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Attosecond ionization time-delays at photoelectron energies above typically 10 eV are usually in-
terpreted using the so called asymptotic approximation as a sum of the atomic or molecular delays
with a universal laser-induced contribution. Here, we employ a two-harmonic RABITT (Recon-
struction of Attosecond Beating By Interference of Two-photon Transitions) configuration to isolate
the multiphoton pathways and measure the ionization time delays as a function of the dressing field
intensity. We show that the validity of the asymptotic theory can be extended to the threshold
or to higher-order contributions by rigorously treating the angular-momentum dependence of the
continuum-continuum transitions into universal and easily computable partial-wave-specific correc-
tion factors. Our asymptotic treatment is also valid for higher-order interfering amplitudes while
significantly simplifying their evaluation and providing a transparent physical interpretation. The
validity of the method for atomic and molecular targets in the vicinity of resonances, ionization
thresholds, and for both the emission-integrated and angularly resolved signal is confirmed by com-
parison to ab initio calculations over a wide energy range.

I. INTRODUCTION

An electron ionized by a single photon from an atom or
a molecule scatters in the parent potential before reach-
ing asymptotic distances. This affects the phase of the
outgoing photoelectron, and can be semiclassically un-
derstood as a time delay in the scattering process as ini-
tially proposed by Wigner [1, 2]. Ionization time delay
has recently attracted a substantial amount of interests
from the attosecond community and is now investigated
in molecules and quantum systems of increasing sizes [3–
5].

The RABITT protocol is one of the common methods
to characterize an attosecond pulse train [6] and to mea-
sure the ionization time delay with spectral resolution
[7]. In the latter case it produces an intuitive signal with
a close correspondence to the Wigner ionization time de-
lay. However, the measurement needs a dressing field,
that affects the observation. Different strategies have
emerged to isolate the Wigner time delay from RABITT
measurements such as performing the full two-photon
calculation [8]. Up to date, though, the most widely
used solution is based on a ‘universal’ dressing field delay
through the so-called ‘continuum-continuum’ delay, τcc,
introduced by Dahlström et al. [9]. The model has further
been extended to molecules [10–12]. In addition to τcc,
other correction terms have also to be considered, such
as the ‘coupling delay’ τcoupl or the ‘dipole-laser coupling
delay’ τdLC [13, 14]. A common denominator of all these
additional delays is that they are well defined only in the
high kinetic energy limit. At low energies the problem
becomes more complex due to electron correlation, which
effectively intertwines the effects responsible for all these
asymptotic contributions.

∗ jakub.benda@matfyz.cuni.cz

In this paper, we focus on the simplest RABITT con-
figuration conceivable – one that combines a pair of adja-
cent odd harmonics of the fundamental field. The advan-
tage of such arrangement is two-fold. First, by avoiding
the complex cross-talk of different harmonics we make it
possible to measure the outcome of the higher-order pro-
cesses that are otherwise responsible for hard-to-analyze
contamination of the pristine two-photon RABITT sig-
nal. Second, as discussed in the text, it allows reading
off of the oscillation from the interference bands forming
elsewhere than just in between the two harmonics. This
can be advantageous for example in molecules, where
closely spaced electronic states result in spectrograms
with multiple overlapping sidebands arising from differ-
ent interference pathways.

On the theory side, we model both the stan-
dard and the high-order RABITT delays using the
time-independent molecular above-threshold multipho-
ton R-matrix method [15] at the leading-order level
of the perturbation theory, as well as using fully
time-dependent simulations using ‘R-matrix with time-
dependence’ (RMT) [16]. Also—and crucially—we pro-
pose a simple and accurate analytical solution to treat
the dynamics of the photoionized system driven by the
infrared (IR) field. We include the interfering pathways
of the RABITT method involving an arbitrary number
of dressing field photons. Our approach is easy to im-
plement, numerically cheap and provides accurate results
even at low photoelectron energy and around resonances.
Our method avoids the integration in the complex plane
used e.g. in [17] and provides a computationally cheap
and accurate alternative to more sophisticated multipho-
ton ab initio calculations [13] and fully time-dependent
simulations [18–20]. A key property of the present ap-
proach is including the angular momentum dependency
of the ionization amplitudes affected by the dressing field.
Such a property has already been experimentally ob-
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served [21, 22] and discussed theoretically in numerical
calculations [23, 24].

The article is organized as follows. Section II presents
the RABITT interference pathways involving different
orders of the perturbation theory. The Wigner time de-
lay is derived and the asymptotic approximation of two-
photon transitions is recalled. Our implementation of
the partial-wave-resolved continuum-continuum contri-
bution is introduced and generalized to arbitrary orders
of interfering pathways for atoms and molecules. Sec-
tion III gives numerical predictions for angle-integrated
and angle-resolved RABITT delays. The results are il-
lustrated with argon in detail and are compared with
original measurements. The practical method to intro-
duce IR transitions to partial wave-resolved extreme ul-
traviolet (XUV) photoionization amplitudes is provided
in Section IV.

Additional application of our method are proposed
in the supplementary material, such as the effective τcc
extracted for noble gases, results for ionization from a
molecular orbital of CO2 that features a shape resonance,
and the time delays in LiH (polar molecule).

II. METHOD

A. Interference pathways in RABITT

In a RABITT experiment, an attosecond pulse train
is generated in a centrosymetric media that corresponds,
in the spectral domain, to a comb of odd harmonics Ω
reaching the XUV range, from a fundamental frequency
ω (i.e. Ω = (2n + 1)ω, for integer n). Each harmonic
above the ionization potential (Ip) can ionise the target
and a photoelectron can be emitted into the continuum.
The photoelectron spectrum is hence composed of several
well localised peaks (main bands (MB)) where the ion-
ization phase information is experimentally inaccessible.
To be sensitive to such phases, the RABITT protocol
proposes to dress the harmonic comb with a weak light
pulse with a central frequency of ω interferometrically
stabilised with the XUV pulse. The photoelectrons are
hence redistributed into sidebands (SB) with an energy
shift of ±ω. As a function of the dressing pulse intensity,
several ω-photons can be absorbed or emitted as shown in
Fig. 1. To unambiguously identify the interference path-
ways, a set of only two following harmonics is considered
all along the manuscript (Ω13 and Ω15, i.e. separated
by 2ω) theoretically and experimentally. The addition of
a single ω-photon opens two quantum paths leading to
the same final kinetic energy at SB14 that interfere (see
Fig. 1(a)). By scanning the delay τ between the pulses,
the SB intensity oscillates as

I(τ) = A+ B cos (2ωτ − ϕ2ω) ,

= A+ B cos (2ω(τ − τR)) , (1)

with A being the baseline, B the amplitude and ϕ2ω the
phase of the oscillation at 2ω, and τR = ϕ2ω/(2ω) the

FIG. 1. Pathways considering only two consecutive harmon-
ics of the comb (Ω13 and Ω15) and a dressing field limited to
(a) one, (b) two and (c) three photons absorbed or emitted
reaching the sideband (SB), the ‘mainbands’ (MB) or the up-
per outer sideband (OSB1). Ip is the ionization potential.

RABITT delay. All of these quantities can be expressed
using two-photon or higher-order dipole matrix elements
between the initial neutral state and the final photoelec-
tron state [25]. The information on the ionization time
delay is stored within this RABITT delay, which is also
affected by the dressing field.

Since the dressing pulse is weak, it does not ionize the
target but only redistributes the photoelectrons. The in-
crease in the population of a SB implies the depopulation
of its surrounding MBs. Since the amplitude of the SB
depends on τ , the MBs reflect the complementary behav-
ior i.e. they oscillate following Eq. 1 but in phase oppo-
sition. According to the perturbation theory, the MB os-
cillations are described by another interfering path. For
instance, as shown in Fig. 1(b) for MB15 where the path
(Ω15) interferes with (Ω13 +2ω). The SB and MBs oscil-
lation amplitudes are both linear with the dressing field
intensity despite they involve different orders of the per-
turbation theory. This is experimentally illustrated on
the left panels of Fig. 2 performed at low dressing field in-
tensity with two isolated harmonics (see Section II of the
Supplementary Material for experimental details). MB15

can be reached also by a beyond-leading-order transition
(Ω15+ω−ω), which combines with the plain one-photon
transition driven by Ω15. However, for weak dressing
fields, such pathways are suppressed with respect to the
lower-order transition and can be neglected. Generaliza-
tion to strong-field processes (≳ 0.5 TW/cm2) is possible
within the time-dependent approach or the strong-field
approximation [26].

At low dressing field intensity, the first outer sideband
(OSB1) appears through the pathway (Ω15 + ω) but it
does not oscillate with τ because of the lack of an in-
terfering pathway (see Fig. 1(a) and Fig. 2(left)). At
higher dressing field intensity the (Ω13 + 3ω) transition
becomes non-negligible and interferes with (Ω15 + ω) as
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FIG. 2. (a, b) RABITT spectrograms obtained in argon by
using a set of two isolated harmonics (Ω13 and Ω15) for low (a)
and high (b) dressing field intensity. (c,d) the corresponding
Fourier transform showing a clear oscillation at 2ω (i.e. at
0.75 fs−1). The 2ω oscillation amplitude (e,f) and phase (g,h)
in blue. In (g,h), the phase of the MB and OSB are also
presented in orange with a π-shift to be compared to the SB.
Experimental details are in the supplementary material.

shown in see Fig. 1(c) and Fig. 2(right). OSB1 also os-
cillates with τ following Eq. (1) in phase to the MB and
in phase opposition with the SB. The SB-MB-OSB cou-
pled oscillations are demonstrated under the soft photon
approximation in the Supplementary Material and using
Floquet formalism in [27]. Let’s notice that even at high
dressing field intensity no 4ω oscillation (i.e. 1.5 fs−1

for an 800 nm fundamental field) is observed since no
harmonics are separated by 4ω.

All such inteference pathways depend on the XUV ion-
ization phases that carry the ionization time delay. This
introduces a redundancy in the information that can be
exploited to extract the value with high accuracy. How-
ever, the dressing field affects both the yield and angular
distribution of the oscillation depending on the consid-
ered band. In the following, after expressing the Wigner
time delay, a general expression is derived that accurately
treats the influence of the dressing pulse on the SB, MB
and OSBn.

B. The Wigner time delay

All along the analytical derivation, Hartree atomic
units (ℏ = e = me = 4πε0 = 1) are used unless an-
other units are explicitly indicated. The formalism is
based on the laser-assisted photoionization perturbation
theory of Dahlström et al. [9] with monochromatic fields.
Here, only the necessary steps are recalled following the
conventions defined in [14].
The one-photon ionization amplitude

T
(1)
fi = 2πi⟨Ψ(−)

fk |ε̂XUV ·D|Ψi⟩ = 2πid
(1)
fi (k) (2)

from the initial bound state Ψi to a final continuum state

Ψ
(−)
fk for field with the polarization vector ε̂XUV is ex-

pressed in terms of the one-photon ionization dipole ma-
trix element

d
(1)
fi (k) =

∑
lm

d
(1)
flm,i(k)Y

m
l (k̂) , (3)

where D is the operator of the total electronic dipole
moment, k is the photoelectron momentum, and Y m

l are
the spherical harmonics. After a single ionization by an
XUV radiation, and at large distances of the ejected pho-
toelectron from the molecule, the state of the system can
be asymptotically written as the partial wave channel
expansion [15]

Ψ
(+)
i+Ω(r) →

1

r

∑
ιλµ

a
(1)
ιλµ,iH

+
λ (− Z

κι
, κιr)Y

µ
λ (r)Φι , (4)

with H±
l (η, ρ) a travelling Coulomb wave function, de-

noted in this paper also as H±
l (r) for brevity. Asymptot-

ically, its behavior is that of a Coulomb-corrected plane
wave,

H+
λ → exp

[
i

(
κιr +

Z

κι
ln 2κιr −

πλ

2
+ σλ(κι)

)]
. (5)

The symbol Φι in Eq. (4) stands for the electronic state
of the residual ion coupled to the partial wave λµ, and
σλ(κ) = arg Γ(λ + 1 − Zi/κ) is the Coulomb phase for
a center with the residual charge Z. In the equations
only the coordinates of the photoelectron are explicitly

labeled. The expansion coefficient a
(1)
ιλµ,i in Eq. (4) is

proportional to a specific partial wave component of the
one-photon transition dipole [13],

a
(1)
ιλµ,i = −2π

∫
iλe−iσλY µ∗

λ (κ̂ι)⟨Ψ(−)
ικι

|VXUV|Ψi⟩d2κ̂ι

= −
√

2π

κι
iλe−iσλd

(1)
ιλµ,i(κι) . (6)

Here VXUV = (Dion+r)·ε̂XUV stands for the projection of
the total electronic dipole operator along the polarization
ε̂XUV of the XUV field.
Following the Wigner-theory [1], the ionization time

delay of a given partial wave lm for an electron energy
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Ek = k2/2 = Ω − Ip corresponds to the derivative of
the phase of an XUV transition dipole with respect to
energy,

τW,lm(Ek) =
∂

∂Ω
arg

(
d
(1)
flm,i(Ω)

)
. (7)

In most cases, the final state corresponds to a partial-
wave mixture and the ionization time delay depends on
the emission angle. Within the RABITT framework the
differentiation step becomes the energy gap between two
adjacent odd harmonics (∂Ω → 2ω). For oriented emis-
sion of a photoelectron at energy Ek = k2/2, one then
recovers the ‘atomic’ one-photon delay

τ1(k) =
1

2ω
arg

(
d
(1)∗
fi (κ+k̂)d

(1)
fi (κ−k̂)

)
, (8)

where k̂ is a unit vector, and κ± =
√
2(Ek ∓ ω) is the

intermediate momentum in the (Ω< + ω) and (Ω> − ω)
pathways, respectively. This quantity represents a finite
difference approximation to an effective Wigner delay and
corresponds to the expected value to extract from the
RABITT protocol. All along the manuscript τ1 is taken
as the reference for oriented emission. For emission-
integrated and orientation-averaged RABITT signal we
use instead the reference formula

τ ′1(k) =
1

2ω
arg

∑
l′m′lmab

⟨l′m′|n̂an̂b|lm⟩

×
∫

ε̂aε̂bd
(1)∗
fl′m′,i(κ+)d

(1)
flm,i(κ−)d

2ε̂ , (9)

which corresponds to the ‘molecular’ delay [10]; ε̂ denotes
the common linear polarization vector of XUV and IR.

C. The asymptotic theory

In this section, we review the widely used asymptotic
theory that separates the ionization time delay from the
measurement-induced time shift due to the dressing field.
The original formulation has been developed for atoms
by Dahlström et al. [9], extended to molecules by Bayku-
sheva and Wörner [10], and its application to systems
with coupled channels was further discussed [13, 28].

The two-photon ionization amplitude is calculated as
the dipole transition between the intermediate state and

a proper final stationary photoionization state Ψ
(−)
fk given

by the boundary condition [29]

Ψ
(−)
fk (r) →

∑
lm

ile−iσl(k)Y m∗
l (k̂)

∑
gλµ

F
(−)
flm,gλµ(r)Y

µ
λ (r̂)Φg ,

F
(−)
flm,gλµ(r) =

−i

r
√
2πk

(H+
l δflmgλµ −H−

l Sflm∗
gλµ ) . (10)

For pure one-electron Coulomb problem the S-matrix is
trivial, the formula applies to all distances, and it simpli-
fies to the regular Coulomb wave Fl(η, ρ) in each partial

wave channel:

Ψ
(−)
fk (r) =

∑
lm

ile−iσl(k)Y m∗
l (k̂)Y m

l (r̂)F
(−)
flm (r)Φf ,

F
(−)
flm (r) =

1

r

√
2

πk
Fl(−Z

k , kr) . (11)

The asymptotic approximation assumes validity of the
asymptotic forms of the wavefunctions Eq. (4) and (10)
throughout the whole radial range including the origin
and neglects the non-diagonal, S-matrix-dependent sec-
ond term in Eq. (10).
Another possibility, employed in this work, is to re-

place the asymptotic form of the final-state wavefunc-
tion Eq. (10) with an exact hydrogenic solution Eq. (11).
This will prove advantageous later, because the regular
Coulomb function from Eq. (11) has the correct angular-
momentum-dependent asymptotics rl+1 at r → 0 and
does not diverge as opposed to the usual choice Eq. (10).
Ultimately, the resulting two-photon amplitude is writ-

ten as [30]

T
(2)
fi (k) = −2πi⟨Ψ(−)

fk |VIR|Ψ(+)
i+Ω⟩

=
∑
lm

T
(2)
fi,lm(k)Y m

l (k̂) , (12)

where each partial wave channel contribution

T
(2)
fi,lm(k) ≈

∑
p

[T
(2)
fi,lmp,pws(k) + T

(2)
fi,lmp,ion(k)], (13)

arises in a free-free or ion-ion transition:

T
(2)
fi,lmp,pws(k) = −2πi⟨lm|ε̂IR · r̂|λpµp⟩δ

ιp
f

×A
(1)
κpλpkl

d
(1)
ιpλpµp,i

(κp) , (14)

T
(2)
fi,lmp,ion(k) = −2πi⟨Φf|ε̂IR ·Dion|Φιp⟩δ

λp

l δµp
m

×A
(0)
κpλpkl

d
(1)
ιpλpµp,i

(κp) . (15)

The continuum-continuum integral A
(s)
κλkl is

A
(s)
κλkl = − 2√

κk
iλ−leiσl−iσλ

×
∫ ∞

0

Fl(−Z
k , kr)r

sH+
λ (−Z

κ , κr)dr . (16)

While the partial-wave mixing angular integrals in
Eqs. (14) and (15) have always been an integral ingre-
dient of the asymptotic approximation and were dis-
cussed at length by Baykusheva and Wörner [10], the
radial integration in Eq. (16) has always been strongly
approximated. The integrand is usually simplified by ne-
glecting the first term of Fl = (H+

l − H−
l )/2i and re-

placing both remaining Coulomb-Hankel functions with
their long-range asymptotics (5). In other words, it cor-

responds to an approximation A
(s)
κλkl ≈ A

(s)
κk that cancels
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FIG. 3. (a) ’Universal’ dressing approach where the XUV and
dressing photons behave independently. Partial wave resolved
approach (this work) where (b) one and (c) two ω-photons
transitions are considered.

the sensitivity to the intermediate and final partial waves,
and leads to the expression

A
(s)
κλkl → A

(s)
κk = is

e−Zπ/2κ+Zπ/2k

√
κk(κ− k)s+1

Γ(s+ 1 + Zi
κ − Zi

k )

(κ− k)Zi/κ−Zi/k

× (2κ)Zi/κ

(2k)Zi/k

[
1 + δs1

Zi

2

(κ−2 + k−2)(κ− k)

1 + Zi/κ− Zi/k

]
, (17)

that can be possibly further refined by making other ad
hoc corrections (‘regularized’ variant).
In absence of ion-ion transitions the replacement of the

Coulomb-Hankel functions H± by exponentials removes
all partial-wave dependence from the infinite integral in
Eq. (16). This allows to treat the factor as a ‘universal’
correction independent of the specific system and partial
wave,

T
(2)
fi (k) ≈ −2πiA

(1)
κk d

(1)
fi (κk̂) , (18)

giving rise, ultimately, to the separability of the RA-
BITT delay into the universal direction-independent
continuum-continuum delay τcc and the one-photon
(Wigner-like) delay τ1,

τR(k) =
1

2ω
arg(T

(2)∗
fi,+ T

(2)
fi,−)

≈ 1

2ω

[
arg(A

(1)∗
κ+kA

(1)
κ−k) + arg(d

(1)∗
fi (k̂κ+)d

(1)
fi (k̂κ−))

]
τR(k) ≈ τcc(k) + τ1(k) . (19)

This decomposition in two independent steps is illus-
trated in Fig. 3(a) where the dressing pulse affects all
photoelectron partial waves equally.

D. Partial wave dependent IR contribution

The crucial point of our work is to include the coupling
of the photoelectron angular momentum to the dressing
field. We do this by evaluating the continuum-continuum
transition amplitude Eq. (16) exactly. Use of the exact
partial-wave specific correction factors Aκλkl introduces

a qualitative change: it generally prevents the factoriza-
tion of the amplitudes given by Eq. (18) and the separa-
bility of the delays given by Eq. (19). Only in simple sys-
tems, where there is only one relevant residual ion state
(f◦) and one intermediate partial wave (λ◦, µ◦), one can
still achieve some factorization, as then the summation
over the contributions of the intermediate partial waves
in Eq. (13) reduces to a single term and the ion-ion tran-
sition does not contribute,

T
◦(2)
f◦i

(k) = −2πi

[∑
lm

A
(1)
κλ◦kl

⟨lm|ε̂ · r̂|λ◦µ◦⟩Y m
l (k̂)

]
× d

(1)
f◦,λ◦µ◦,i

(κ) . (20)

This factorization leads to separation of the RABITT
delay to

τ◦R(k) ≈ τcc(k) + τ◦1 (k) . (21)

In contrast to the conventional situation in Eq. (19),
here the one-photon delay τ◦1 is angularly-independent
because the intermediate wavefunction consists of a sin-
gle partial wave only, but it becomes angularly-dependent
through the continuum-continuum delay τcc. In less triv-
ial systems the combination is more complex and be-
comes difficult to interpret as a whole. Instead, one has
to work with individual partial waves composing the total
ionization signal as given by Eqs. (13)–(15).
To sum up, the asymptotic approximation used to

analyze the RABITT experiments can be qualitatively
significantly improved by calculating the Aκλkl coeffi-
cients more accurately. This naturally leads to distinct
photoionization delays accumulated by individual par-
tial waves in the free-free transition. Consequently, such
approach allows improved interpretation of angular de-
pendence and angular averaging of RABITT oscillation,
where multiple non-equivalent partial waves mix and in-
teract. Also, neither use of ab initio time-dependent
method, nor of the second order perturbation theory are
needed to obtain the amplitudes: the only input data are
the one-photon ionization amplitudes.
While there is no closed-form expression for the value

of the integral in Eq. (16), its numerical evaluation can be
done at rather low computational cost. Additionally, it is
a universal coefficient that can be tabulated once and for
all and used for any target. In our implementation the
integration range is divided into two regions as follows:

• The region r < r1 before some asymptotic dis-
tance r1 is integrated using Levin quadrature [31],
which is well-suited for highly oscillatory functions
and has proved invaluable for the R-matrix multi-
photon method [13].

• The asymptotic region r1 < r < +∞ is treated by
regularization using a decreasing exponential, ex-
pansion of both Coulomb functions in asymptotic
series and by integrating their product term by
term using asymptotic integration by parts [15, 32].
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The parameter r1 is subject to convergence checking, but
we have found the value of r1 = 100 a.u. to give good
agreement with direct second-order perturbation theory
calculations demonstrated in Section III. Additionally,
the special case of the radial integral in Eq. (16) for the
ion-ion transitions, with q = 0 and l = λ, can be also cal-
culated analytically and expressed in a closed form [33]:

lim
c→0+

∫ ∞

0

Fl(−Z
k , kr)H

+
l (−Z

κ , κr)e
−crdr =

k

k2 − κ2

(
k

κ

)l

e−Zπ/2κ+Zπ/2k

∣∣∣∣Γ(l + 1− Zi/k)

Γ(l + 1− Zi/κ)

∣∣∣∣ . (22)

Here the imaginary component ofH+
l does not contribute

due to orthogonality of the regular Coulomb waves and
the only contribution comes from the real part of H+

l .
The formula has been obtained from the general one [33]
using the known limiting behaviour of Coulomb functions
at r → 0. Substituting this identity into Eq. (16) leads
to

A
(0)
κlkl =

2

k2 − κ2

kl+1/2eZπ/2kΓ(l + 1− Zi/k)

κl+1/2eZπ/2κΓ(l + 1− Zi/κ)
. (23)

Fig. 4 compares the calculated values of the coefficients

A
(1)
κλkl to the traditional ‘long-range’ asymptotic approxi-

mation A
(1)
κk for some angular momentum transitions. At

high energies the two approximations converge, but they
differ significantly at low photoelectron energies. The
evaluated Coulomb integrals for the plotted and many
other transitions are included in the Supplementary Ma-
terial.

E. Higher-order interference pathways

The intermediate state Ψ
(+)
i+Ω, that represents the state

of the system after absorption of an Ω-photon, can be
used to obtain further intermediate states corresponding
to additional ω-photon absorptions or emissions. For the
case with no ion-ion transitions, this has been proposed
by Bharti et al. [34]. Additional ω absorption can be in-
cluded in the time-independent description by means of
solution of the time-independent Schrödinger equation.
The first iteration, leading to intermediate state that in-
teracted once with Ω and once with ω is

(Ei +Ω+ ω −H)Ψ
(+)
i+Ω+ω = VIRΨ

(+)
i+ω . (24)

Within an approximation of uncoupled ionization chan-
nels, this equation can be solved by application of the
hydrogenic Coulomb-Green’s function for the photoelec-
tron,

G(+)(r, r′) = ⟨r| 1

Ek −H + i0
|r′⟩

=
1

rr′

∑
lm

g
(+)
l (r, r′)Ylm(r̂)Ylm(r̂′)∗ ,

−4

−2

0

2

4 Re 0→1
Re 1→2
Re 2→3

Im 0→1
Im 1→2
Im 2→3

−4

−2

0

2

4 Re 0→0
Re 1→1
Re 2→2

A κ
λk

l
(1

)    
(1

02  a
.u

.)

Im 0→0
Im 1→1
Im 2→2
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−2

0

2

4

2 8 14

Re 1→0
Re 2→1
Re 3→2

k2/2 (eV)

2 8 14 20

Im 1→0
Im 2→1
Im 3→2

k2/2 (eV)

FIG. 4. Values of A
(1)
κλkl for absorption of an 800 nm quan-

tum, compared to the ‘long-range’ variant of the traditional

asymptotic approximation (A
(1)
κk , solid black). Left and right

panels show the real and imaginary part, respectively, for se-
lected λ → l angular momentum transitions as labelled in the
key of the individual panels.

to all channels. The radial part of G is

g
(+)
l (r, r′) = −2

k
Fl(r<)H

+
l (r>) . (25)

The resulting second intermediate state for total energy
Etot = Ei +Ω+ ω = ef + k2/2 is

Ψ
(+)
i+Ω+ω(r) =

∫
G(+)(r, r′)VIR(r

′)Ψ
(+)
i+Ω(r

′)d3r′,

= −2

k

∑
lm

Ylm(r̂)Φf⟨lm|ε̂IR · r̂|λµ⟩a(1)fλµ,i

×
∫ ∞

0

Fl(r<)H
+
l (r>)r

′H+
λ (r′)dr′ . (26)

This can be inserted into the formula for the leading-
order perturbation theory transition amplitude,

T
(3)
fi (k) = 2πi⟨Ψ(−)

fk |VIR|Ψ(+)
i+Ω+ω⟩ , (27)

and simplified by keeping only such radial integrals
that contain Coulomb-Hankel functions of complemen-
tary signs. The resulting expression for the third-order
amplitude then features triangular radial integrals of the
kind∫ ∞

0

FL(r)rH
+
l (r)

∫ r

0

Fl(r
′)r′H+

λ (r′)dr′dr . (28)
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This method can be further generalized to even higher
orders shown in Fig. 1, and to ion-ion transitions by ac-
counting also for the ion-ion transition term Dion · ε̂ in
VIR that has been disregarded in Eq. (26) for simplicity.
Each additional absorption or emission of an ω-photon
thus adds another layer of nested integration. In [34]
these radial integrals were separated into individual fac-
tors, essentially by fixed identification of r and r′ with
r< and r>, respectively, in Eq. (25). This is motivated
by a similar factorization implicitly taking place in the
standard RABITT,∫ ∞

0

FL(r)rH
+
l (r)

∫ r

0

Fl(r
′)r′Pi(r

′)dr′dr

≈
∫ ∞

0

FL(r)rH
+
l (r)dr′︸ ︷︷ ︸

→A
(1)
κlkL

∫ ∞

0

Fl(r
′)r′Pi(r

′)dr′︸ ︷︷ ︸
→d

(1)
l,i

, (29)

where Pi(r) represents radial part of the initial (Dyson)
orbital. Due to the short range of Pi(r), the factorization
(29) is meaningful, because the extension of the integra-
tion domain contains effectively zeros. However, when
Eq. (28) is factorized in the same way, the integration
domain is doubled even though the integrand is non-zero
in the newly added integration space. This has to be
compensated by an appropriate combinatoric factor. For
an n-dimensional integral this factor is (n!)−1, giving

∞∫
0

f1

r1∫
0

f2· · ·
rn−1∫
0

fndr1 . . . drn ≈ 1

n!

n∏
j=1

∞∫
0

fjdrj . (30)

This factorial factor is missing in the derivation [34].
Consequently, even amplitudes for higher-order transi-

tions can be approximated in a factorized way. However,
every possible photoelectron angular momentum path-
way (e.g., λp → λ′

q → l in case of (Ω + 2ω) interac-
tions) now needs a different set of factors representing
the individual ω-photon absorptions. For pure free-free
transitions (in absence of ion-ion transitions) in (Ω+2ω)
process this gives the second intermediate state

Ψ
(+)
i+Ω+ω(r) ≈

1

r

∑
pq

a
(1)
ιpλpµp,i

⟨λ′
qµ

′
q|ε̂IR · r̂|λpµp⟩Y

µ′
q

λ′
q
(r̂)Φιp

×
(
− 2

κ′
q

)
H+

λ′
q
(r)

∫ r

0

Fλ′
q
(r′)r′H+

λp
(r′)dr′, (31)

and the leading-order perturbation amplitude

T
(3)
fi (k) ≈ 1

2!
2πi

∑
lmpq

A
(1)
κpλpκ′

qλ
′
q
A

(1)
κ′
qλ

′
qkl

× ⟨lm|ε̂IR · r̂|λ′
qµ

′
q⟩⟨λ′

qµ
′
q|ε̂IR · r̂|λpµp⟩

× d
(1)
fλpµp,i

(κp)Y
m
l (k̂) . (32)

The agreement between the asymptotic approxima-
tion and a full multi-photon calculation for higher or-
ders is compared in Fig. 5. The calculations use a non-
relativistic static exchange model of argon, where only

the magnetic sublevel m = 0 of the 3p shell is made
available for ionization. The polarization and emission
directions point along the z axis in this calculation. The
ab initio multi-photon ionization matrix elements used
were obtained from UKRmol+ [35]. The approximate
amplitudes agree very well with the multi-photon ones,
including the magnitude, pointing to the importance of
the permutation factor discussed above.
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FIG. 5. Multi-photon (Ω+nω) ionization amplitudes of argon
in static exchange model for emission along the polarization
axis of the 800 nm dressing field. Magnitudes (left panels)
and phases (right panels) are plotted for (from top to bottom)
n = 0, 1, 2, 3. Solid lines: Amplitudes from the leading-order
perturbation theory. Dashed lines: Partial-wave asymptotic
approximation using first-order amplitudes.

III. RESULTS

To illustrate the performance of the proposed method,
we present results using the two harmonics RABITT pro-
tocol that isolates the interferences and high orders are
observed up to 3ω dressing photons. The theoretical re-
sults are supported by measurements in argon with an-
gular resolution. Ionization time delays along the polar-
ization axis and angularly integrated RABITT delays are
shown in at low photoelectron energy where the asymp-
totic approximations is becoming crucial and also cal-
culated at larger photon energy. Additional results, in-
cluding angular distribution in argon, as well as delays
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for other atomic gases and in molecules demonstrating
utility of the partial wave asymptotic theory all the way
down to the boundary of the under-threshold RABITT
area [36] are provided in the Supplementary Material.

The calculation, performed with UKRmol+ [35] inD2h

point group as the largest available group, is based on a
static-exchange model with Hartree-Fock (HF) orbitals
of neutral argon obtained in Psi4 [37] from cc-pVDZ ba-
sis. It involves three symmetry components B3u, B2u and
B1u of the highly symmetric ground state of Ar+(3p−1)
and radial continuum basis set consisting of B-splines
spanning the radial range from the origin to the R-matrix
radius ra = 150 a0 (Bohr radii). The wavelength of
the dressing field is assumed λ = 800 nm. The two-
photon RABITT delay τR is calculated by the molecu-
lar multi-photon above-threshold ionization method [13].
The asymptotic approximation to the latter is obtained
from Eqs. (13) and (14), reusing the one-photon XUV-
only dipoles. The continuum-continuum delay τcc, where
used for reference, is evaluated from the ‘long-range’ an-
alytic expression [9]. The comparison with RMT [16] is
performed with the same HF model of the atom. The
calculation involved a combination of three fields with
cos2 envelopes: 16-cycle dressing field with central wave-
length 800 nm and peak intensity 1011 W/cm2, and the
harmonic pair (Ω13 and Ω15) each composed by 240-
cycle XUV fields with peak intensity 1010 W/cm2. Both
pulses have a duration of approximately 20 fs full width
at half maximum (FWHM). The wavefunction was time-
propagated for 60 fs in a simulation domain of radius
rmax ≈ 4600 a0. Fourier filtering is applied to the simu-
lated photoelectron spectra to extract the parameters of
Eq. (1).

Angularly resolved interference signal is the most sen-
sitive probe of the relative magnitudes and phases of in-
dividual contributing partial waves; it contains enough
information for reconstruction of phases of the individ-
ual partial waves in two-photon ionization [38]. Figure 6
compares the angularly resolved RABITT in SB, MB and
OSB1 for ioinization from the (complete) 3p-shell. The
oscillation amplitudes are given by B ∝ |T ∗

<T>|, and the
delay by τR = arg(T ∗

<T>)/2ω [25]. Our static exchange
model is compared with our measurements and also with
other results available in the literature [12, 19, 39] on the
SB14. It appears that the angularly resolved τR(ϑ) re-
mains close to zero up to ϑ ∼45◦ and rapidly decreases
to large negative values for angles closer to perpendicular
emission. The distributions of τR(ϑ) are not exactly the
same for the SB, MB and OSB1. The partial waves in-
volved in SBs and MBs do not have the same parities (see
Fig. 3) and cannot reproduce the exact same angular dis-
tribution (except if τR is isotropic). The OSBn involves
higher angular quantum numbers and concentrates the
oscillation along the polarization axis.

Figures 6(a,c,e) show that the angularly resolved os-
cillation amplitude B is almost the same for SB and MB
despite a different arrangement of dressing photons (see
Fig. 1(a,b)) and gets narrower with the number of dress-
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FIG. 6. Angularly resolved RABITT oscillation amplitude
B (a,c,e) and delay τR (b,d,f) in attoseconds extracted from
two-harmonic (Ω13 and Ω15) RABITT in argon 3p for the
channels SB14 (a,b), MB15 and OSB16 as a function of the
angle ϑ between the polarization and photoelectron emission
axis. Red solid curves mark the multiphoton results, dashed
black represents the partial-wave asymptotic approximation,
green with circles is our measurement, green shaded area its
experimental uncertainty at 1σ. The light dash-dot line marks
the calculation from [19]. Triangles [19], empty circles and di-
amonds [12] and squares [39] mark earlier measurements at
SB14. The oscillation amplitudes are normalized to one, ex-
cept for the black dashed curve in the right half of panels
a,c,e, where it is scaled by the same factor as the multiphoton
(solid) result. The delays are shifted to zero along the polar-
ization axis for better comparison.
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FIG. 7. Comparison of the ionization time delay determined from single XUV photon ionisation (solid line, τ1 + τLR
cc ), and the

predicted oscillation phase along the polarisation axis for the SB, MB and OSB (broken lines, τR) at a given final photoelectron
energy, all from time-independent lowest order perturbation theory. Connected circles (labeled ‘RMT (two-harmonic)‘) represent
delays extracted from six separate non-perturbative time-dependent simulations of ‘two-harmonic RABITT’, each giving rise
to a specific sideband (labelled atop) and to the surrounding bands. The two methods are in very close agreement. Empty
triangles show a time-dependent simulation with a full comb attosecond pulse train. Emission (a,c) along polarization axis and
(b,d) angularly-integrated. Panels (a) and (b) show a subsets of (c) and (d) with partial-wave asymptotic results included as
lines with squares and compared to experiment. The experimental points were uniformly shifted to match the calculation for
oriented emission at SB14.

ing photons involved, such as for OSB1. This can be un-
derstood using the asymptotic approximation, even when
the angular momentum dependence of the free-free tran-
sition coefficient is neglected. As there are no ion-ion
transitions in the static exchange model of argon, the
amplitude of a higher-order RABITT ionization for ori-
ented emission can be written as

T
(n+1)
fi (k) ∼ (ε̂IR · k̂)nA(1)

κn−1k
. . . A(1)

κκ1
d
(1)
fi (k̂κ) . (33)

This high-energy limit suggests that the RABITT signal

B(k) ∼ |T (p)∗
fi (k)T

(q)
fi (k)| , (34)

where p and q represent the number of involved pho-
ton in each path, acquires an additional emission-angle-

dependent factor cos2 ϑ = (ε̂IR · k̂)2 for each absorbed

ω-photon. This factor is responsible for making the dis-
tribution more peaked along the polarization axis. One
can ascribe this cosine factor to a simple geometrical ef-
fect of projection of the electric strength vector along
the photoelectron emission direction. In other words, the
leaving photoelectron is, asymptotically, affected only by
a parallel component of the dressing field.

As established by Bharti et al. [34], if the approxima-

tion given by Eq. (33) was accurate, the coefficients A
(1)
kk′

in each of the two RABITT ionization pathways would
combine to the universal continuum-continuum delays in
such a way that the measured RABITT delay would be
the same when extracted from any of the bands or side-
bands arising from the same pair of harmonics. The
only difference predicted by the standard asymptotic the-
ory would be an overall phase factor i−p+q arising from
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unbalanced number of i factors in the products of the

A
(1)
kk′ coefficients present in each pathway, see Eq. (17).

This factor is responsible for the π-shift of the other
bands with respect to the central sideband. However,
both the theory and the experiment confirm that dis-
tinct bands exhibit slightly different angular distribution
of the delays, particularly at low energies. This points to
insufficiency of the standard asymptotic approximation,
Eq. (33), and to a need for the more complete, partial-
wave-sensitive theory.

Fig. 7 presents simulated time delays along the polar-
ization axis (a and c) and integrated angularly (b and
d) on the low photon energy range of interest (a,b) and
over a wider energy range (c,d). The angularly integrated
case corresponds to the widest available RABITT mea-
surements performed with a simple electron spectrometer
such as magnetic bottle. The delays obtained from the
emission-integrated ionization signal is described as,

I(τ) ∼
∫

T
(p)∗
fi (k)T

(q)
fi (k)d2k̂

∼
∫

B(k)e2iωτR(k)d2k̂ . (35)

Along the polarization axis, Fig. 7(a), the predicted
τR is almost the same for the SB, MB and OSB specially
above 10 eV. In practice, it corresponds to a π-shift in
Eq. (1) as predicted under the soft photon approximation
(see Supplementary Material). The very good agreement
between predicted delays extracted from different orders
of RABITT is caused by the nearly identicalAκλkl factors
pertaining to different partial waves at energies greater
than 10 eV, together with absence of nodes in relevant
spherical harmonics for the axial emission. Consequently,
the multiphoton amplitude can be factorized and the RA-
BITT delay is then well-separable into the asymptotic
components according to Eq. (33).

However, the non-trivial angular dependence of B(ϑ)
and τR(ϑ), which is also different for the individual
higher-order RABITT pathways, is responsible for slight
differences in the integrated time delay extracted from
the individual bands, Fig. 7(b). Such differences fall in
the order of tens of attoseconds for argon in the range
under consideration.

In general, the delays extracted from the mainbands
are very similar to those obtained from the central side-
bands even in the emission-integrated case, but this is
not always the case with delays obtained from the outer
sideband. Such behaviour is easy to explain within the
standard asymptotic theory and it is the consequence of
the angular integrals appearing in construction of higher
orders. The phase ϕ2ω = 2ωτR of the emission-integrated
RABITT signal in the central sideband is

ϕSB
2ω ≈ arg

∑
l′m′lm

⟨l′m′|(ε̂IR · r̂)2|lm⟩d(1)∗fl′m′,i(κ+)d
(1)
flm,i(κ−)

+ argA
(1)∗
κ+kA

(1)
κ−k , (36)

while for the upper mainband (MB>) one gets

ϕMB>

2ω ≈ arg
∑

l′m′lm

⟨l′m′|(ε̂IR · r̂)2|lm⟩d(1)∗fl′m′,i(κ+)d
(1)
flm,i(κ−)

+ argA
(1)∗
κ+kA

(1)∗
kκ−

, (37)

which differs only in the continuum-continuum factors
and these are identical, up to a sign factor, due to
complex-conjugation properties of Eq. (17). In contrast,
the phase of emission-integrated OSB1 results in

ϕOSB1
2ω ≈ arg

∑
l′m′lm

⟨l′m′|(ε̂IR · r̂)4|lm⟩d(1)∗fl′m′,i(κ+)d
(1)
flm,i(κ−)

+ argA(1)∗
κ+κA

(1)∗
κκ−

A
(1)∗
κ−kA

(1)
κ−k , (38)

which, at the level of Eq. (17), yields the same
continuum-continuum phase (second term of Eq. (38)),
again, because the last two A-factors cancel in phase,
but the one-photon part (first term of Eq. (38)) is differ-
ent in Eqs. (36) or (37). In energy regions dominated by
a single partial wave (d-wave in the present case around
SB22) the partial wave mixing by the angular integral is
unimportant and the delays obtained from SB (Eq. (37))
and OSB1 (Eq. (38)) are in agreement.

Only for the case of the lowest sideband SB14 and for
both the axial case and the angle integrated case the
neighboring inner and outer sidebands do not reproduce
the delay given by the central sideband. This is caused by
the strong energy dependence of the free-free transitions
close to the threshold, while our asymptotic theory re-
produces this effect accurately. The excellent agreement
with our experiment confirms this effect.

IV. PRACTICAL IMPLEMENTATION

In practice, reconstruction of higher-order ionization
amplitudes (at the leading order of perturbation) follows
the scheme indicated in Fig. 3(c) and Eqs. (12)–(15).
Specifically, in absence of permanent dipole moments and
of near-resonant dipole transitions within the residual ion
the application of the partial-wave asymptotic approach
reduces to the following steps:

1. The partial-wave-resolved one-photon XUV ioniza-

tion amplitudes T̃
(1)
±,fi,lm := 2πid

(1)
flm,i(κ±) defined in

Eq. (3) are calculated for intermediate photoelec-
tron momenta κ±.

2. All partial-wave amplitudes are multiplied by the
angular coupling coefficient and by the continuum
integral coefficient describing the free-free transi-
tion,

T̃
(n+1)
±,fi,lm = −

∑
λµ

⟨lm|ε̂IR · r̂|λµ⟩A(1)
κ±λklT̃

(n)
±,fi,λµ , (39)

to produce amplitudes for the higher order at the
photoelectron momentum k = (κ2

± ± 2ω)1/2; cf.
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Eq. (C9) of [13]. For a given polarization ε̂IR the
angular integral in Eq. (39) can be expressed us-
ing Clebsch-Gordan coefficients. The radial inte-

gral A
(1)
κ±λkl is plotted in Fig. 4 and its precomputed

values for l ≤ 10 and k2/2 ≤ 150 eV are available
in the Supplementary Material. If needed, this step
is repeated for each additional absorbed IR photon
with a correspondingly increasing (or decreasing)
final photoelectron momentum.

3. The final multiphoton partial-wave amplitudes are
multiplied by the combinatoric factor,

T
(n)
±,fi,lm =

1

(n− 1)!
T̃

(n)
±,fi,lm , (40)

and used to evaluate the observables of interest, for
instance the higher-order emission-integrated RA-
BITT delay

τR =
1

2ω
arg

∑
lm

T
(p)∗
+,fi,lmT

(q)
−,fi,lm . (41)

If the residual ion has a permanent dipole or supports
dipole transitions, the second step needs to be supple-
mented with analogical contribution from the ion-ion
terms, Eqs. (15) and (23).

V. CONCLUSION

In this work, we provide a numerically cheap and ac-
curate solution to take into account the dressing photons
in a RABITT experiment. It builds on the well-accepted
asymptotic approximation theory, but represents the in-
teraction of the photoelectron with IR field separately
for each partial wave. This allows us to take into ac-
count the different ionization phase acquired by distinct
partial waves. Unequal phases from the IR absorption
then affect reconstruction of the angularly resolved RA-
BITT oscillation, where multiple partial waves interfere,
as well as orientation-unresolved measurements around
Cooper minima and similar interference structures. The
method can be applied to the emerging RABITT vari-
ants where the dressing field corresponds to the energy
difference between the harmonics [40, 41], the third [42]
or the fourth [20].

We implemented a two-harmonic RABITT to isolate
the interference pathways and observe the higher orders
free of overlap between the contributions. This allows the
disentaglement of various ionization pathways as well as
investigation of individual multi-photon interferences in
higher-order RABITT processes. The method is partic-
ularly promising for applications involving high density

of electronic states such as in molecules. We have shown
that even in the emission-integrated case the delays ob-
tained from MBs are very accurately in phase opposition
to the central SB. This is sometimes referred to as the
‘rule of thumb’ [18]. The OSBs are similar in this re-
gard, but they are affected slightly differently by the inte-
gration over emission directions if multiple partial waves
contribute comparably, which may affect the extracted
delays close to Cooper minima and similar interference
structures.
We have shown that the method gives valid results in

argon even at very low energies, suggesting that it is par-
ticularly the effect of the angular momentum barrier that
is the most lacking in the traditional asymptotic formal-
ism of laser-assisted ionization. We also discussed the
higher-order RABITT schemes, where a similar partial-
wave asymptotic factorization can be performed for the
higher-order photoionization amplitudes. This also gives,
asymptotically, results that match the full leading-order
perturbation theory amplitudes, but at low energies the
accuracy of the approximate treatment is reduced. Our
method is straightforward and provides similar results
compared to time-dependent simulations and the time-
independent leading-order perturbation method.
Finally, the method is compatible with any computa-

tional approach that provides one-photon ionization am-
plitudes in the partial-wave decomposition. The method
is very accurate for settings where electron correlation
in the continuum is negligible. When it is not, the pho-
toelectron in the vicinity of the molecule exchanges en-
ergy with multiple ionic states and does not have a well-
defined energy. Consequently, approximating the short-
range part of the photoelectron wavefunction with a pure
Coulomb wave in Eq. (16) is no longer justified. Such a
situation may arise for example in case of the strongly
dipole-coupled B and C states of CO+

2 [13] and in the
core-excited shape resonance in C state which couples to
hundreds of ionic states [43, 44].
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