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Free-Electron Bound-Electron Resonant Interaction (FEBERI) is the resonant inelastic interaction of
periodically density-bunched free electrons with a quantum two level system. We present a
comprehensive relativistic quantum mechanical theory for this interaction in a model in which the
electrons are represented as quantum electron wavepackets (QEW). The analysis reveals the wave-
particle duality nature of the QEW, delineating the point-particle-like and wave-like interaction
regimes, and manifesting the physical reality of the wavefunction dimensions and its density
modulation characteristics in interaction with matter. The analysis comprehends the case of laser-
beam-modulated multiple QEWSs that are modulation-phase correlated. Based on the Born
interpretation of the electron wavefunction we predict quantum transitions enhancement proportional
to the number of electrons squared, analogous to superradiance.

We present here a comprehensive quantum model for the recently proposed new concept of Free-
Electron-Bound-Electron Resonant Interaction (FEBERI) [1]. It has been asserted that in this process,
pre-shaping of the quantum electron wavefunction of a free electron interacting with a bound electron,
affects the probability of transition between the bound electron quantum levels, manifesting the reality
of the Quantum Electron Wavepacket (QEW) in electron-matter interaction. In particular, a
probability-density modulated QEW interacts resonantly with a Two-Level System (TLS) when its
optical frequency modulation matches the TLS quantum energy level transitions:

nha, =E,, €Y)

where wy, is the periodic temporal modulation frequency of the QEW density distribution as seen by a
stationary observer, equal to the laser beam frequency that modulates it. nw,, is an harmonic frequency
of the QEW periodic bunching and E,; = E, — E; is the quantum energy gap of the TLS. This
assertion has raised a debate [53, 54], but also a stream of numerous recently published papers relating
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to different aspects of this effect and its potential applications in electron microscopy, and in
diagnostics and coherent control of g-bits and quantum emitters that are based on TLS [55-59].

Optical frequency modulation of single quantum electron wavepackets is a direct outcome of the
process of Photon-Induced Near-Field Electron Microscopy (PINEM) [2- 12]. In this process, the
energy spectrum of single Quantum Electron Wavepackets (QEW) is modulated at optical frequencies
by interaction with a laser beam of frequency wy,, exhibiting discrete energy sidebands AE, = nhaw,,.
The interaction is made possible by a multiphoton emission/absorption process in the near field of a
nanostructure [8, 10], a foil [9,7] or a laser-beat (pondermotive potential) [11, 12]. It was also shown
[8,9] that due to the nonlinear energy dispersion of electrons in free space drift, the discrete energy
modulation of the QEW is converted into tight periodic density modulation (bunching) at atto-second
short levels, corresponding to high spectral harmonics contents w, = nw,, in the expectation value of
the QEW density:.

n(nY)=((rf) @)

The interpretation of the quantum electron wavefunction (QEW) has been a matter of debate since the
inception of quantum theory [13, 14]. The accepted Born interpretation of the quantum electron
wavefunction is that the expectation value (2) represents the probability density of finding the electron
at point r at time t. The semiclassical interpretation of —e(|W(r,t)|?) as charge density may have
limited validity in situations where it is possible to take an ensemble average over multiple electrons
[15]. The reality of the QEW and the measurability of its dimensions, and the transition from the
quantum wavefunction presentation to the classical point-particle theory (the wave-particle duality)
were considered recently in the context of radiative interaction of single electron QEWSs with light near
polarizable structures, such as in Smith-Purcell radiation [16-18, 46]. Semiclassical analysis of such
stimulated interaction (under external radiation field) reveals the transition from the quantum electron
wavefunction interaction regime that is characterized by the multi-sidebands (AE, = nhw,) electron
energy spectrum of PINEM [2-12] to the classical point-particle-like acceleration\deceleration regime.
This transition takes place when

I'=wo, =2n0,,/P,h <1, (3)

where 3, = v,/c is the centroid velocity of the QEW [16, 45]. Namely, the transition takes place when
the wavepacket duration o or its length o, are short relative to the optical radiation period 2mt/w or
wavelength A respectively. This result, indicating the reality and measurability of the QEW dimensions
in interaction with light, has been confirmed also by a QED theory analysis [19].

Furthermore, both semiclassical and QED model analyses [18,19] suggest that stimulated interaction
of radiation with modulated QEWSs are sensitive also to modulation features of the QEW. So, the
density bunching of the QEW after a PINEM interaction and a subsequent free drift step, is measurable
by interaction with a second synchronous laser beam. The physical reality of the periodic sculpting of
the QEW in the time and space (propagation coordinate — z) dimensions, has been demonstrated
recently experimentally by interaction with a second laser beam, phase-locked to the bunching
frequency wy, or its harmonic [9,10,20,21].

The physical reality of the wavepacket dimensions and its modulation features in the case of
spontaneous radiative interaction in different schemes of QEW interactions with radiation is still being
studied, and is a subject of controversies [22-24]. QED analyses of spontaneous Smith-Purcell
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radiative emission by a single QEW disaffirms dependence on the transverse dimensions of the QEW
[24] and on its longitudinal dimension and modulation features [19]. However, the case may be
different when multiple electrons are considered. In the classical point-particle regime, a multiple
particles beam exhibits an effect of spontaneous superradiance (in the sense of Dicke [25]) when
bunched within less than an optical wavelength [26]. Namely, they emit coherent radiation
proportional to the square of the number of particles - N2. One would expect that a bunch of identical
QEWs that satisfy condition (3) would likewise exhibit similar N2 scaling [18], and that it would turn
into the N scaling dependence of “shot-noise radiation” when the condition is not satisfied. This
establishes a dependence of the coherent superradiance emission on the QEWSs dimension in the case
of multiple QEWSs. Furthermore, as reviewed in [27], periodically bunched point-particle electron
beams emit superradiantly at the frequency and harmonics of their density modulation frequency with
the same quadratic scaling. Based on the Born probability interpretation, one would expect that similar
NZ scaling of superradiant emission will take place also with a multi-QEWSs beam when the density
expectation value of their individual wavefunctions is modulated at optical frequency, under the
condition that their modulation phases are correlated. Such a correlated QEWSs beam can be generated
in the PINEM interaction process if all QEWSs are exposed at the PINEM interaction point to the near
field of the same coherent laser beam as in [8]. In this case of multiple particles, a semiclassical model
is valid [18] and predicts the same quadratic scaling of superradiant emission by bunched QEWs.

In the FEBERI concept of Ref. 1 the idea of the reality of the QEW modulation features is implemented
in the case of interaction with matter. Ref. 1 used a simple semiclassical model in order to bring to
light the feasibility of the FEBERI effect. In this model the modulated QEW probability density is
taken to represent periodic space-charge distribution of the QEW. Such a semiclassical model is
questionable in the case of single electrons, but is expected to have partial validity in appropriate limits
of multiple correlated QEWS. Nevertheless, a more complete quantum mechanical theory analysis is
called for, in order to affirm the feasibility of the effect and the limits of its validity. Furthermore, the
interaction with multiple QEWs involves their entanglement with the bound electron (TLS) states and
their entanglement with each other. In a future publication we expect to refer to this additional
interesting feature of the multi-particle FEBER interaction. In the present publication we limit our
scope to formulation of the FEBERI problem in terms of a complete quantum mechanical theory model,
and to identifying the operating regimes where the semiclassical model [1] is valid.

1. Quantum Formulation of FEBERI

[r — (o + 1)

Fig. 1. A Two-Level System (TLS) quantum interaction model of a Quantum Electron Wavepacket interaction
with a bound electron.



Our comprehensive quantum mechanical theory model is based on the setup shown in Fig. 1, showing
a thin free electron QEW propagating in proximity to a TLS that is modeled as a Hydrogen-like atom.
For simplicity we assume that the interaction of the free and bound electrons is only through Coulomb
interaction. We start with a Schrodinger equation for the combined wavefunction of the free and bound
electrons:

ihwz(HﬁHl)‘P(r,r:t) @

Ho =H0F+HOB (5)

where Hyg, Hyp are the Hamiltonians of the free and bound electrons respectively, and H;j is the
interaction Hamiltonian. In order to apply the analysis also to relativistic electrons, we use the
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“relativistic” Schrodinger equation Hamiltonian for a free electron of energy &0 =Yome and
momentum po = ¥omvp:
i 1 . 2
Hor (1) =8 + Vo - (—iAV —pg )+ —5—(—1nV —p, ) (6)
2y,m

This Hamiltonian was derived in Ref. [28] and the Supplementary of [16] by a second order iterative
approximation of Klein-Gordon equation, and therefore does not include spin effects. It has been
derived recently also directly from the Dirac equation [29] without the quadratic term that is needed
here to account for electron wavepacket chirp and size expansion in free drift. It corresponds to second
order expansion of the relativistic energy dispersion of a free electron:

1
Ep=80+vo-(p—po)+m(p—po)z (7)

The eigenfunction solutions of the bound electron Hamiltonian H,z are modelled as the solutions of a
two-level system (TLS):

HOB\PJ' (rl’t) = Ej\PJ’ (I",t) (J :1’2)

(8)
V) W\ 5-iEjt/B
¥, (0= 0,(r)e -
2
Ye(rit)=> C¥,(rt) (10)
j=1
The wavefunction solution of the free electron in zero order is taken to be a wavepacket:
dp B/ iz
for a Gaussian wavepacket [16]:
C(po) (to) — 1 e_(p_po)2/45p2(t0)ei(PoLD_EotD)/h (12)
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and in space coordinates:

[ 2
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These equations for a freely drifting QEW, were derived in [16] for the Hamiltonian (6) that includes
wavepacket chirp and expansion effects due to the dispersive second order term in (6). For simplicity
we assume here that the QEW reaches the interaction point z=0 at time t, at its longitudinal waist, so
that the complex parameters reduce at this point to be real: G,(t) = 0,9, 5, = 0y and sigma,, =
h/20p.

For a modulated wavepacket, with the same assumption [18]:

CE)O) = (272'0';0 )_1/4 i Jn (2|g|)exp(——(pi"°€n§:‘sp)2 )ei”%ei(ppo)ztD/zm*f’ei(poLDEotD)/T’ (14)
eIt 2=V, (t—t,)—nSpt/27°m) | i favinop/2m)
\p(F")(z,t):e—Zl/4 3,(2|g])exp v, °4 - ) e[ 3 sy
(27[020) n=—oo o
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where 8p = hwy /.

In a simplified model, the spin is neglected, and we assume that the free and bound electrons do not
overlap spatially. Therefore, there are no exchange energy or spin—orbit interaction effects, and we can
avoid the intricate second quantization of many body interaction theory [30]. We assume that the only
interaction is Coulomb interaction, and in the near field, neglecting retardation [36] and with gauge
A = 0, the interaction Hamiltonian is

2

' e Y
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e? 1 r'-(e,yz—e.r)
H (1) = 17
I(r r ) 4Ame, [(YZZZ + rJ2_0)1/2 + (YZZZ n FJ2_0)3/2 ( )

Here we used Feynman’s expression for the Coulomb potential [31] in order to keep the analysis valid
in the relativistic regime. A more accurate form would be to use the Darwin potential for relativistic
Coulomb interaction between moving charged particle [33,34]. We believe, however that for the
parameters of the cases delineated here, the corrections due to this model are negligible.

In the interaction process, the expansion coefficients of the QEW cl(jo) (12) or (14) are entangled with
the coefficients of the bound electron C; (10) and the combined wavefunction is:

2 _ _ .
w(rrt)= Zjdpci,p (t)o; (r')e_'Ejt/he_'E”t/he'pz/h
o (18)

and after substitution in (4):
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2 _ _ |
= (HOB + HOF + HI )ZJ‘dei‘p (t) . (Pj (r -) . eflEjt/heAEpt/helpz/h
v (19)

After cancelling out the no-interaction terms, we are left with:

iEjt  i(Ept—pz) iEjt  i(Ept—pz)

- 2
ih;Lde'j,p(t)(Pj(r')e F e I = Hy(r ) ZLde]p(t)(p](r)e 1 o

We multiply by ¢ (r") and integrate over space. Using the ortho-normality relation

J.(P. )‘\DJ d3 =5
ihjdp(':i'p (t)eEhg ot gine/h
i . . _ (21)
e’iEit/”jdpci'p (t)(i H, (r, r')‘i>e"E“t/"e‘pZ’” jte"E"t/’b’.[dpcj#i'p (t)<i H, (r, r')‘j>e_'E"t/r’e‘pz’”
where
M, (r) = < H,(r,r') > _[d"’r @ ( (r.r))e,(r) (22)
For simplicity we redefine the self-interaction terms, so that (i|H;(r, r")|i), then:
in[dpc, , (t)e ""e™ e =e™V" [dpcy,, , (1) M, ;(r)e™"e™” (23)
p

This is an integro-differential equation that needs to be solved as a function of time for the initial
condition ¢; ,(t5) = €\ (t5)cy”

If Ir'| <|r—r'| = (r?, +vy?2z%)'/? then the integration over r’ can be carried out
independently of r:

LO’ J.(P| r r (pj( I)dSrl (24)
For the interaction (17):

M. = e’ ;- (e;yz—eryg)
Y 4mey  (y2z2 +12,)3/2

(25)
where
-er,, = —e_[ o, (r)r'e, (r1)d’r (26)

is the dipole transition matrix element p, ; = —er, ;.



2. Projection to Momentum space
We project the integro-differential equation (23) onto momentum space by multiplying with el?'%/%
and integrating over z. With [ dz e!(P"=P)%/% = 2a8(p’ — p), we get:

2nih2j'dpci'p(tﬁ—iEpt/FIS(p._p)=e7i(Ej*Ei)t/hJ'dej'p(t) J~ dZMi]j(r)ei(p—p')ze—iEpt/h 27)
p p —0
A 1 \/ ' —i(Ep—Ep—Ejt/n
Ci,p'(t): i’ jdpMi,j(p _p)ijp (t)e (EpEp =& i1 (28)
where
Eij=E-E (29)
I\N/Ii'j (p-_ p) _ J‘ dZMi‘j (r)ei(p—P')Z/h (30)

In Append A we present the explicit expressions of 1\711,]- (p) for the dipole matrix elements (25) of the

longitudinally and transversely aligned dipoles. This function is related to the momentum state matrix
element of the interaction Hamiltonian (25) by:

M, ;(p'=p)=2n7(p'|M,,(r)|p) = 2nA(p"i|H,(r.r)|p, )

The differential equation (28) describes the dynamic evolution of the entangled free electron and bound
electron in momentum space. Before the start interaction time t, the free and bound electrons are not
entangled:

¢ (1)=C (8 )’ (1)

Equation (28) can be solved by an iterative process, in which we assume to first order that the free and
bound electrons are disentangled and not evolving in time during an effective interaction time t;,;:

c;p (1) = C(t5)cy” (32)

Substituting this time-independent amplitude in the RHS of (28), it is possible to integrate over time,
and get a factor:

ty -
¢ (e, -Ey B un —i(E,-EE o (T —Tg) L

jdte ( Jn gl ) %smc[(Ep—Ep.—Ei’j)(to—to)/Zh}z

o (33)

~i(Ey-Ep B, to/n 20
o (E,—Ep—Ei 1 /hTtSInC[(Ep_Ep'_Ei,j)t' /h] - ZRhS(Ep—Ep.—E”)

int

where the last limit is taken for an infinite interaction time. This dictates a conservation of energy
transfer condition:

E,-E, =—E, (34)



This condition, used in the dispersion relation (7) determines the recoil momentum of the QEW during
the interaction:

Prec = pl_ p= _Ei,j /VO (35)

The momentum recoil p. is defined here so that if the transition is from the lower level j = 1 to the
upper level i = 2, the momentum recoil is negative, and vice versa. Here we used only the first order
expansion of the dispersion equation (7) (the dispersive second order term would introduce a small
interaction quantum recoil correction, differentiating up and down transitions [16,28] that can be
neglected in the present context). Thus integration of (28) using (31),(32) results in:

Cop () =COt))c® +Ac, (36)

1 -
AC. . = M. “>t c© 37
i,p ihVO |,J(prec) ( ) P"—Prec ( )

Neglecting dynamics of the TLS during the interaction, the transition probability is:

_Hcl p' i,p' )‘ dp -
(38)
NW+AM”+AM”
where
0 -Jc, f [0 o -, 0
(39)
is the initial occupation probability of level i, and the incremental probabilities are:
Ae®::2Re{cﬁﬁ(%)j(ﬂrcﬁﬁ(%)qu} (40)
AR® = [ dp'lac, | (41)
2
Substituting (37) in (41), and integrating over momentum, using [ dp cl(f’_)prec = 1, one obtains:
2 2
AP(Z) t+ J‘dp (Op) hz 2‘ i,j(prec) ‘CEO) (to)‘ (42)

In the case of excitation of a TLS from ground level: Cgo)(to‘) =0, Cio)(tg) = 1, the excitation
probability of the TLS is given by:

2

Py (1) = 4P = [ =W, (p.) (43)
70




Evidently the excitation probability in this case is independent of the QEW shape or dimensions.
However, considering the case where the TLS is in a superposition state at the interaction time, the
first order incremental probability term (40) may be dominant. Substituting (37) in (40) and integrating
over momentum results in:

2 » ~ .
APi(l) = fl—VO Re[Ci(O) (to)cj(O) (Mij (prec)/l)l(prec)] (44)

I(p) = [ ¢}, dp (45)
This integral is evaluated in Append. B for a Gaussian distribution of the QEW:

1 2
() = 2" 7 g (46)
Substituting prec = hw; /v, 0,9 = /20,0, 09 = 0,0/, ONE gets:

2 . ot /1 e
mwﬁvmﬁﬁmmWMe“MA%wﬂwﬁ
’ (47)

2 |~ ) o
=h_\’o‘lvli’j(prec) c (to)CfO)(to)‘e C2sing

where we substituted Ci(o)*(to)(,’j(o)(to) = |Ci(°)*(t0)Cj(°) (t0)| e'? in terms of the dipole moment
excitation amplitude and phase of the state in the TLS Bloch sphere presentation, defined { = w; jt, —
@ the phase of the QEW arrival time relative to the TLS dipole moment excitation phase, and

ho,,

c
r=Pe M2 _ ®,,0,4 = 2n—22
2c5p0 ZVGpO By,

(48)

This means that the incremental probability is dependent on the wavepacket dimensions if the phase
of the superposition state of the TLS is pre-determined, and it vanishes for a long wavepacket.
Instructively, Eqg. 47 and the decay constant (48) are analogous to the decay of QEW acceleration in
the quantum limit, and the transition from classical point-particle to quantum regime PINEM
interaction in stimulated radiative interaction of a finite size QEW (3) [16].

We note that the assumption that c;, () is disentangled and constant during the interaction time t;,
as assumed in Eq. 32, may have partial validity, and the transition of the sinc function to delta function
in (33) is questionable when the interaction time t;, is short:

E,.t, <7l2 (49)
Or, with the assumption that t;,; is the longer of the interaction transit time t. = r, /yv, and the
wavepacket duration oy = 0,4/v:
1

h
Ot < tljg <= = 50
r Oet int E,i @y, (50)



Note that the limit o < 1/w,4 is exactly the near-point-particle limit (3), discussed in the
introduction. Also, instructively, when w, ;0,; < 1/2, then o¢, > E3 1 /v, Nnamely, the momentum
spread is larger than the recoil (35).

In the next section we present an alternative approximate solution of the Schrodinger equation that
contrary to the approximation of stationary TLS in (32), takes into consideration the dynamics of the
TLS transition, and may better describe the short interaction regime (50).

3. Probabilistic Model for FEBERI Interaction

The zero order iteration of the momentum projection equation (28) with the substitution of (32) helps
to describe the modification of the QEW distribution due to the FEBERI interaction, and infers to the
dynamics of the TLS only through the final conservation of energy condition. In the near-point-particle
QEW limits (50) this approximation does not describe the TLS dynamics. Rather than continuing this
iterative approach in the momentum space, and solving (28) without taking the delta function limit in
(33), we present in this section an alternative approach, going back to the source equation (23) and
solving it directly, with a similar first order iteration approximation, by substituting on the RHS of
(23):

¢ (1) = CO(t)cy (51)

which is the same as in the previous assumption (32), but here allowing development in time of the
TLS and neglect the recoil dynamics of the QEW. After multiplying (23) by the complex conjugate of

the free electron wavefunction (11) and integrating over space: [ d3r z/)(o)*(r, t) , one obtains:

J.dp IC (0)* i(E,—E, )t/hJ'dZel(p Pz _ (0) (t)el(E -E; )t/hJ'derI J(r)‘w‘o)(r,t)‘z (52)

With [ dz el(p’-p)z/h = 2mhé(p’ — p):
2rin[dp'e, , (t)c® = CO )" " [drM, () [y (r.t)| (53)

This presentation is reminiscent of point-particle interaction with the Born quantum wavefunction

2
probability |1PI§°) (r, t)| of electron arrival time t at z=0.

2
It should be stressed that |‘P§°) (r, t)| is not well determined for a single electron. We assume that it

2
is possible to solve (53) with substitution of its expectation value - (|lP}§°)(r, t)| ), and the solution
will then represent the result of interaction with an ensemble of identical QEWs.

The probability distribution of a single electron QEW of narrow width is:
<“P(F°)(r,t)‘2> = 5(r, ) (- Vo(t—t,)) = (1, ) (t—to —2/ Vo) /v, (54)

where f,, is normalized over time. Then:
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in[dp'c,,, (1) =C (t)e™ ' (t—t,) (55)
p

f(t—to):ij.dzMij(z)fet(t—to—z/v) (56)
Vo '
where M;;(z) is given in (25).

With approximation (51), neglecting now the dynamics of the QEW around the interaction time b :
we can turn (55) into coupled differential equations for the TLS (i,j = 1,2):

1

(1) :Ecj (t)e ™ 'f (t—t,) (57)
and after integration,
1% o
C.(t;)=C, (tg)+ajdtcj (t)e ™ 'f (t—t,)- (58)
;

The weighed interaction probability f(t — t,) (56) depends on the z dependence of both the interaction
Hamiltonian (25) and the quantum probability (2), which for a Gaussian or modulated Gaussian QEW,
can be calculated from the wavepacket functions (13) or (15).

For a single Gaussian wavepacket (13) at its longitudinal waist (G,(t) = 0,9 = Vy0e¢):

2
1 —(t-tg-z/v) /2cs§t

€
V2re,

Normalizing time to the transit time parameter t = t/t,, and defining t' = z/v,t,, the weighed
interaction probability function (56) can be recast into a convolution relation with the ratio 6o, =
o.¢/t, between the wavepacket duration and the transit time as a parameter:

fo(t—t,—z/v)= (59)

o) B EI 1 o N2 o
fit — to) = K, f dt’ — o~ (t=foT') /20, (60)
—o (EIZ + 1)3/2 V21O,
® 1 1 5 _wN\2 522
fult—to) = Klf dt’ — ¢~ (E-t0-t")"/20¢,; (61)
— (Erz + 1)3/2 V2O,
e? e? r;;- éz
Ki=—————— 1, 8, = —— -2 62
'™ 4me, (voyt,)? Tij €z 4rey 1 (62)
e? e r;;-e
é S (63)

| =T &, =
dmeg(voyty,)? M T Amey TR

Substituted in (58), this already indicates dependence of the transition probability amplitude on the
QEW dimension.
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Fig. 2. The weighed interaction probability f(t, t,) for M; ;,(z) and M, ;, (z).

Now we proceed in calculating the TLS transition amplitude (58) for the case of small change in the
TLS probability amplitude during the interaction:

Cj(t):Cj(to) (64)

Ci(t5)=C(t;)+AC, (65)

AC, =lc.(t )Te_i“’”tf(t—t )dt (66)
i |h jL o : 0 -

0

Replacing the interaction over the interaction time with a Fourier transform:
Flo)=8{f(t—t,)} = [ e'f(t-t,)dt, (67)

1
AC, :Ecj(to)F(—mM) (68)

where f(t — t,) is the combined probability function (56). We evaluate (66) by substitution of (56) in
(67) and changing the integrations order:
1 R —ia; T
F(—a)i'j) = ;_J;dte "t_jdeMi,,- (2)f, (t—t,—2z/V)
=L [dze™ M, (2)F, (~o,) (69)
y i,j et i

_Lgmi, (‘”_j (o)

For a Gaussian QEW:
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f=— " g (70)

Floy,) =€ (71)
1 i jto n° (Di,' _miz,jcgl
s e (]
Similarly to (38):
P (1) =[c. () + AC[ =P +AR" + AR? (73)
PO - ‘C.(O) (to’)z (74)
AR =2Re| C™" (t;)AC, | (75)
AP®@ =|AC,[* (76)
For finite size QEW:
2
APO () = [C,(t,)M,,| =2 || &
i RevE ! "y,
L (77)
~ 2 2
P, (ta )= AP (t) = —— M, (P, )| €
h°vy

Where the second equation corresponds to TLS excitation from ground state: i = 2,j = 1,C;(t5) = 1.

In the case of TLS excitation from a superposition state, the first order transition term (75) is:

APY (t;) = h—\zlo Re{cf”* (t,)C9 (t,)e ™M, [t—;j/ i}efz/2
(78)

= 2, (P ) [C ()t e sine
hv, :

These expressions are consistent with Egs. 42, 43, 47 in the limit of short interaction time (50), and
manifest the wavepacket size dependence of the transition probabilities through the parameter I'(48)
in the near-point-particle parameters regime. The probabilistic model approximation is presumed to
apply in the short QEW regime (50), and therefore (77) is not inconsistent with (42), (43) that indicate
a wavepacket-independent finite contribution of the second order term. On the other hand, both (78)
and (47) remarkably predict the same wavepacket-dependent decay and same relative wavepacket

arrival time phase-match dependence of the incremental transition probability APi(l) for a
superposition state. The dependence of (78) on the resonant phase-match timing of the short interaction
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impulse due to the QEW arrival relative to the dipole oscillation phase, is indicative of a possible
coherent interaction enhancement by multiple electrons with correlated arrival timing.

4. Numerical solution and verification of analytical approximations for a single QEW
interaction.
In order to check the validity of the analytical approximations, we have developed two kinds of
numerical computation codes for solving the FEBERI problem of interaction between a single finite
size QEW and a TLS at any initial state. Extension to computation of FEBERI with modulated QEWSs
and with multiple correlated QEWSs will be reported elsewhere. The numerical computation methods
are described in Appendix E.

The computation examples of the FEBERI effect were performed for a model of a Gaussian QEW,
and were studied as a function of its size o, in order to examine the claimed dependence of the
interaction on the wavepacket shape, and delineate the transition from the quantum-wave-like limit
(0et > Tp1 = 2m/w,4) to the point-particle —like limit (oey < Tp1 = 2m/w,4) of the QEW. In order
to focus on this parameter scaling, the computation parameters in the examples shown here, are all for
a fixed tr and o, > ¢, . In all the current examples the dipole polarization was taken to be transverse
(A4, A6). The parameters used in the examples are typical to electron microscope PINEM-kind
experiments [8]:

Table 1: Computation parameters

Beam Energy &, =200keV (y=1.4)

Free electron impact parameter B B _
(transit time) r=24nm (t =r /cpy=6atsS)

TLS energy gap (transition E,, =2¢eV (o, —3%10% rad /S)
frequency) : ’

Dipole moment ;; =5Debye

Figure 3 displays the time dependence of the transition probability of a TLS, starting from ground state,
and the corresponding energy decrement of the free electron, demonstrating maintenance of energy
conservation Eg(t) — Eg;, + hw,, P, = 0 throughout the process. The interaction time depends on
the QEW size o, but the final result of upper level occupation probability after interaction is found
to be independent of o,.. This is in good match with the analytical result (43) marked of by a dot in
the figure, and also consistent with (77) within its validity range I' < 1. Simulations showed that the
post interaction transition probability to the upper level from ground state stays constant also in the
range I' > 1 where the approximation (43) holds and the approximation leading to the decay prediction
of (77) does not. Indeed, this result seems to be agreeable also with the philosophical point of view of
Born’s probability interpretation of the electron wavefunction: the probability of a point-particle
arrival to the TLS location is spread over a longer time when o, is large, but it always happens at
some time during the passage of the QEW, and exhibits the same inelastic scattering.

Figure 4 displays the time dependence of the transition probability of a TLS, starting from a

superposition state (|1) + i|2))/v2 for different values of o.. In this case, contrary to excitation
from ground level, the incremental probability for transition to the upper level depends on the
wavepacket size, and decreases for longer QEW. Instructively the sum of the curves show that the

14



conservation of energy relation of the free electron and the bound electron is not kept during the
interaction: Ep(t) — Egi, + w4, P, # 0. This can be explained by the permission of energy
uncertainty at the short interaction time regime (49). The energy difference is the temporary interaction
energy. The energy conservation relation is fully kept after the interaction.

The strong wavepacket-size dependent exponential decay exp(—I'?/2) predicted by both analytical
approximate expressions (43) and (78) is clearly demonstrated in Fig 5 for a general superposition
starting state on the equatorial of the Bloch (Poincare) sphere(|1) + e?|2))/v/2. The dependence on
the incidence matching phase { = @ — w,;t, and on the QEW size o, is in full conformation with
the analytical approximate expressions (43), (78). Note the big (three orders of magnitude)
enhancement of the maximum incremental transition probability in the limit of short QEW. This is

well explained by comparison of APZ(” (Egs. 44 or 78) and APZ(Z) (Egs. 42 or 77), that results in:

2107 - . s [

3 B +P2- Uf:f/Tm =01 _2
'A'PZ-, G'Ef/Tm =02 .
~=-Py, 0a/To1 = 0.3 %

Qz"\] 27 ', ——AEp, 0,4/Tn = 0.1 _4\:
' 2-AEp, 0,/Ty = 0.2 €2
\\.\ -O-AEF! UUL/TZI =03 q
1 * ® P, analytical -6
0 -8
-2 -1 0 1 2
t/ 1o
Fig. 3. Time dependence of TLS transition probability from ground state.
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0.5005 e ————eetliin | OO ORRIR 00
0.5004 -2
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- Py, ou /Ty =03 Py E’,
i ——AFEp, oqf1n = 0.1 LY N
0.5002 - —=-AFEp, 0,4/Ty =02 9h:‘ - [
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4
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Qo‘. q«h hl -10
0.4999 ‘ . |
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Fig. 4. Time dependence of TLS incremental transition probability starting from superposition state
(11) + e*]2))/v/2 with the incidence relative phase ¢ = w,1t, — @ = m/2.
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In either case, the total transition increment is always: AP, = APZ(D + APZ(Z), namely, the incremental

transition probability shown in Fig. 5 never decays to zero, but the contribution of APZ(Z) is negligible.
Figure 6 shows the same dependence in more details, displaying in the insets the sinusoidal dependence
on the incidence phase and the exponential decay with the QEW size and the excellent agreement of
the analytical and numerical analytical approximate expressions (43), (78). Note the big (three orders
of magnitude) enhancement of the maximum incremental transition probability in the limit of short

QEW.

Probability P,

0.4

1 0.5 0.2
¢ () 0 Oet/To1

Fig. 5. Numerically computed transition probability P, as function of g, and ¢.

5. FEBERI interaction with a modulated QEW
Here we extend our Born’s probability interpretation of the electron wavefunction to model the case

of a modulated QEW. In this case we use in (57):

(20 (RO ) =80 ) fu (1= to =21 vy )y (=27 V=1, (79)
where the modulation function is periodic [8,18] (see Fig. 7):
fod (1) =Froog (t+2/ @) (80)
and therefore:
frog(t)= 3 F em 81)

The coefficients f,,, were derived in [18] for the case of the wavefunction of a modulated Gaussian
QEW (15), wpt; is the modulation phase, determines by the modulating laser beam.

The incremental excitation probabilities (73) are derived in Append. C Explicitly:

APi(l) _9 Re{ 1 Mi,j (&jCT (th )CJ (tOK )fneinmb’[Le(fDi,jnmh)zcgt/Z} (82)

2mihv, A

16



2
1 -~ ; ; 2 —(o -noy)?c?
AP? =| =M, ;| = |C;(ty )| [f.[ e 83
i hVo I’J(Voj j(OK) |n| ( )
where n is the bunching frequency harmonic that matches the TLS quantum energy levels (1):
o, ; =N, (84)

Remarkably, both incremental probabilities display resonant excitation characteristics around
condition (84), which would manifest the QEW modulation characteristics in a properly set experiment.
Note that in a modulated QEW wj;0,, > 1, and according to (43), (47), in this range the second order
incremental modulation of an unmodulated QEW is not wavepacket-dependent, and the first order
increment decays. In contrast, Eqgs. 82, 83 suggest resonant behavior at harmonics of the modulation
frequency for the same QEWSs, if modulated. This indicates a possibility for measuring the modulation
features of the QEW. However, note that for single modulated QEWSs, there is no enhancement of the
transition probability even at resonance.

2
(a) Py, o /Tn = 0.1 0.5005
Py, 00 /To1 = 0.3 0.5004
0.5003
1.5
0.5002
0.5001
£ 05
~ ] — P, =057
! — Py, ¢ =075m 0.4999
\ — P, (=157
I 0.4998
0.5
‘ 0.4997
: 0.4996
]
0 0.4995
0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7

ot/ T
Fig. 6. (a) Numerically computed transition probability P, as function of o,.; and ¢. Inset (b): Numerical
(solid-lines) and analytical (dash lines) transition probability P, as function of ¢, for g,,/T,; = 0.1 and
0.3. Inset (c) Numerical (solid-lines) and analytical (dash lines) transition probability P, as function of
o,¢, Tor different relative incidence phases.

6. FEBERI interaction with periodically bunched Multiple near-point-particle QEWs:
The FEBERI interaction with multiple QEWSs is theoretically an intricate problem that involves
entanglement of the free electron wavefunction with the TLS quantum states, and consequently —
entanglement with all subsequent interacting electrons. We carry out such a numerical computation
analysis elsewhere in a rigorous multi-particle density matrix formulation. At present, we resort again
to a simple analytical approximate model, in which we extend (54), (57), (58) to multiple particles by
the substitution:

(v 0 ) 3w (o)) (85)

(10 (r ) ) =8(r ) (t-to~21v,) (86)
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We then solve for the cumulative incremental FEBERI transition probability for the case of
periodically injected near-point-particle QEWSs. Under the assumption that the relaxation time of the
TLS [44] is much longer than the duration of the N QEWSs pulse, this results in (Appendix D):

P, =N? 1 |\7|21 Das
vy LY,
This approximate result may not be rigorous in the initial stage of the multiple electrons transition
buildup, if it starts from ground state. Only when N is large enough, the phase of the TLS gets

established by the first near-point-particle QEWSs of the train, and the subsequent QEWSs then continue
to build up the transitions in phase.

2
} e o (87)

This case of a periodically spaced train of near-point-particle QEWSs (87) may be realistic only at low
(microwave or THz) frequency TLS transitions, where classical Klystron-kind electron current
modulation is available. It has thus been termed a “Quantum Klystron”, and analyzed in [35]. It can
be comprehended as the quadratic approximation of the sin?(Qgxt/2) scaling of a Rabi oscillation
process, and it is the analogue of the classical bunched-particles beam superradiance effect [27]. Note
that in the classical point particle limit and low (microwave) frequencies [35] high current density of
the electron beam is allowed (with the limitations of beam quality and space charge effect) and there
may be then multiple electrons per period, and N should be taken then as the number of electrons in
the entire modulated electron beam pulse: N = I,oqtpuise/€. We also point out that the case of a
multiple periodic train of QEWs, is closely related to the earlier studied effect of “pulsed beam
scattering” [51, 52].

It is instructive to compare the quadratic dependence of (87) on the number of QEWSs -N? to the same
dependence in the case of superradiance [19, 27]. In this comparison, the exponential decay factor

e~ @i% that originates from the finite size of the Gaussian QEW (72), is the quantum limit of the
“bunching coefficient” in a bunched point-particle beam superradiance. In the case of a long
wavepacket, the non-decaying probability expression for P, becomes relevant, and it would result in a
multiple electrons TLS transition rate proportional to N, in analogy to the “shot-noise” spontaneous
radiation emission limit of bunched-beam superradiance in the large bunching coefficient limit [19,
27].

7. FEBERI interaction with multiple modulation-correlated QEWs:
We here extend again our Born’s probability interpretation analytical model to the case of multiple
modulation-correlated QEWSs. Combining the cases of the last two sections, we consider the case of
multiple QEWSs, all modulated at the PINEM interaction point at the level of their quantum
wavefunctions [8] by the same coherent laser beam of frequency w;, and phase wpt;.. We use the
multi-particles probability function (85), with

‘\P(K‘)) (r,t)‘2 =8(r )f (t—tox =2/ V)f o (t—2/v,—t,) (88)

where tyk are the centroid arrival times of the envelopes of the modulated QEWSs, and the modulation
function, common to all QEWs is periodic in time as in (80):
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frod (1) = Fra (t+ 21/ 00, (89)

With (81), the multi-electron probability distribution function is:

N
f(t—t)= Z jdzM,J(z)fet(t t, — z/v)Zfe""ﬂ“ 2ot (90)
K=

=—00

Then, as in Append. C, substitution in (58), changing the integration order of z and t, results in:

Ci(tn)=Ci(ts )+W dzM, , )zN:cj(tOK)z [dte™ ', (t—to, =2/ v, )f M)
K=1 m

(oD

Z)e Vo ZC OK Zf Jdt e i j—may Jt (t_tOK) —Imu)th

|hv

Ci(ton)=Ci(ts )+i|v|,( "]Zf Zc o) ‘”"m“’b)tWFet( —Ma, e ™ (92)

ihv

where Fer(w;j — mwp) = Ffer (D} w=w,,-mw, 1S the Fourier transform of the single QEW
probability function. For a wide Gaussian distribution, the envelope function (70) is wide - o >
21 /wy,, and therefore, the spectral function

F((Di’j _ m(,l)b) —e ((D —mwb) Get/Z (93)
is a narrow function around a harmonic m=n that is resonant at the transition frequency:
@, ; =N, (94)

Take i=2, j=1 (upper and lower levels), then with the approximation of small change in the amplitude:

C, (to ) =Cy(ty) =const=1, [C,(t;)] <<1 (95)
i - 1 -~ (Di" N i(mi‘j—mmh)tOK —imoyt, (‘D —m‘”h) Get/z
C,(toy ) = ~ M., (V—O‘j;fm;e e Mg (96)

This averages to zero for random arrival times tyk of the wavepacket centroids, except at the resonance
condition (94), where independently of the arrival times ty :

+ 1 -~ (’021 —inoyt,
C2 (tON)wijme ~ Nﬁl\/bl[ VO jf © (97)
P —N2|-L [N L—wz'ljf 2 (98)
hv v, )"

This expression, explicitly manifests the N2 scaling buildup of the upper quantum level probability in
the case of multiple modulation-correlated QEWS, similarly to the case of periodically modulated point

19



particles (section 6) and in analogy to superradiance of bunched particles [27]. Also note that as in the
derivation of Eq. 87, this approximate derivation result may not be rigorous in the initial stage of the
multiple electrons transition buildup and applies for N > 1, when the phase of the TLS is established.
Only when N is large enough the phase of the TLS gets established.

8. Simulation of FEBERI with multiple correlated QEWSs

To affirm the validity of the FEBERI effect and its quadratic scaling N? with the number of
modulation-correlated QEWS, we simulate the TLS transitions and the quantum levels population
dynamics in a model where the electron interaction times are determined by Born’s combined
probability function (85,88,89), that accounts for both the classical random injection times of the
centroids of the QEWS tyk and the quantum probability timings of the electrons arrival corresponding
to the probability function f,,,4(t — z/v, — t;,) common to all modulation-correlated QEWS. It has the
same modulation phase for all electrons - wyt; (the phase of the modulating laser).

We use for our simulations the parameters of [8] corresponding to a PINEM experiment with a 200keV
electron beam. The modulation probability function is the squared absolute value of the QEW
wavefunction after PINEM laser interaction (15), evaluated at an optimal post-interaction drift time
tp = To/2(APmod/Po) » Where Appoq IS the momentum modulation amplitude at the PINEM
interaction point [18]. This distribution is shown in Fig. 4 for the parameters of [8, 18]. The density
modulation bunches in this case are of attosecond time duration, much shorter than the optical
frequency period of the modulation .

C A y '

-20 -10 0 10 20

Time/Space (fts)

Fig. 7. The density modulated QEW distribution displayed in terms of time (t — tyk) relative to tyk- the centroid
arrival time of electron K (from [8,18]).

Therefore, we assert that even in case that the wavepacket duration o, of an unmodulated QEW is long
relative to the TLS transition resonant frequency w, 4, not satisfying the near-point-particle regime
condition (50), the micro-bunches of such a tightly bunched modulated QEWSs may still operate in this
regime.

Contrary to the analytical approach in section 7, in the simulations we calculate the accumulative
dynamics of the TLS transitions due to multi-electron interactions by calculating separately the
transition dynamics of the single near-point-particle QEWSs (56, 57) and adding them in sequence.
Guided by the probabilistic interpretation of (53), we use the probability distribution function (88) only
as the algorithm for determining the interaction time tx of a modulated QEW of centroid arrival time
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tox (see Fig. 7). For simplicity we make the approximation of very tight density bunching (see [8,9,12],
where attoSecond short bunches were demonstrated, while the optical period T, = 27 /wj,was of the
order of femtoSeconds). Therefore, under the assumption that the QEW’s envelope duration o IS
longer than the optical period, the arrival times of the electrons are determined by the modulation
function peaks of the quantum probability distribution displayed in Fig. 7:

te =1, + nKTb ) (99)

where ny is an ascending series of randomly spaced integers K=1..N. The sample electrons K that
contribute to the transition amplitude dynamics through Eq. 57 are only the ones that their arrival times
tk fall within the range of the QEW envelope width (see Fig. 7) of any QEW that reaches at a centroid
random time tyk. This is almost the only role of tyk, and the interaction time (99) is determined
primarily by the micro-bunch peaks (Fig. 7) of the Born quantum probability distribution function
(88). In this picture, Eq. 99 represents a train of near point-particle wavepackets spaced with integral
multiple optical periods, such that only one electron is counted within the envelope of each modulated
QEW. Therefore, as predicted in the analytical calculation of Section 7, it would be expected that
simulation of such a train of phase-correlated particles would resonantly buildup the transition to the
upper level when the modulation frequency wy, is a sub-harmonic of the transition frequency:

w,; =Na,, (100)

The transition probability of a single electron wavepacket was calculated by solving the coupled
equations (57) (i,j = 1, 2) for a QEW in the near-point-particle limit for the parameters given in Table
1. This is shown in Fig. 8.

-8 -8
4 x10 4 x10
3 3
. o
L2 -
1 1
0 0
4 2 0 2 4 6 4 2 0 2 4 6
t (fs) t (fs)

Fig. 8. Numerical solution of the coupled equations (57) for the transition between the TLS quantum states. P;
and P, represent the occupation probability of the ground state and upper state respectively, satisfying the relation
P, + P, = 1. The parameters of the exciting QEW are in the near-point-particle regime.

Figure 9 shows simulation of the buildup of the TLS upper level probability, solving (57) with N; =
20 particles arriving at times (99), where ny is a random number (blue curve). The growth is evidently
quadratic, P, < N2, as claimed. For comparison, we show in the upper (magenta) curve the case where
instead of (99), tk is taken to be entirely random. The growth rate is linear, and the upper TLS level
arrives at the same excitation level only with N, = N? = 400.
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Fig. 9. Simulation results of the upper level probability buildup by electrons arriving to the interaction point at
random (magenta) and by electrons arriving in-phase with the modulating laser modulo the bunching period T;, =
21/ wy, (99) at the resonance condition (100) (blue). The cyan-dash and red-dash curves are the linear and quadratic
curve-fittings, respectively.

Conclusion

We studied the interaction between free electrons and a bound electron (FEBERI) in a framework of
a comprehensive quantum model, in which the bound electron is represented by a two-level system
(TLS) and the free electrons are represented as quantum electron wavepackets (QEW). The electric
dipole interaction of the two-body system was solved in terms of the Schrodinger equation, extended
to the relativistic regime. Since we start from a wavepacket model for the free electron, the analysis
can provide two limits of interaction: wavelike and point-particle-like interactions, manifesting the
wave-particle duality nature of quantum mechanics and the transition from quantum to classical point-
particle presentations. This observation is similar to the analogous cases of QEWSs interactions with
light: stimulated radiative interaction and superradiance [16-19]. The results show that the electron
wavepacket dimension and its density modulation characteristics [8] are physically observable
parameters that can be measured in appropriately designated experimental setups of electron
interaction with matter or light. However, since the QEW dimensions and modulation characteristics
are defined only in terms of expectation values, this assertion applies only to measurement of
interaction with multiple identical QEWs.

Contrary to the previous semiclassical model used in [1], the analysis in this paper is fully quantum
mechanical, rigorously applied to the case of single electrons, modeled as quantum wavepackets. Two
different analytical approximation analyses were derived for TLS excitations from ground state and
from a general superposition state, and they were shown to agree well, in their regimes of validity,
with the exact numerical computation solutions of Schrodinger equation. In the case of a superposition
TLS state, we find wavepacket size-dependent significant enhancement of TLS quantum transitions in
the short (near-point-particle) limit of the QEW that would come into expression in laboratory
measurement of EELS and Cathodoluminescence. Furthermore, the transition probability to an upper
or lower quantum level of the TLS depends on the arrival time of the near-point-particle QEW
(typically sub-ftSec) relative to the phase of the TLS in its Bloch sphere representation. This

22



observation may lead to potential applications in new electron microscopy atomic-scale probing of
quantum excitations in matter, and particularly may be usable for an important application of coherent
control of Q-bits and quantum emitters.

In the framework of a rigorous quantum mechanical relativistic model of single QEW interaction with
a TLS, we show that the results of our two analytical approximation models of quantum wavepacket-
size-dependent electron-matter interaction, are in good match with the results of exact numerical
computation solution of Schrodinger equation. These results are in good agreement with the Born
interpretation of the electron quantum wavefunction (in the context of ensemble average). Based on
this observation, we adopted a Born probability inspired hypothesis that the demonstrated quantum
wavepacket shape dependence would apply also to a case of optical frequency modulated QEWSs. We
have shown (section 5) that such a model results in prediction of a laboratory measureable resonant
FEBERI effect at the condition that the TLS transition frequency is a harmonic of the modulation

frequency of the QEWs: N =21 This resonant excitation may be observable in measurement of
cathodoluminescence of the TLS and EELS of the free electrons.

A further extension of the Born interpretation hypothesis model of FEBERI interaction to the case of
multiple electrons (in section 6), reveals a possibility for enhanced resonant transition probability
buildup of the upper TLS quantum level in proportion to the number of electrons squared - N2. This
would happen when the QEWSs are short, namely in the near-point-particle limit of the QEW, and their
wavefunction centroids are periodically density-bunched at a subharmonic of the TLS quantum
transition frequency under the condition that the duration of the electron beam pulse is shorter than the
relaxation time of the TLS. This case corresponds to a “quantum klystron” [35, 51, 52], where the
QEWs interaction can be described in terms of periodic bunching of classical single particles,
analogous to classical superradiance of a bunched particle beam [26, 27].

Finally, the Born hypothesis model was further extended (in sections 7, 8) to the case of a pulse of
randomly injected QEWSs that are, however, modulated by the same laser beam, so that the expectation
value of the density distribution of each QEW is modulated at the laser optical frequency (Fig. 7) and
their modulation phases are correlated. Under the hypothesis that the Born interpretation model
applies to multiple modulation-correlated QEWSs, we show that also in this case, similar quadratic N2
buildup of the upper TLS level is expected when the QEWs are tightly modulated, and a harmonic of
their common modulation frequency is resonant with the TLS quantum transition frequency. This
coherent transitions buildup can be explained as a result of arrival times of a train of quantum-
probability-determined “point-particles” in-phase with the TLS transition frequency, even though the
centroids of the QEWs arrive at random. Such a coherent buildup process of the quantum transitions
of the TLS would be expressed and measureable in the lab in an ultrafast Transmission Electron
Microscope setting as an enhanced cathodoluminescence effect, and a corresponding EELS spectrum
change of the electron beam.

The analysis here, though comprehensively quantum-mechanical for the case of a single QEW, is still
incomplete for the case of multiple particle FEBERI. This process requires further elaboration,
considering the entanglement that is established in the process between the QEW and the TLS quantum
state, and further with the subsequent incoming electrons. This kind of analysis is under way elsewhere
in terms of density matrix formulation. These predictions of the FEBERI process call for experimental
verification, requiring advancement of the technological state of the art of electron microscopy.
Shaping the wavepacket length in the range of an optical period requires development of filtering and
wavepacket compression techniques [48, 49, 55]. One must be also concerned about mitigation of the
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electron beam deterioration due to Coulomb interaction between the electrons [38] (e.g. by use of a
high repetition rate mode locked laser [39]). One must be aware also that the expected probabilities of
transition per single TLS in the given examples are very small, and experimental verification would
probably require use of multiple TLS schemes, such as superradiant cathodoluminescence effect [50].
Much of the technical difficulties would be mitigated in scenarios of low frequency (microwave, THz)
TLS transition frequencies, as in [55].

Finally, we stress that the present single QEW analysis of the FEBERI interaction, and the conclusions
about the measurability of the QEW dimensions, are based on the expectation value of the density
probability distribution, and there is an explicit assumption there that the measurements are done with
an ensemble of properly prepared identical multiple electrons. We mention however, the prevalent
research interest in non-projective direct measurability of single particle wavefunctions using weak
measurement [40, 41] or protective measurement [42, 43] schemes. This aspect, representing an
alternative realistic interpretation of the QEW, is not covered in the present article.
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Appendix A: Coulomb Interaction Matrix element

Here we evaluate the momentum space representations of the interaction matrices of the longitudinally
and transversely aligned dipoles (25).

For the longitudinally aligned dipole:

_ e T” vz

M;j,(2) = ineo (y2z2412)72 (A1)
Then:
a0 = [ o Mgy = gy L e

Ll LAl 47.[30],2 (z2 + 712/],2)3/2

e TU . 2

47T£0y2f —(22+r2/y2)3/2[ i sin (hz)] (A2)
Using a relation from an integrals table [47]:
~ i e?r;
M) = =i 52K, (B2) (A3)
For the transversely aligned dipole:

eZT'i i

M;j,(z) =—= L (A4)

amey (y2z2 +rJ2_)3/2

So the Fourier transformation of the function is

2y o
_ ho_ i,j'L —ipz/h _

M. (p) = fdz My (2)e™ 7  4meyy? f z (22 + 1P /y2)3/? =
_efryry 1 p
= s [dz G cos (h Z) (A5)
Using [47]:
~ _ e? rij 1p prL
Mi,j,J_(P) amegy? V2r h ~K; ( hy ) (A6)
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Appendix B: Calculate I = fc(o)* I(,O)precdp

We calculate the coefficient | (P) of Eq. 45 for a finite Gaussian QEW using Eq. 12, and assuming for

simplicity that the QEW arrives at its longitudinal waist (no chirp) - tp = Lp /vy = 0, & = 0po,
arriving to the interaction point at tome t,: C;()O)(to) = (ﬁe‘(” Po)? /435 o —iEpto/h

Znapo

(P=Po)° _(P=Po—Prec)’

40 462

I(prec) —y‘[dpe e PO (Bl)
(27502 ) P
(p-Po)* _(P-Po—Pec)’
|(prec) —Id e 4o, e 4oy, e —i(Ep—Eppeo )U/R (BZ)
(27‘56 ) P

We substitute E, — Ep_p .. = Prec 9Ep/ 9p = PrecVo = hw;j, and complete the polynomial to a
square:

. 1 o) ier
J_dpe P—Po—Prec/2) /Zcpo} prec/2 pO) e*"”i.jto :1e z(prec/2 p ) e i.ito (83)

iyl
(2716,%0)% P

Note:

With prec = hw2/V0, 020 = h/20,0, Org = 0,0/v0, We define (3), in analogy to the case of QEW
interaction with light [16]:

ho,,

prec s GZ
I= e Ty = 9200 = 2n BKO (B4)
po 0~"p0 1,2
then
ICMECE (B5)
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Appendix C: FEBERI Interaction with a modulated QEW
Starting from (79), (81)

<\\P<KO> (r,t)r> =3(r )f (t—to —z/V)f o (t—2/v,—1,) (C1)

mod Z f elmmbt (CZ)
The distribution function (56) becomes
f(t—t,) :ijdzMi (D Ft—to —2/vy) D feirHt) (C3)
v, ’ M=o

We substitute this probability distribution of a modulated QEW in (58) and change order of
integrations:

+ - 1 —iwj ; imay, (t-z/vy—t,
Ci(t;)=Ci(t;)+ 2rih, IdzMi'j(z)Cj(tOK)%:J.dte M (t—to —2/ vy )F ™) (o

With change of variables t=t-z /VO,

€,(6)=C, 1)+ LM, (2 ™ C, (1 JE L fae I (e e

2mihv,
(C5)
- 1 \ / ('olj May tOK —imoy,t,
:CI(tOK)'FFhVOM”[ ] OK Zf e F ( mO)b)e
We calculate the incremental transition probabllltles (75), (76):
ARY = 2Re[ C™"(t;)AC, | =
1 ~ (OF oo Mo, t —i (C6)
2Re M. . . f e ii~mey) OKF — M. e mest
g, 0 0 oy e
If the Gaussian distribution (70) is a wide function -o,; > 2m/w,, then the spectral function
F (o, —mo, ) =e @ " (€7
is a narrow function around a harmonic m=n that is resonant with the transition frequency:
; ; = No, (C8)
Then only one harmonic - n can excite resonantly the transition in (C6):
1 1 Y, i j * (4 i j—nop ok —inayt, (@ ~N0%)? 0% /2
AP® = 2Re{2nih\/0 M, | (V—O'jc (tOK)Cj(toK)fne( Jor g-inont, g / } (C9)

under the condition that it is phase-matched to the phase of the initial dipole moment ¢ (tOK)CJ (tog )

Likewise:
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2 2

4R = |ACi|2 B ﬁ M, (%jcl (to )| [2 fmei({”"j7m%)tOK Fe (a’i,j —m%)e*imwﬂn -
: ; 4
2 (C10)
1 - (o
B 27hv, M (TJ]CJ (tox ) |fm|2 F. (a)i'j —Na, )‘
2
l ~ Q. . 2 (o -no )262
AP(Z) =—M.. 4y C t f i )" Oet Cll
| 2nhv, "J(VOJ i (to) .| e (c11)

Both incremental probabilities are dependent on the QEW shape and modulation features.
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Appendix D: FEBERI interaction with multiple QEWs
Starting from equations (85), (86):

<“P(O) rt) >—>ZN:<“P(°) r.t) > (D1)

K=1

<“I’(°) (r, t)‘ > 8(r ) f, (t—tox —2/V,) (D2)
we substitute the N particles probability function

(1) =2 [dM, ()t = 2%, (03)

in (58), and changing order of integrations in z and t:

N .
C(ton)=Ci(t;)+ thv jdzM ;C, OK)Idte_'“’”tfet(t—tOK—z/vo) (D4)

With change of variablest’ =t — z/v,,

C,(ton)=Ci(ty )+ [dzm; z)e C tox) jdte"”"f(t—tOK)

2n|hv

_ 1 - o tox
=Ci(to)+2nihvo Mi,j[ 0] tox ) Ze t F( )

Where Fqi(w) = F{fo(t)} is the Fourier transform of the single QEW probability function. The
incremental probability amplitude in (D5) averages to zero for random t,, except when:

(DS)

o, ; =Na, (D6)
where

t = K27/ w, (D7)
namely, when the QEWSs arrive to the interaction point at a rate that is a sub-harmonic of the transition
frequency w;;. Take i=2, j=1 (upper and lower levels respectively), then with the approximation of
small change in the amplitude:

C, (to) = C,(ty) =const =1, [C,(t;)| <<1 (D8)
1 - W,
C,(t, ~N M,.| —|F, (® D9
2( ON)wi'j_mmL iV 2,1( v ] et( 2,1) (D9)
For a Gaussian QEW,
1 2/c2
fe :—e—t /ZGet
t (ZRG; )1/2 (D10)
1 2
~ .
P,=N? M,,| =2t ||| g e D11
? {Znhv 21[ v, ]} (b11)
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Appendix E: Numerical computation methods

In order to check the validity of the analytical approximations, two kinds of numerical computation
codes were developed for solving the FEBERI problem of interaction between a single finite size QEW
and a TLS at any initial superposition state. Extension to computation of FEBERI with modulated
QEWs and with multiple correlated QEWSs will be reported elsewhere.

A. Solving the differential equation derived by Schrodinger equation

Integration of the differential equation of the entangled free-bound electrons state, here we solve
numerically the integro-differential equation (28) for the Ci,(t) that was obtain by projecting

Shradinger equation to momentum states. The equation (28) is written as

1
2Tih2

éi,p’(t) = [dp Mi,j(p’ —p)cjp(t) e_i(Ep’_Ep—Eij)t/h. (E1)

The concept is to discretize the equation and apply the Euler method, which means to calculate the
equation in a finite momentum domain (—Peytoff, Peutorr) With N points sampling. The equation
becomes

= ——SN_ Ap M (P — D) €, () €~ Eon=EomEuj)t/ 1 (E2)

Cibm = Jminz

on (Pn—P0)*
where p, = (1 - 7) Peutory @Nd Ep, = &0 + Vo(pn — Po) + 2)/37:1

amplitude for the entangled state |i, p,,). Thus, the total state can be written as a vector:

0:(6) = [ip, (), Cippy (B, e vmer Cipyy (D] (E3)

. Cip,(t) is the probability

for the initial state ¢;, (to) = Ci(to)cy at to = te, cpo) = Wexp [—
271'0'p

the scattering process from p,, to p,,,, the differential equation can be Expressed in tensor form as:

N2
M]. Summing all
4-O'p

d P
Svi(t) = VI (D), (E4)
where UU(t) is the matrix describing the evolution of the state vj(t). Its matrix element is

i j A ~ —i — —FE.::
Ui (8) = oz M (pyy, — pr)e ™ Fon=Fom =i )t/h (E5)

With discretization of the time domain, the evolution of entangled free-electron and bound electron
system is expressed as

(V1 (ti+1))

v, (tiy1)

( 1 U“(ti)At) (vl(ti))

U2l(t)At 1 v, (t;) (E6)

with At = tiv1 — .

B. Solving Heisenberg equation for the density matrix of the entangled free-bound electrons state.

In this method, the density matrix formalism is utilized to arrive at a numerical solution for the FEBERI.
This facilitates the investigation of multiple QEWS. In the density matrix formalism, the Schr&linger
equation (1) in the main text is generalized to the Liouville equation
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dﬁfb(t) _ i A~
b==—:A.,®], (E7)
where H = H, + H,, prp(t) represents the combined state of free electron and bound electron. Since

the state of free electron is a continuous variable state, its Hilbert space is infinite. Computer simulation
requires the free electron states to be discretize and sampled. The free electron initial wave function is
expressed as:

W) =3V ¢S 19,,), (E8)

(0)

where N is the truncated dimension and the normalized coefficients ¢, ’ contributes to the Gaussian

Pn
distribution of Eq. (12) in the main text, i.e. c,(JO) = (pnl¥yr). The free Hamiltonian of the free electron
is diagonal in the momentum space {|p,,),n = 1,---, N}

X [ 1
HG™ = Oyl Hor [Pn) = Smn [€0 + Vo - (0 — Po) + 5= (0 — Po)?| (E9)

2y8m
The eigenstates of the bound electron are denoted by |1) and |2). This satisfies the eigenfunction
Hos lj) = E;j|j) with E; = hw; being the energy of state |j) (j = 1,2). The general state of the bound
electron is|¥5) = §=1 C; |j), where the coefficients satisfy Zfﬂ | Cj|* = 1. The free Hamiltonian of
the bound electron in the basis {|1),|2)} is

~ E; O
HOB == (01 Ez) (ElO)

The free Hamiltonian of the combined system is Hy = Hor @ I, + Iy ® Hyp with I, and T, being
the identity operators of dimension 2 and N, respectively.

The interaction Hamiltonian between the free electron at location r, and the bound electron with a
dipole p at location r,, is

et

ﬁl=

(E11)

4megr3d’

where £ = £, — F, and fi = e £’ with ' being the dipole’s length vector. For the considered model in
Fig. 1 of the main text, ¥, = z&, and f, = £,. By using the approximation || < |F —T'| = (rz +
¥?z?)'/2, one obtains:

82

A, =2 D0 3.5, (E12)

amey (ri+y2z2)3/2

e T, —yzé,

We defined f (z) = s (74722272
Hamiltonian in the z and 1’ basis are
(Zm @111 H 12, ® T'5) = (2| T (2)120) @ (1| B (X)) = Sun £ (2) ® 635 8 (r').(E13)

In order to obtain the interaction Hamiltonian in the basis {|p,),n = 1,---,N} ® {|1), |2)}, we first
consider the matrix elements of f (z) in the momentum space

and g (r') = —et’. The matrix elements of the interaction

A A = ~1
Hp"™ = (0l E (2)IPn) = S5 (Prmla) (@l T (@)|2:)(751Pn) = Tis Pt (21/£(2)125) Fop (E14)
Expressed in matrix form it becomes
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Aip=F[8,,F(2)]F. (E15)

exp(—zTnimn)
VN

I?T. For the longitudinally and transversely aligned dipoles, the analytical expressions of such Fourier

transformation is given in Appendix A with a slight different that here we extract —er; ; to form the

dipole matrix elements (see below). Similarly, the matrix elements of g (r") in the basis {|1), |2)} are

Hig” = (B E) = Tus (il ) B E)IF)r L) (E16)
= —e Zl,s ( i|7”’l)5ls r ’l<7”'s lj}) = —e 2 ( i|7"’1> r ’l(T'zU) .

where F is the Discrete Fourier Transform matrix defined as F,,, = and satisfies F =

If we replace the sum by integral, then H,(;’j) = —er;; = —ef P;(r"T'@;(rd*r" = py ;. This is the
dipole matrix elements as defined in Eq. (26), where ¢;(r") = (i|r";) (i = 1,2).

Now that the interaction Hamiltonian (25) in the basis {|p,),n=1,---,N} ® {|1),]|2)} can be
constructed as

H1=H1P®HIB- (E17)

Note that the whole Hamiltonian of the combined system is time independent. Thus, the solution of
the Liouville equation (E7) is

Py © =T, &) T ®, (E18)

where the evolution operator U (t) = exp(—%ﬁ t) and the initial state of the combined system

Pry (to) =P, ® P, (to) With . = [, )(ts| and B, (to) = |¥s(to)¥(to)| . Because we are
interested in the excitation of the bound electron, the state of the bound electron can be obtained by
tracing out the free electron state

Py (0) = Try By, (0], (E19)

The transition probability is defined as P; = (i| p, (t)|i) (i = 1,2). This definition is equivalent to
f|ci,p,|2dp’, where the combined coefficients c;,,, is given in Eq.28 and the integration over

momentum corresponds to the partial trace in Eq.E19. We can also obtain the state of the free electron
by tracing out the state of bound electron

Py () ="Try [P, ()] (E20)
The energy increments of the free electron, bound electron and the combined system are defined as
AEp ="Tr [p, (&) Hor| = Tr |, (to) Hor| . 4Ep = Tr[p, (&) Hog] — Tr[B, (to) Hop] and 4E =
Tr [ﬁfb ) ?I] —Tr [ﬁfb (to) ﬁ] , respectively. The mutual energy is AE, = Tr [’p‘fb ) ?II] —
Tr [y, (t0) A1,

It is straightforward to generalize the FEBERI to multiple QEWS, in which case a train of QEWs
sequentially interacts with the bound electron. Assuming that the interaction time for the n** QEW is

te [ti"), tﬁ")], then the evolution of the combined system is governed by the Liouville equation (E7)
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dﬁ%)(t) i ,\(n) E21
==~ [A.85) 0] (E21)

where the initial state of the combined system is p(") (t("))—pf®p(" D (t(n 1)) with

”(" D (t(" 1)) = Try [’p‘% D (ti" 1))]. The transition probability in the case of multiple QEWSs is

Pz(t(n)) = 2P t{)]2).

Both computation methods were in good agreement. The computation results shown in the following
figures were calculated with the factor code based on the matrix method (B). The results were checked
at some points with code A, and found to be consistent.
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