αg

)(
dϕi,g

dαg

)
(18)

It is worth pointing out that the dttot,g above does not
represent the timing jitter compared with an ideal probe
bunch with zero phase, amplitude or laser-to-rf jitter,
but rather the timing jitter compared with the pump
laser. When there’s synchronization error between laser
and RF, both the pump and cathode laser will experience
laser-to-rf jitter and its contribution needs to be included
in dϕi,g for the calculation of dttot,g.
Kim has derived an analytical solution of ϕf,g and γf,g

in [2] for Ez(z) = cos(kz) which allows the calculation of
the Jacobian matrix in Eq. 18 and the jitters. However, it
is an approximate solution and can’t determine the tim-
ing jitters accurately. Since we are only interested in the
jitters around the nominal gun initial phase and gradient,
numerical techniques can be used to accurately calculate
the partial derivatives around the given point [9, 10]. By
solving Eq. 13 and Eq. 14 with a numerical integrator

compatible with automatic differentiation [11] or differ-
ential algebra [12], one can obtain the final phase and
energy as well as their derivatives with respect to the
initial phase and gradient. For example, for a 1.5 cell S-
band gun with Ez(z) = cos kz operating at αg = 1.47 and
ϕi,g = π/6, the final phase and energy jitter at z = 3

4λ
are related to the initial jitter by,(

dϕf,g

dγf,g

)
=

(
0.65 −0.31
1.93 3.78

)(
dϕi,g

dαg

)
(19)

Inserting it back into Eq. 15 gives a linear relation be-
tween timing jitter downstream and initial RF jitters. It
has been shown in [5] that a data-driven model based on
linear regression can accurately predict shot-to-shot fluc-
tuation in time of arrival, so our model is validated by the
observation. Derivatives of higher orders can be included
for larger fluctuation of phase and amplitude, which ef-
fectively yields a Taylor map between initial RF jitter
and final timing jitter. In addition, the semi-analytical
model allows extraction of derivatives for cavities with
realistic field maps by incorporating a numerical inter-
polator; see [13] for a python implementation. Jitter
calculations for a 1.6 cell and 1.4 cell gun will be pre-
sented in Sec. IV.
We compare the timing jitters at exit (z=0.1 m) of

the 1.5 cell S-band RF gun obtained by different meth-
ods. For benchmark, we generate a 10 fC electron beam
distribution with 100 µm radius and 60 fs FWHM du-
ration and track its time of arrival in the same RF gun
field with gpt [14]. 100 simulations with different ran-
dom realizations of the RF amplitude and phase were
performed and the fractional amplitude and phase jitter
values were randomly generated with a normal distri-
bution with respective rms values of 500 ppm and 0.1
degree. As a benchmark, the magnitude of jitter values
are larger than typically achieved values. As depicted
in Figure 2, the analytical approximate solution overes-
timates the magnitude of timing jitters while the jitters
calculated with semi-analytical model agree well with the
gpt results (maxiumum deviation within 0.1 fs).

0 20 40 60 80 100
indices of random scan

200

100

0

100

200

dt
to

t,g
 (f

s)

analytical approximation
GPT
semi-analytical model

FIG. 2. Comparison of timing jitters at gun exit obtained by
different methods.
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FIG. 3. Bunch length and arrival time jitter at sample plane downstream of the 1.6 cell gun (a) and 1.4 cell gun (b) for different
initial phases. The blue traces denote the evolution of rms bunch length for different gun phases. The colored scatter plots
denote the timing jitters corresponding to different klystron jitters.

For calculations involving cascaded cavities, i.e., a
buncher at the downstream of an RF gun, the depen-
dence on upstream energy jitter needs to be included,

(
dϕf,b

dγf,b

)
=

(
∂ϕf,b

∂ϕi,b

∂ϕf,b

∂αb

∂ϕf,b

∂γf,g
∂γf,b

∂ϕi,b

∂γf,b

∂αb

∂γf,b

∂γf,g

)dϕi,b

dαb

dγf,g

 (20)

here dϕi,b is the total buncher phase jitter analogous to

Eq. 3 and includes the phase jitter dϕ̂i,b from the buncher
cavity, synchronization jitter between laser and RF, and
arrival time jitter at buncher entrance dttot,g. The tim-
ing jitter downstream of the buncher can be calculated
similarly as Eq. 15.

Given the layout, cavity field maps, and operating pa-
rameters of a beamline, the numerical relation between
RF and temporal jitter can be obtained from Eq. 15, with
the Jacobian matrix in Eq. 18 and Eq. 20 calculated from
an differentiable solver. The magnitude of temporal jit-
ter can then be estimated based on performance of the
klystron and laser-to-RF synchronization. In the follow-
ing section, we’ll use the approach to study the impact
of RF jitters in the SLAC MeV-UED instrument.

The single particle model described above can also be
used to describe evolution of bunch duration due to RF
effect [3]. Considering two particles emitted at time − τi

2
and τi

2 , the final bunch duration is given by,

τf = τi + dttot,g(
τi
2ω

, 0)− dttot,g(−
τi
2ω

, 0) (21)

For strongly compressed beams, longitudinal space
charge plays an important role near the waist position
and the single particle model fails to predict the correct
bunch duration near the waist. A more thorough treat-
ment is needed to include this scenario [15] and is beyond
the scope of this work.

IV. TEMPORAL RESOLUTION OF THE SLAC
MEV-UED INSTRUMENT

A. 1.6 Cell and 1.4 Cell Gun

The SLAC MeV-UED instrument has been developing
robust methods to generate ultrashort electron bunches
with low arrival time jitters [6]. Currently, a LCLS-type
1.6 cell S-band photocathode rf gun serves as the elec-
tron source [16]. A 1.4 cell gun is being considered as
the next generation electron source as it provides higher
extraction field and bunch compression [17, 18].
Here we compare the bunch length and timing jitter of

the electron bunches produced from the 1.6 cell and 1.4
cell gun for different initial phases at z = 1.55m (sample
location). Both guns are assumed to operate at nominal
gradients of 90 MV/m with αg = 1.47 . The temporal
jitters are calculated using our semi-analytical method,
and the bunch length is modeled with particle tracking
code gpt. For the jitter sources, we assume the frac-
tional klystron voltage jitter to be 20 ppm (rms), and
laser-to-rf synchronization jitter to be 25 fs (rms) [19].
The correlation coefficient between phase and klystron
jitter K is -14.6 based on specification of the ScandiNova
klystron system currently in use at the SLAC facility.
The results of the timing jitter and bunch length simu-

lation are shown in Figure 3. The 1.6 cell gun doesn’t pro-
vide significant bunch compression and the bunch length
continues to grow when increasing the launch phase. This
can be understood by looking at the energy dependence
of the launch phase as shown in Figure 4(a). The tail
particles (higher phase) don’t gain much more energy
than the head particles and therefore can’t catch up in
velocity bunching. The slope of the energy-phase curve
flips at higher emission phases and the bunch will be
lengthened. During the transition, there exists a nominal
launch phase that minimizes the temporal jitter. Using
the approach from Sec. III, at the launch phase of 38
degree, the relation between timing jitter and amplitude
jitter and phase jitter can be expressed as,

dtg,tot(ps) = −53.69dαg − 6.574dϕi,g (22)
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Since the phase jitter induced by klystron dϕ̂i,g is nega-
tively correlated to the amplitude jitter by Eq. 12, a large
part of the RF-induced timing jitter is cancelled. Simi-
lar phenomenon exists in linear accelerators where a cer-
tain post-crest acceleration angle can minimize klystron-
induced energy variations [20].

The 1.4 cell gun provides a much stronger bunch com-
pression than the 1.6 cell gun as the energy gain increases
with the initial phase with a larger slope. For the desired
sample location, the minimum bunch duration achieved
is 5 fs when operating at an initial phase of 26 degree.
However, the stronger bunch compression is accompanied
by larger timing jitters. As shown in Figure 4(b), when
operating at linear part of the energy-phase curve, the
exit energy is sensitive to initial phases jitters. The en-
ergy jitters are then converted into timing jitters in the
drift after the gun.

Assuming negligible velocity mismatch between pump
and probe, and including pump laser duration (25 fs
rms), electron bunch length and timing jitter, the 1.6
cell gun achieves an overall temporal resolution of 46 fs
(rms) when operating at 28 degree. The optimal phase
for temporal resolution deviates from the phase of mini-
mum jitter (around 40 degree) since the temporal resolu-
tion is dominated by the electron bunch length. For the
1.4 cell gun, the optimal temporal resolution is 43 fs when
operating at 29 degree and the dominant contribution is

the timing jitter.

B. Gun and Buncher

RF buncher provides another path to bunch compres-
sion and improvement of temporal resolution. As dis-
cussed in the previous section, a stronger bunch compres-
sion can result in larger timing jitter. In this scenario,
since there are two RF cavities in the beamline, this raises
the question of whether using the same klystron for both
the gun and buncher could reduce overall timing jitter
and provide benefits [21].

We consider a beamline with a 1.6 cell gun followed
by a 5-cell S band buncher operating at 25 MV/m at
z = 0.75m from the cathode. We scan the initial phases
for gun and buncher and perform particle-in-cell simu-
lation to find the minimum bunch lengths for each ini-
tial phases and the corresponding waist locations. The
timing jitters at waist locations are calculated using the
klystron and synchronization parameters in Sec. IVA,
assuming the gun and buncher are powered by the same
klystron—the fractional amplitude and phase jitters for
the two cavities are identical. The calculation is then
repeated for the scenario where the RF phase and ampli-
tude jitters for gun and buncher are independent. The
results of the minimum bunch lengths and the difference
in timing jitters for the two cases are shown in Figure 5.
For the same-klystron configuration, the rms timing jit-
ters at waist do not show clear dependence on the initial
phases of gun and buncher and are around 30 fs for the
phase range considered. The dependence is more promi-
nent for the different-klystron configuration and timing
jitter is larger when operating at higher gun phases. The
advantage of the same-klystron configuration only be-
comes apparent at higher gun phases.

The mechanism of jitter reduction in a gun-buncher
beamline can be understood in two aspects. The timing
jitter at buncher entrance dttot,g is generally suppressed
after the buncher due to the process of bunch compres-
sion. This reduction happens regardless of whether the
gun and buncher are powered by the same klystron or
not. The energy jitter dγf,g can be compensated in the
same-klystron configuration at higher gun phases as the

σt (fs) σjitter (fs) σres (fs)
1.6 cell gun 37 9 46
1.4 cell gun 9 33 43

1.6 cell gun + buncher 5 30 40
1.4 cell gun + buncher 3 29 39

TABLE I. RMS bunch length, arrival time jitter, and tem-
poral resolution of different beamline configurations. The
temporal resolution is calculated including the contribution
of pump laser duration σpump=25 fs and assumes klystron
voltage jitter of 20ppm (rms) and laser-to-rf synchronization
jitter of 25fs (rms).
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dependence of energy with w.r.t phase,
∂γf,g

∂ϕi,g
and

∂γf,b

∂ϕi,b
,

have opposite signs and are close in absolute values (see
Figure 4 (c)). The energy jitter at buncher exit, and the
time-of-flight jitter downstream of the buncher, is then
reduced in this operating regime.

The optimal temporal resolution achieved by the 1.6
cell gun and the buncher is around 40 fs for the two con-
figurations (gun and buncher powered by same or differ-
ent klystrons). We also considered a beamline with the
1.4 cell gun and the buncher and found the level of ar-
rival time jitter is similar. For brevity, the corresponding
graphs are not included. The rms bunch duration, arrvial
time jitter and temporal resolution of a 1.4 cell gun and
buncher beamline are summarized in Table I along with
other beamline configurations. Overall, the main con-
tribution to temporal resolution in a gun-and-buncher
beamline is the arrival time jitter and finite pump dura-
tion.

C. Jitter Correction

When the temporal resolution is dominated by the tim-
ing jitters, the approach outlined in Section III serves as a
virtual timing tool to predict the RF-induced timing jit-
ter. Since RF amplitude and phase jitters are collected
every shot, the measured RF jitter values allows direct
calculation of timing jitters with our approach. The pre-
dicted time jitter values can be used to sort the corre-
sponding diffraction data and partially correct the arrival
time jitters—the effect of laser-to-rf synchronization er-
ror remains and cannot be corrected.

We evaluate the correction approach by considering
the timing jitters of the 1.4 cell gun beamline and the 1.6
cell gun and buncher beamline from previous sections.
The 1.4 cell gun is assumed to operate at 28 deg, while
the 1.6 cell gun and buncher operate at 30 deg phase
and zero crossing respectively and are powered by dif-
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35
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ter
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laser-to-RF jitter

FIG. 6. Comparison of timing jitters with and without jitter
correction for 1.4 cell gun and buncher.

ferent klystrons. We vary the level of klystron voltage
jitter and calculate the rms timing jitter with and with-
out correction. The rms value of laser-to-rf locking error
is assumed to be 25fs. The results of the calculation
are shown in Figure 6. The correction scheme reduces
the jitters across different klystron jitter levels, with the
residual jitter limited by laser-to-rf synchronization per-
formance. To minimize the residual jitter, a THz streak-
ing structure can be used to directly measure the time
jitters relative to pump laser [22–24].

V. CONCLUSION

In summary, we have presented a semi-analytical
method for calculating RF-induced timing jitters from
cavity and klystron parameters. The method is based
on a single particle dynamics model and directly con-
nects the RF and temporal jitters via simple numerical
relations. The semi-analytical model yields good agree-
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ment with results from particle-in-cell simulation and al-
lows fast evaluation of temporal resolution in MeV-UED
beamlines.

To demonstrate our method, we assessed the tempo-
ral resolution of the SLAC MeV-UED instrument under
different configurations. Specifically, we show that op-
erating the 1.6 cell gun at a nominal launch phase can
minimize the timing jitter due to the correlation between
klystron phase and amplitude jitter. The performance of
a proposed 1.4 cell gun is examined and we found that
the overall temporal resolution achieved is dominated by
the temporal jitter. Additionally, we considered a beam-
line with a 1.6 cell gun and an RF buncher to improve
temporal resolution. The timing jitters are compared for
the two scenarios where the gun and buncher are pow-
ered by same or different klystrons, and we showed that
the same-klystron configuration can achieve reduced jit-
ter especially at higher gun launch phases.

Improvement of temporal resolution in an MeV-UED
instruments requires minimizing both electron bunch du-
ration and timing jitters. Our proposed method enables
rapid calculation of timing jitters and can be integrated

with particle tracking code to optimize the overall per-
formance of UED beamlines. For example, optimization
of RF phase and amplitudes of multiple cavities could
lead to simultaneous improvement of bunch duration and
timing jitters [4, 21]. The operating phase of the RF gun
can also be chosen to minimize the timing jitters at gun
exit, with downstream jitters compensated by a magnetic
compressor [25, 26]. When the timing jitter is dominated
by the contribution from klystron voltage variation, our
approach also allows shot-to-shot calculation of time-of-
arrival for online jitter correction.
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