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1 Introduction

The com putation of ionization rates or probabilities of atom s through low in—
tensity (I << 35 10'W =am ? ) laser radiation can be carried out successfiilly
using perturbation theory around the solution of the Schrodinger equation w ith—
out the presence of the laser elds E]. W ih the advance of laser technology,
nowadays intensities of up to (10'°W =am ?) are possble and pulses m ay be re—
duced to a duration of ( 10 *°s),[] the region of validity ofthe above m ethod
is keft. The new regin e is usually tackled by perturbative m ethods around the
G ordon-Vokov solution [J] ofthe Schrodinger equation [, B, B, [, 8,8, LJ], fuly
num erical solutions of the Schrodinger equation [J], 13, I3, [14, 13, L4, F loquet
solution [[7,[1§,[L9], high frequency approxin ations Q] or analogies to classical
dynam ical system s P1]. A1l these m ethods have its drawbacks. The m ost sur-
prising outocom e of the analysis of the high-intensity region for short pulses (the
pulse length is an aller than 1 ps) is the nding by the m a prity of the atom ic—
physics comm unity (see P3,B3,P4,R3]1and references therein) of so-called atom ic
stabilization. This m eans that the probability of ionization by a pulse of laser
radiation, which for low Intensities ncreases w ith increasing intensities reaches
som e sort of m axinum at high intensities and com m ences to decrease until ion—
ization is aln ost totally suppressed. This picture is very counterintuitive and
doubts on the existence of this phenom enon have been raised by several authors
8,B4,21, [, L4], who do not nd evidence for it in their com putations. So farno
support is given to either side by experin entalistsf] For review s on the sub #ct
we refer to P34, B3, 4, 231.

Since all of the above m ethods involre a high degree of num erical analysis,

For a review and the experin ental realization of such pulses see for instance E].
YE xperim ental evidence for som e sort of stabilization is given in E], but these experim ents

deal with intensities of 10*°W =am ?, which is not the "ultra-intense" regine for which the

theoretical predictions are m ade.



which are di cult to be veri ed by third parties, i is extrem ely desirable to
reach som e form of analytical understanding. In RY, 34, B1, B3] we derived an—
alytical expressions for upper and lower bounds for the ionization probability,
m eaning that the ionization probabiliy is certainly lower or higher, respectively,
than these values. The ITowerbound in particularm ay be em ployed to Investigate
the possibility of stabilization for an atom ic bound state. Tn B3] we analyzed
the hydrogen atom and found that for Increasing intensities the lower bound also
ncreases and hence that the existence of atom ic stabilization can be exclided in
the sense that the ionization probability tends to one. The shortcom ing of our
previous analysis B7] is, that de nite conclusions conceming the above question
m ay only be reached for extrem ely short pulses ( < 1 au.), which are exper-
In entally unrealistic. In the present article we analyze these bounds In further
detail and dem onstrate that atom ic stabilization can also be excluded for longer
pulses.

Som e authors [, [[4] put orward the clain that in order to \cbserve" atom ic
stabilization one requirespulsesw hich are sw itched on, som etin esalso o , sm oothly.
This seam s very sunprising since stabilization is supposed to be a phenom enon
goeci ¢ to high intensities and w ith these type of pulses em phasis is just put on
the In portance of the low Intensity regin e. Ik further appears that am ong the
authors who put forward these clain s, it is not comm only agreed upon, w hether
one should associate these pulse shapes to the lJaser eld or to the associated
vector potential. W e did not nd a proper and convincing physical explanation
why such pulses should produce so surprising e ects In the literature. G elm an
fId] and also Chen and Bemstein P§] do not nd evidence for stabilization for
these type of pulses w ith an ooth and tum on (and o ) ofthe laser eld.

In orderto address also the validity ofthese clain s in our fram ew ork we extend
In the present paper our previous analysis to various type of pulses comm only
em ployed in the literature in this context and investigate also the e ectsdi erent

frequencies m ight have. Once more we conclude that our argum ents do not



support atom ic stabilization.

O ur m anuscript is organized as follows: In section 2. we brie y recall the
principle of our argum entation and our previous expressions for the upper and
Jow erbounds for the ionization probability and discuss them in m ore detail forthe
hydrogen atom . W e then tum to an analysis for speci ¢ pulses. In section 3. we
state our conclusions. In the appendix we present the explicit com putation forthe
H ibert space nom ofthe di erence of the potential in the K ram ers-H enneberger

fram e and the one In the laboratory fram e for any bound state.

2 The upper and low er bounds

For the convenience of the reader we com m ence by sum m arizing brie y them ain
principle of our argum ent. Instead of calculating exact ionization probabilities
we com pute upper and low er bounds for them , m eaning that the exact values are
always greater or an aller, regpectively. W e then vary these bounds w ith respect
to the intensity of the Jaser eld and study their behaviour. If the lower bound
tends to one w ith increasing Intensity, we can infer that stabilization isde nitely
excluded. On the other hand, if the upper bound tends to zero for increasing
Intensities, we would conclude that stabilization is present. In case the lower
bound increases, but rem ains below one, we only take this as an indication for
a general type of behaviour and interpret it as not providing any evidence for
stabilization, but we can not de nitely exclude its existence. In case the lower
bound becom es negative or the upper bound greater than one, our expressions
obviously do not allow any conclusion.

T he non-relativistic quantum m echanical description of a system wih po—
tential V. in the presence of linearly polarized laser radiation is given by the
Schrodinger equation involring the Stark Ham iltonian

@ (1)
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For high, but not wlativistic, intensities the lJassr eld m ay be approxin ated
classically. W e furthem ore assum e the dipolk approxin ation. In the ollow ng
wewillalways use atomic untsh = e= m. = ¢ = 1. For a general tine
dependent Ham iltonian H (t) the ionization probability of a nom alized bound

state isde ned {,Rdlas
P()= k@1 P,)S k¥ =1 kP,S k* : ©2)

T he gauge invariance of this expression was discussed in 83]. Here k k denotes
as usualthe H ibert space nom , ie. k k* = h ; i= Rj @) Fdx. W e always
assume that H = tl]inl H (t) exists and is then understood to be a bound
state of H . P, and P denote the proctors onto the space spanned by the

bound statesofH ; and H , respectively and S is the unitary \scattering m atrix"
S= lin exp@tH.) Ujt) exp( itH ) : 23)

Here the unitary tin e evolution operator U (&, ;t ) forH (t), brngs a state from

tinet tot,. Notethatby denition 0 P () 1. Emplbying m ethods of
finctional analysis we derived in 9, B0, 31, B3] several analytical expressions by
which the possbl values for the ionization probability m ay be restricted. W e
em phasize once m ore that these expressions are not to be confiised w ith exact

com putations of ionization probabilities. W e recall here the form ula for the upper

7
P.() = kW& cle) V&) kdt+ £( )ikn k+ P )ikz k  (24)
0

and the lower bound
(g7
P()=1 k(V & ce,) V &) kdt 2.5)
0

.
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which were deduced in @]. e, is the unit vector in the zdirection. Here we use

the notation
Z t z t

bk = E (s)ds ck) = b(s)ds ; (2.6)
0 0



for the total classical m om entum transfer and the total classical digplacem ent,
resoectively. N ote that for the vector potential in the z-direction we have A (t) =
%b(t) + const. It is in portant to recall that the expression forthe lowerbound is
only valid ifthe classical energy transfer is Jarger than the ionization energy ofthe
bound state, ie. %bz ()> E.Ourboundshold forallK ato an a]lpoten‘da]ﬁ
In particular the Coulom b potential and itsm odi cations, which are very often
em ployed In num erical com putations, such as sn oothed or screened Coulomb
potentials, are K ato an all. H owever, the delta-potential, which iswidely used in
toy-m odel com putations because of its nice property to possess only one bound
state, is not a K ato potential.
In the ollow ng we w ill consider a realistic exam ple and take the potential
V to be the Coulomb potential and concentrate our discussion on the hydrogen
atom . In this case it is well known that the binding energy for a state i, is
En= 55/ KP: nook’ = 507 and Kz ,00k* = Zh noo ¥’ J nood = n—: (Gn®+ 1) (see
for instance B3]). W e will em ploy these relations below . In B3] it was shown,
that the H ibert space nom of the di erence of the potential in the K ram ers-

Henneberger fram e 4, [37]] and in the Jaboratory fram e applied to the state
N/ )= kVEx y) VE&)Kk @.7)

isbounded by 2 when = 5 forarmitrary y = o,. W e shallnow investigate
In m ore detailhow this function depends on c. In order to sim plify notationswe
ignore In the follow ing the explicit m entioning ofe, . In the appendix we present
a detailed ocom putation, where we obtain

N2 o) = 2+ A+ 3 he PRiGEI+ 0 BINSFEL( B+ = e P 1

]
2 8)

“Potentials are called K ato am all if for arbitrary there 0 < a < 1 there isa constantb< 1 ,
such that kv k ak k+ bk khodsforall inthedomainD Hg) ofHg = =2, see
for instance @,@].



HereE i(x) denotes the exponential integral finction, given by the principalvalue
of the integral
4 et
Eix) = Tdt for x> 0 : 2.9)

X

Considering now the asym ptotic of N , we obtaln as expected gJ!'mON = 0 and
c]!:tr} N = P 2.N oting further that N is a m onotonically lncreasing function ofc,
(one m ay easily com pute its derivatives w rt. ¢, but we refer here only to the
plot of this finction n  gure 1), it ollow s that our previous B3] estin ate m ay
In fact be mproved to N (c; 100) P 2. The In portant thing to notice is, that
since N (c; 190) Is an overall increasing function of ¢, it therefore also increases
as a function of the eld strength. The last tetm in the bradket of the lower
bound P, ( ) is a decreasing function ofthe eld strength, while the second tem

does not have an cbviousbehaviour. Hence ifthe st temm dom inates the whole
expression In the bradket, thus leading to a decrease ofP;( ), one has in principle
the possbility of stabilization. W e now investigate several pulse shapes for the

possibility of such a behaviour and analyze the expressions

( 7 2

)
2N (( ); 100) N 2 ()]

P = 1 N ), dt+ — 210
1( 100) 0 c®; 100) o F 1 19—3b( v 1 ( )
8 9,
<? ()3 )
Pul100) = , N (€OF 100)dt+ —19? + ()] : @a11)

0

Here we have sim ply Inserted the explicit values for E 1, kz 190k and kp, 100k
into £4) and @J), and understand N (c; 100) to be given by the analytical
expression £.J4). The om ulae presented in the appendix allow in principlke also
the com putation of N (¢; . ) for di erent values of n;1 and m . However, for
16 0 the sum over the C osch-G ordan coe cients becom es m ore com plicated

and due to the presence of the Laguerre polynom ial of degree n In the radial
wave-function R ,; this becom es a rather com plex analytical com putation. W e

w il therefore be content w ith a weaker analytical estin ate here. In fact, we have

4
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In the appendix of B3] this statem ent was proven forn = 1. T he general proof
for arbitrary n m ay be carried out exactly along the sam e line. Therefore, we

cbtain the follow ing new upper and lower bounds
( )

Py, ( ) = 1 2 + 4 ! + ‘;‘- 2 )3 2.13)
Wt n0o n32  p( ¥ 1=n2n32 o 3b( f 1=n2
( . ) S ——— ) 2
()7 5n? + 1 .
Puw (noo) = =5 *+=P=+n ———P()J; @.14)
n n 3 6
which are weaker than @.11)) and £.14), in the the sense that
Py ( noo) Pi(noo) P (noo) Pulnoo) Puw( noo) = (2.15)

In order for ) to be valid we now have to haveb( ¥ > n—12 .Wewillnow tum
to a detailed analysis of these bounds by looking at di erent pulses. O urm ain
purpose in the present m anuscript for considering states of the type ,m wih
n 6 0 isto extend our discussion to pulses w ith longer duration, see also section
2 3. The reason that longer pulse durations are accesible for states w ith highern
is the ndependence in estimate £J19) and itse ect n @14) and @13).

2.1 Static Field

T his is the sin plest case, but still instructive to nvestigate since it already con—
tains the general feature which we will cbserve for m ore com plicated pulses. It
is furthemm ore in portant to study, because it m ay be viewed as the background
w hich ispresent In m ost experin ental setups, before m ore com plicated pulses can
be generated. For a static eld of intensity I = E ¢ we trivially have

E 2

E@®=E b = Eqt c) = (216)

for0 t . Tnserting these fiinctions into [21)) we m ay easily com pute the
upper and lower bound. H ere the one dim ensional integrals over tin e, appearing
in @I1) and @IQ) were carried out num erically. The result ispresented in  gure
2, which show s that a bound for higher ntensities always corresoonds to a higher



Jonization probabiliy. The overall qualitative behaviour clearly indicates that
for ncreasing eld strength the ionization probability also lncreases and tends to
one. In particular lines for di erent intensities never cross each other. Surely the
show n pulse kengths are too short to be realistic and we w ill Indicate below how to
obtain situations in which conclusive statem entsm ay be drawn conceming longer
pulse durations. In the follow ng we w ill always encounter the sam e qualitative

behaviour.

2.2 Linearly polarized m onochrom atic light (LPM L)

Now we have

) 2E, ., !t Eg )
E@®=Eysn(t) b(t)=fsm - c(t)=ﬁ(!t sin (! ©))
2a7)
for 0 t . The result of the com putation which em ploys these fiinctions

in order to compute €I0) and £IJ) is ilustrated In gure 3. Once again our
bounds indicate that for increasing eld strength the ionization probability also
Increases. Kegping the el strength xed atE (= 2 au., a com parison between
thecase for! = 04 and ! = 4 shows ( gure 4), asexpected, the lowerbounds for
the ionization probability to be decreasing functions of the frequency. T he peak
on the left, which seem s to contradict this statem ent for that region, is only due
to the fact that the expression forthe lowerbound isnotvalid for! = 04 in that
regin e. C kearly, this is not m eant by stabilization, since for this to happen we
require xed frequencies and we have to analyze the behaviour for varying eld
strength. The clain [[4, Q] is that in generalvery high frequencies are required
for this phenom enon to em erge. O ur analysis does not support stabilization
for any frequency. A sm entioned above, the shortoom ing of the analysis of the
bounds P, ( 190) and P ( 199) isthat we only see an e ect for tim es an aller than
one atom ic unit. gure 4 and gure 5 also show that by considering P ( ,q0)

for higher values of n our expressions allow also conclusions for longer pulse



durations. For the reasons m entioned above, in this analysis we em ployed the

slightly weaker bounds £.14) and £13).

2.3 LPM L with a trapezoidal enveloping function

W enow tum to the sin plest case ofa pulse which isadiabatically sw itched on and
o . These type of pulses are of special interest since m any authors clain L4, f]
that stabilization only occurs in these cases. W e consider a pulse of duration g

which has lnear tum-on and tum-o rampsof length T . Then

ANRY o

= or 0 t T
E@® = EoSJ'n(!t)§ 1 for T<t< (o T) (218)
: % for (o T) t o
E
b(y) = '20 fsn(!T) sih(! o)+ sin(! (o T))g (219)
E
clo) = — 2 2c0s(IT)+ 2c0s(! o) 2c0s(! (¢ T))

'Tsh(!T)+ ! osh(!T)+ !'Tsn(! (o, T)) :@20)

T he expressions forb() and c(t) are rather m essy and w ill not be reported here
since we only analyze the weaker bounds. N otice that now, in contrast to the
previous cases, both b( ¢) and c( ¢) m ay becom e zero for certain pulse durations
and ramps. W e shall comm ent on this situation in section 3. W e choose the
ramps to be of the om T = m + 7 % (m being an integer) for the lower and
T = m+ % 2,— for the upper bound. Our lower bound does not pem it the
analysis ofhalf cycles since then b( g) = 0. The results are shown In gure 6 and
7, which both do not show any evidence for stabilization. T hey further indicate
that a decrease In the slopes of the ram pswih xed pulse duration, lads to a
an aller jonization probability. Once more (wWe do not present a gure for this,
since one m ay also see this from the analytical expressions), an increase In the

frequency Jeads to a decrease in the lower bound of the ionization probability for
xed eld strength.



24 LPM L with a sine-squared enveloping function

Here we consider

E@® = Eosh’(tsh(t 2 21)
blt) = & EZO AE 8 2+212ms('t) 8 2 cos(!t)
12os((! 2 )b 2! ocos((! 2 )6
12@os((!+2 )D+2! ocos((! +2 )b 2 22)
E
ct) = - > 817 2+ 321 ‘t 2!1%sn(l b
412 (0 2 ) (1 +2)
+16!2 2an(lt 32 *sn(t !fsh(e 1) )
413 sh(@ Yt 4! % Z2an(E 1) t)
+1%sh(+2 )b 4!'3 sn(( +2 )b
+412 25n((+2 )b © 23)
for 0 t . At rst sight i appears that both b) and c) are singular at

! = 2 ,which ofoourse isnot the case since both fiinctions are bounded as one
m ay easily derive. W ith the help of the Schwarz nequality it follow s that always
PO tTkEkand £ LCKEk.We rst nvestigate the siuation in whih
this pulse is sw itched on am oothly but tumed o abruptly. F igure 8 show s that
the bounds becom e nontrivial for tin es Jarger than one atom ic uni in the same
fashion as in the previous cases by considering P ( .q0) for higher values of n.
Figure 9 show s that also in this case the ionization probability tends to one and
no sign for stabilization is found. Figure 10 show s the Iower bound in which the
pulse length is taken to be a half cycl of the enveloping function. Once m ore it
Indicates ncreasing ionization probability w ith Increasing eld strength and also
for ncreasing values or n. Follow ing now G elm an @] and Su et al. @] we

em ploy the sinesquare only for the tum-on and o and Inclide a plateau region

10



Into the pulse shape. Then

8
: s’ gt or 0 t T
E® = Egsn(lt)_ 1 for T<t< (o T) @ 24)
Sjn2 % for (O T) t 0
_ Eo * @+ oos(!T) oos(! T o)) cos(! o))

o) = 21 2 21372 @25)
clo) = ﬂ )2 1372 ' 2T cos(' T)+ '°T3 cos(! T)
0 (2 [2':[‘2)2 . 0 . 0 . . . .

+ 1 2 b oos(IT) 13T% g oos(!'T) ! 2T cos(! (T o))

+ 1°T3cos(! T o)+ 2sn(T) 3!?T?sin(!T)

+ Zsn( @ o)) 3T sh(! @ o)) ‘sh(! o)

+ 312T?2sn(! o) 2 26)
A 1o In these cases the apparent poks In b( ) and c() for ! = - are ac-

com panied by zeros.) The results of this com putations are shown In  gure 6 and
7, once m ore w ith no evidence for bound-state stabilization. A com parison w ith
the linear sw itch on and o show s that the ionization probability for she-squared

tum-on and o s is Iower. The e ect is larger for longer ram ps.

3 Conclusions

W e have Investigated the ionization probability for the hydrogen atom when
exposed to ultra-intense shortly pulsed laser radiation of various types of pulse
shapes. In com parison w ith B3], we extended our analysis to the siuation which
is applicable to any bound-state .1, and in particular for the po—state we
carried out the com putation until the end for the stronger upper @ 4) and lower
€3 bounds. W e overcom e the shortcom ing of B3] which did not allow de nite
statem ents for pulses of durations longer than one atom ic unit by nvestigating
thebounds forhighervaluesofn . A direct com parison between existing num erical

com putations for am alln, In particularn= 1, and reasonably long pulse durations

11



is at present not feasble. A s our com putations show (see also ]) there is
of course a quantitative di erent behaviour for di erent values of n. However,
qualitatively we obtain the sam e behaviour (refer gure 10) and therefore we do
not think this to be of any physical signi cance. It would be very interesting to
carry our analysis further and also investigate the e ect resulting from varying 1
and m . In principle our equations already allow such an analysis, but due to the
sum In A .6) the explicit expressions w ill be rather m essy and we w ill therefore
om i them here.

W e regard the lack of support for the existence of bound-state stabilization
In a realistic three din ensional atom resulting from these type of argum ents,
even for high values of n, asm ore convincing than for nstance the support for
stabilization based on one-dim ensional toy m odels.

For the situation when the totalclassicalm om entum transferb( ) and the to—
talclassicaldisplacam ent ¢( ) arenonvanishingwe con m oncem ore the results
of @] and do not nd any evidence for bound-state stabilization for ultrashort
pulses. T his holds for various types of pulses, whether they are sw itched on (and
o ), amoothly or not. W e therefore agree w ith G eltm an in the conclusion that
an ooth pulses In general w ill only prolong the onset of jonization but will not
provide a m echanian for stabilization.

T here ishowever a particularway of sw itching on and o , such thatb( )= O,
but c( )6 0. These type ofpulses are used for instance in [B,[14]. Unortunately
our bounds do not pem it to m ake any de nite statem ent about this case, shoe
the Iower bound is not applicable (in the sense that then the necessay condition
%bz ()> E forth validiy of the Iower bound is not ful lled) and the upper
bound gives for typicalvalues ofthe frequency and eld strength ionization prob—
abilities Jarger than one. So In principlk for these type of pulses the possbility of
bound-state stabilization rem ains. It would be very interesting to nd alemative
expressions for the upper and lower bound which allow conclusions on this case.

For the case b( ) = c( ) = 0 the upper bound B, ram ains an increasing

12



function of the eld strength due to the properties of the H ibert space nom
of the di erence of the potential In the K ram ersH enneberger fram e and In the
laboratory fram e applied to the state 1¢¢ . T he weaker upperbound takes on the
value Py ( noo) = i—j, which at rst sight seem s counterintuitive, since it in plies
that the upper bound decreases w th ncreasing n, ie. for states close to the
Jonization threshold, and xed . Classically thism ay, however, be understood
easily. For closed K epler orbits, ie. ellipses, w ith energies su ciently close to
zero (depending on ), for any pulse with anallb( ) and c( ), these quantities
w ill be very close to the actual changes, caused by the pulse, of the m om entum
and the coordinate, regpectively. So in this case ionization, ie. the transition
to a hyperbolic or parabolic orbit w ill therefore be very unlikely. This kind of
behaviour was also observed in @] fora Gau ian pulse, rwhich b( ) = 0 and
c( )& 0.

A cknow ledgm ent: W e would like to thank JH .Eberly, S.Gelman and V.
K ostrykin for very usefiil discussions and correspondences. O ne of the authors

CFMF) is supported by the DAAD .

A ppendix
In this appendix we w ill provide the explicit calculation of the tem
N°@; )= h V&’ i+h V& y° i 2h;Ve yWk i @J)

For = .3, the rsttem iswellknown to equalm B3]. W edid not nd
a oom putation for the m atrix elem ent involving the Coulomb potential in the
K ram ers-H enneberger fram e in the literature and w ill therefore present it here.
Starting w ith the fam iliar expansion of the shifted Coulomb potential In tem s

of spherical ham onics

! _)é iz : Yio (7 ) A 2)
® vl L, &t 21+ 1 0
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wherer. = M In(xj¥y) and . = M ax (¥F¥), we ocbtain

5]

% 4
h w3k 3" %39 amdi = dY,,YproY: —_—
" " o g m o210+ 1 .
il . Pppg 7 jy'! by
B oar —  r%L,+ dar ¥ Rr2§
¥ . r
0 3

which by the wellknown formula from angularm om entum theory

Z

[gi=i=l4

L+ 1)@2Lr+ 1)

lethlebmz = hJEL:IQ;OOj]Oﬂ]Ji]Z;mlij}ml (A-3)

4 el+ 1)
leads to
0 1
7 . Doy g 7 b
HP;0090i%m 09mi B dr ——  R%L+ dr 22 R2E : @4
lOZO 0 :yj ]yj r

Here h; L;m ;m ,jJm i denote the W igner or C Eosch-G ordan coe cients in the
usual conventions (see eg. B9)).

W e shallnow consider the term
hoomJ® ¥y3%3 ami @ 5)

Emplying @ J) and the omul

S

RL+ 1)2L + 1) X 1 ) .
Yym, Ypm, = Y, ohk b jm 1m » 3 %h} ;00901
4 oo @D 1)
yields
A 103 o
1 _x R nk1%00904% Y., : @ .6)
. 0. 14 . o
}( Yf k;lo =k loj r];+l+2 ZI‘I' l D
Once again applying @ J) shows that @ J) equals
0 . \ | 1
73 r P+ ® 2 7 jyj P+ 1
W1 00904%h1L; Om Jim ih1; 0001 &8 dr — RZ+ dr == R2f
I;L.lo 0 ZYJ L. r
¥
@.7)
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For sstates, ie. (1= 0), we may carry out the sum s over the C Eosth-G ordan
ooe clents easily. In the only contrioution comes from 1° = 0 and we
trivially obtain
73 7
' I R T T2 2 .,
h noodX ¥J 7 2] J nool = dr—RZ,+ drRZ;: @ 3)

0 ¥J ¥3

In A.]) the sum over 1 contributes only or 1= 0 and together w ith K% 0001

= Z2% i leads to
o . 1 1 1
iy 2. A1 p®  pmE 7 ¥ .
N nooJ X ¥37 J nool = 1r 18 & L R:,+ dr =— RIA
=0 0 ¥ ¥3 i
@ 9)

Wetuimtothecasen= 1 wWith 19 = Pi=e ¥J) prwhich @ 4) becom es

. R ) l ezyj
h 100J® ¥J XJ J 1001 = T : @ 10)

A s consistency check one m ay consider the asym ptotic behaviours j! 1 and
¥J! 0,which give, asexpected, 0 and 2 respectively. U sing the series expansion
for the logarithm , A .g) orn = 1 becom es

0 1
7¥3 L il L
2 +r r+
h 100X Yj2j 1001 = —E drIn yj re " + drIn Jj re 2§
¥ ¥YJ] T . r ¥J
0 ¥3
@A 11)
U sing then the integrals
z 1
drih(l 1r)re ** = = 1 20e *“Ei( 2c@ 1))
!
e’ 1+ L+ 2cr)In@ 1)) @ 12)
7
1 2cr  __ 1 2cr :
drh@ r )re = @ 1 20e Ei@c( 1 1))

Ei( 2cr) @1+ 2cr)e @ rl) @a13)
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we obtain

h 1003% ¥=23°3 1w00i= @ ¥iHe PEiFI+ @ ¥IHeVEL( ¥I
@ 14)
A s a consistency chedk wem ay again consider the asym ptotic behaviour, that is
¥j! Oand ¥j! 1 , which gives correctly 2 and 0, respectively. A ssembling
now @A), @ IQ) and @ 14) gives as clained £.8). In the same fashion one

may also compute N §; .1, ) Prarbitrary n;landm .
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Figurel: TheH ibert spacenom ofthedi erence ofthepotentialin theK ram ers-
Henneberger fram e and in the laboratory fram e applied to the state 149 versus

the classical digplacem ent c.

Figure 2: Upper (three curves on the kft) and lower bound (P, and P,) for the
Jonization probability ofthe ¢-state through a static laser eld E . The dotted
line corresponds to Ey = 5 au., the dashed Ineto Ey = 10 au. and the solid

InetoEg= 20 aun.Thetineish au.

Figure 3: Upper (three curves on the kft) and lower bound (P, and P,) for the
Jonization probability of the 1gp-state through a linearly polarized m onochro—
maticlaser edE (t) = Egsin(!t); ! = 15 au. The dotted line corresponds to
Eo= 5au., thedashed InetoEy = 10 au. and the solid Ineto Ey = 20 au.

Thetineisin aa.

Figure 4: Lower bound (P, ) for the ionization probability of the 1499-State
through a linearly polarized m onochrom atic laser eldE (t) = Egsin(!t),Eq = 2
au. The dotted line correspondsto ! = 04 au. and the solid lineto ! = 4 aa.

Thetineisin aa.

Figure 5: Lower bound for the ionization (P, ) probability of the ,gq9-State
through a linearly polarized m onochrom atic laser eldE () = Egsin('t),! = 15

aun,Eyg= 20au.Thetineisn aa.

Figure 6: Lower bound (P, ) for the ionization probability of the 3499-State
through a lhearly polarized m onochrom atic Jaser eld with a trapezoidal and
a sine-squared tum-on and tum-o enveloping function, upper and lower curve

of the sam e lne type, respectively. (solid line: 2 12 2 pulse, dashed line:

o

10 2 pulseand dotted lne: &1 6 L pule), ! = 15au.
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Figure 7: Upper bound Pi,) for the ionization probability of the 3499-State
through a linearly polarized m onochrom atic laser eld w ith a trapezoidaland a
sine-squared tum-on and tum-o enveloping function, upper and lower curve of
the sam e line type, respectively. (solid line: 7 6 7 pulse,dashed line: 2 4 3
pulse and dotted line: 2 2 2 pulse), ! = 15 au.

Figure 8: Lower bound (P, ) for the ionization probability of the 3qg9-State
through a lnearly polarized m onochrom atic lJaser eld wih a sihesquared en—
veloping finction E (£) = E o sin (! t) sin ( t)?,! = 02au., = 00lau,E,= 20

au.Thetineisin aa.

Figure 9: Lower bound (P, ) for the ionization probability of the 3qg9-State
through a linearly polarized m onochrom atic lJaser eld with a sinesquared en—
veloping fiinction E ) = Egsh(!t)shn(t)?, ! = 02 an., = 001 au. The
dotted line correspondsto Ey = 5 au., the dashed Ineto Eg = 10 au. and the

solid IinetoEg= 20 an. Thetine isin au.

Figure 10: Lower bound (P, ) for the ionization probabiliy of the ,go-State
through a linearly polarized m onochrom atic lJaser eld with a sinesquared en—
veloping filnction E (t) = Egsh (!t)sn(t)?, ! = 08au., = !'=135au.The
dotted lne corresponds to n = 40, the dashed line to n = 35 and the solid lne

ton = 30.
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