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1 Introduction

The com putation ofionization rates or probabilities ofatom s through low in-

tensity (I << 3:5� 1016W =cm 2 )laserradiation can becarried outsuccessfully

using perturbation theory around thesolution oftheSchr�odingerequation with-

out the presence ofthe laser �elds [1]. W ith the advance oflaser technology,

nowadays intensities ofup to (1019W =cm 2) are possible and pulses m ay be re-

duced to a duration of(� � 10� 15s),� theregion ofvalidity oftheabovem ethod

isleft. The new regim e isusually tackled by perturbative m ethodsaround the

Gordon-Volkov solution [3]oftheSchr�odingerequation [4,5,6,7,8,9,10],fully

num ericalsolutionsofthe Schr�odingerequation [11,12,13,14,15,16],Floquet

solution [17,18,19],high frequency approxim ations[20]oranalogiesto classical

dynam icalsystem s [21]. Allthese m ethodshave itsdrawbacks. The m ostsur-

prising outcom eoftheanalysisofthe high-intensity region forshortpulses(the

pulse length issm allerthan 1 ps)isthe �nding by the m ajority ofthe atom ic-

physicscom m unity (see[22,23,24,25]and referencestherein)ofso-called atom ic

stabilization. This m eans thatthe probability ofionization by a pulse oflaser

radiation,which forlow intensities increases with increasing intensities reaches

som e sortofm axim um athigh intensitiesand com m encesto decrease untilion-

ization is alm ost totally suppressed. This picture is very counterintuitive and

doubtson theexistence ofthisphenom enon havebeen raised by severalauthors

[9,26,27,7,10],who do not�nd evidenceforitin theircom putations.So farno

supportisgiven to eitherside by experim entalists.y Forreviewson the subject

wereferto [22,23,24,25].

Since allofthe above m ethods involve a high degree ofnum ericalanalysis,

�Fora review and the experim entalrealization ofsuch pulsessee forinstance[2].

yExperim entalevidenceforsom esortofstabilization isgiven in [28],buttheseexperim ents

dealwith intensities of 1013W =cm
2, which is not the "ultra-intense" regim e for which the

theoreticalpredictionsarem ade.
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which are di�cult to be veri�ed by third parties,it is extrem ely desirable to

reach som e form ofanalyticalunderstanding. In [29,30,31,32]we derived an-

alyticalexpressions for upper and lower bounds for the ionization probability,

m eaning thattheionization probability iscertainly lowerorhigher,respectively,

than thesevalues.Thelowerbound in particularm ay beem ployed toinvestigate

the possibility ofstabilization for an atom ic bound state. In [32]we analyzed

thehydrogen atom and found thatforincreasing intensitiesthelowerbound also

increasesand hencethattheexistenceofatom icstabilization can beexcluded in

the sense thatthe ionization probability tendsto one. The shortcom ing ofour

previousanalysis[32]is,thatde�niteconclusionsconcerning theabovequestion

m ay only be reached forextrem ely shortpulses (� < 1 a.u.),which are exper-

im entally unrealistic. In the presentarticle we analyze these boundsin further

detailand dem onstratethatatom icstabilization can also beexcluded forlonger

pulses.

Som eauthors[8,14]putforward theclaim thatin orderto \observe" atom ic

stabilizationonerequirespulseswhichareswitched on,som etim esalsoo�,sm oothly.

This seem s very surprising since stabilization issupposed to be a phenom enon

speci�c to high intensitiesand with these type ofpulsesem phasisisjustputon

the im portance ofthe low intensity regim e. Itfurtherappearsthatam ong the

authorswho putforward theseclaim s,itisnotcom m only agreed upon,whether

one should associate these pulse shapes to the laser �eld or to the associated

vectorpotential. W e did not�nd a properand convincing physicalexplanation

why such pulsesshould produce so surprising e�ectsin the literature. Geltm an

[10]and also Chen and Bernstein [26]do not�nd evidence forstabilization for

thesetypeofpulseswith sm ooth and turn on (and o�)ofthelaser�eld.

Inordertoaddressalsothevalidityoftheseclaim sinourfram eworkweextend

in the present paper our previous analysis to various type ofpulses com m only

em ployed in theliteraturein thiscontextand investigatealsothee�ectsdi�erent

frequencies m ight have. Once m ore we conclude that our argum ents do not
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supportatom icstabilization.

Our m anuscript is organized as follows: In section 2. we brie
y recallthe

principle ofourargum entation and ourprevious expressions forthe upperand

lowerboundsfortheionizationprobabilityanddiscussthem in m oredetailforthe

hydrogen atom .W ethen turn to an analysisforspeci�cpulses.In section 3.we

stateourconclusions.In theappendixwepresenttheexplicitcom putation forthe

Hilbertspacenorm ofthedi�erenceofthepotentialin theKram ers-Henneberger

fram eand theonein thelaboratory fram eforany bound state.

2 T he upper and low er bounds

Fortheconvenienceofthereaderwecom m enceby sum m arizing brie
y them ain

principle ofour argum ent. Instead ofcalculating exact ionization probabilities

wecom puteupperand lowerboundsforthem ,m eaning thattheexactvaluesare

alwaysgreaterorsm aller,respectively.W ethen vary these boundswith respect

to the intensity ofthe laser�eld and study theirbehaviour. Ifthe lowerbound

tendsto onewith increasing intensity,wecan inferthatstabilization isde�nitely

excluded. On the other hand,ifthe upper bound tends to zero for increasing

intensities,we would conclude that stabilization is present. In case the lower

bound increases,butrem ainsbelow one,we only take thisasan indication for

a generaltype ofbehaviour and interpret it as not providing any evidence for

stabilization,butwe can notde�nitely exclude itsexistence. In case the lower

bound becom es negative orthe upperbound greaterthan one,ourexpressions

obviously do notallow any conclusion.

The non-relativistic quantum m echanicaldescription ofa system with po-

tentialV in the presence oflinearly polarized laser radiation is given by the

Schr�odingerequation involving theStark Ham iltonian

i
@ (~x;t)

@t
=

�

�
�

2
+ V + z� E (t)

�

 (~x;t) = H (t) (~x;t): (2.1)
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For high,but not relativistic,intensities the laser �eld m ay be approxim ated

classically. W e furtherm ore assum e the dipole approxim ation. In the following

we willalways use atom ic units �h = e = m e = c� � = 1. For a generaltim e

dependent Ham iltonian H (t) the ionization probability ofa norm alized bound

state isde�ned [6,29]as

P( ) = k(1 � P+ )S k
2 = 1� kP+ S k

2 : (2.2)

The gaugeinvariance ofthisexpression wasdiscussed in [32].Here k k denotes

asusualthe Hilbertspace norm ,i.e. k k2 = h ; i=
R
j (~x)j2d3x. W e always

assum e that H � = lim
t! � 1

H (t) exists and  is then understood to be a bound

state ofH � . P+ and P� denote the projectors onto the space spanned by the

bound statesofH + and H � ,respectively and S istheunitary \scatteringm atrix"

S = lim
t� ! � 1

exp(it+ H + )� U(t+ ;t� )� exp(�it� H � ) : (2.3)

Heretheunitary tim eevolution operatorU(t+ ;t� )forH (t),bringsa statefrom

tim e t� to t+ . Note that by de�nition 0 � P( )� 1. Em ploying m ethods of

functionalanalysiswederived in [29,30,31,32]severalanalyticalexpressionsby

which the possible values forthe ionization probability m ay be restricted. W e

em phasize once m ore thatthese expressions are notto be confused with exact

com putationsofionization probabilities.W erecallheretheform ulafortheupper

Pu( )
1

2 =

�Z

0

k(V (~x � c(t)ez)� V (~x)) kdt+ jc(�)jkpz k+ jb(�)jkz k (2.4)

and thelowerbound

Pl( )= 1 �

( �Z

0

k(V (~x� c(t)ez)� V (~x)) kdt (2.5)

+
2

2E + b(�)2
k(V (~x� c(�)ez)� V (~x)) k+

2jb(�)j

2E + b(�)2
kpz k

) 2

;

which werededuced in [32].ez istheunitvectorin thez-direction.Hereweuse

thenotation

b(t):=

Z
t

0

E (s)ds c(t):=

Z
t

0

b(s)ds ; (2.6)
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for the totalclassicalm om entum transfer and the totalclassicaldisplacem ent,

respectively.Notethatforthevectorpotentialin thez-direction wehaveA(t)=

� 1

c
b(t)+ const.Itisim portanttorecallthattheexpression forthelowerbound is

onlyvalid iftheclassicalenergytransferislargerthan theionization energyofthe

bound state,i.e. 1

2
b2(�)> �E . Ourboundshold forallKato sm allpotentials.z

In particularthe Coulom b potentialand itsm odi�cations,which are very often

em ployed in num ericalcom putations,such as sm oothed or screened Coulom b

potentials,areKato sm all.However,thedelta-potential,which iswidely used in

toy-m odelcom putationsbecause ofitsnice property to possessonly one bound

state,isnota Kato potential.

In the following we willconsider a realistic exam ple and take the potential

V to be the Coulom b potentialand concentrate ourdiscussion on the hydrogen

atom . In thiscase itiswellknown thatthe binding energy fora state  nlm is

E n = � 1

2n2
,kpz n00k

2 = 1

3n2
and kz n00k

2 = 1

3
h n00jr

2j n00i=
n2

6
(5n2 + 1)(see

forinstance [33]). W e willem ploy these relationsbelow. In [32]itwas shown,

that the Hilbert space norm ofthe di�erence ofthe potentialin the Kram ers-

Hennebergerfram e[36,37]and in thelaboratory fram eapplied to thestate 

N (~y; ) := k(V (~x� ~y)� V (~x)) k (2.7)

isbounded by 2 when  =  100 forarbitrary ~y = cez. W e shallnow investigate

in m oredetailhow thisfunction dependson c.In orderto sim plify notationswe

ignorein thefollowing theexplicitm entioning ofez.In theappendix wepresent

a detailed com putation,whereweobtain

N 2(c; 100) = 2+ (1+ jcj� 1)e� jcjE i(jcj)+ (1� jcj� 1)ejcjE i(�jcj)+
2

jcj

�

e� 2jcj� 1
�

:

(2.8)

zPotentialsarecalled K ato sm allifforarbitrary there0 < a < 1 thereisa constantb< 1 ,

such thatkV  k � ak� �  k+ bk k holdsforall in the dom ain D (H 0)ofH 0 = � � =2,see

forinstance [34,35].
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HereE i(x)denotestheexponentialintegralfunction,given by theprincipalvalue

oftheintegral

E i(x) = �

1Z

� x

e� t

t
dt for x > 0 : (2.9)

Considering now the asym ptotic ofN ,we obtain as expected lim
c! 0

N = 0 and

lim
c! 1

N =
p
2.Noting furtherthatN isa m onotonically increasing function ofc,

(one m ay easily com pute its derivatives w.r.t. c,butwe refer here only to the

plotofthisfunction in �gure 1),itfollowsthatourprevious[32]estim ate m ay

in factbe im proved to N (c; 100)�
p
2. The im portantthing to notice is,that

since N (c; 100)isan overallincreasing function ofc,ittherefore also increases

as a function ofthe �eld strength. The last term in the bracket ofthe lower

bound Pl( )isa decreasing function ofthe�eld strength,whilethesecond term

doesnothavean obviousbehaviour.Henceifthe�rstterm dom inatesthewhole

expression in thebracket,thusleadingtoadecreaseofPl( ),onehasin principle

the possibility ofstabilization. W e now investigate severalpulse shapesforthe

possibility ofsuch a behaviourand analyzetheexpressions

Pl( 100) = 1�

( �Z

0

N (c(t); 100)dt+
2N (c(�); 100)

b(�)2 � 1
+

2
p
3

jb(�)j

b(�)2 � 1

) 2

(2.10)

Pu( 100) =

8
<

:

�Z

0

N (c(t); 100)dt+
jc(�)j
p
3

+ jb(�)j

9
=

;

2

: (2.11)

Here we have sim ply inserted the explicit values for E 1,kz 100k and kpz 100k

into (2.4) and (2.5),and understand N (c; 100) to be given by the analytical

expression (2.8).Theform ulaepresented in theappendix allow in principle also

the com putation ofN (c; nlm ) for di�erent values ofn;land m . However,for

l6= 0 the sum overthe Clebsch-Gordan coe�cients becom es m ore com plicated

and due to the presence ofthe Laguerre polynom ialofdegree n in the radial

wave-function R nl this becom es a rather com plex analyticalcom putation. W e

willthereforebecontentwith a weakeranalyticalestim atehere.In fact,wehave

N 2(c(t); n00) � 2h n00;V (~x)
2 n00i =

4

n3
: (2.12)

6



In the appendix of[32]thisstatem entwasproven forn = 1. The generalproof

for arbitrary n m ay be carried out exactly along the sam e line. Therefore,we

obtain thefollowing new upperand lowerbounds

Plw( n00) = 1�

(
2

n3=2
� +

4

b(�)2 � 1=n2

1

n3=2
+

1

n
p
3

2jb(�)j

b(�)2 � 1=n2

) 2

(2.13)

Puw( n00) =

(
2

n3=2
� +

jc(�)j

n
p
3
+ n

s

5n2 + 1

6
jb(�)j

) 2

; (2.14)

which areweakerthan (2.11)and (2.10),in thethesensethat

Plw( n00)� Pl( n00)� P( n00)� Pu( n00)� Puw( n00) : (2.15)

In orderfor(2.13)to bevalid wenow haveto haveb(�)2 > 1

n2
.W ewillnow turn

to a detailed analysisofthese boundsby looking atdi�erentpulses. Ourm ain

purpose in the present m anuscript forconsidering statesofthe type  nlm with

n 6= 0 isto extend ourdiscussion to pulseswith longerduration,seealso section

2.3.Thereason thatlongerpulsedurationsareaccesibleforstateswith highern

isthen-dependence in estim ate(2.15)and itse�ectin (2.14)and (2.13).

2.1 Static Field

Thisisthesim plestcase,butstillinstructiveto investigatesinceitalready con-

tainsthe generalfeature which we willobserve form ore com plicated pulses. It

isfurtherm oreim portantto study,because itm ay beviewed asthebackground

which ispresentin m ostexperim entalsetups,beforem orecom plicated pulsescan

begenerated.Fora static�eld ofintensity I = E 2
0 wetrivially have

E (t)= E 0 b(t)= E 0t c(t)=
E 0t

2

2
(2.16)

for0 � t� �. Inserting these functionsinto (2.10)we m ay easily com pute the

upperand lowerbound.Heretheonedim ensionalintegralsovertim e,appearing

in (2.11)and (2.10)werecarried outnum erically.Theresultispresented in �gure

2,which showsthatabound forhigherintensitiesalwayscorrespondstoahigher
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ionization probability. The overallqualitative behaviour clearly indicates that

forincreasing �eld strength theionization probability also increasesand tendsto

one.In particularlinesfordi�erentintensitiesnevercrosseach other.Surely the

shown pulselengthsaretooshorttoberealisticand wewillindicatebelow how to

obtain situationsin which conclusivestatem entsm ay bedrawn concerninglonger

pulse durations. In the following we willalwaysencounterthe sam e qualitative

behaviour.

2.2 Linearly polarized m onochrom atic light (LPM L)

Now wehave

E (t)= E 0sin(!t) b(t)=
2E 0

!
sin2

�
!t

2

�

c(t)=
E 0

!2
(!t� sin(!t))

(2.17)

for 0 � t � �. The result ofthe com putation which em ploys these functions

in orderto com pute (2.10)and (2.11)isillustrated in �gure 3. Once again our

boundsindicate thatforincreasing �eld strength the ionization probability also

increases.Keeping the�eld strength �xed atE 0 = 2 a.u.,a com parison between

thecasefor! = 0:4and ! = 4shows(�gure4),asexpected,thelowerboundsfor

theionization probability to bedecreasing functionsofthefrequency.Thepeak

on theleft,which seem sto contradictthisstatem entforthatregion,isonly due

tothefactthattheexpression forthelowerbound isnotvalid for! = 0:4in that

regim e. Clearly,thisisnotm eantby stabilization,since forthisto happen we

require �xed frequenciesand we have to analyze the behaviourforvarying �eld

strength.Theclaim [14,20]isthatin generalvery high frequenciesarerequired

for this phenom enon to em erge. Our analysis does not support stabilization

forany frequency. Asm entioned above,the shortcom ing ofthe analysis ofthe

boundsPu( 100)and Pl( 100)isthatweonly seean e�ectfortim essm allerthan

one atom ic unit. �gure 4 and �gure 5 also show that by considering P( n00)

for higher values ofn our expressions allow also conclusions for longer pulse
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durations. Forthe reasons m entioned above,in this analysis we em ployed the

slightly weakerbounds(2.14)and (2.13).

2.3 LPM L w ith a trapezoidalenveloping function

W enow turn tothesim plestcaseofapulsewhich isadiabaticallyswitched on and

o�.These typeofpulsesareofspecialinterestsince m any authorsclaim [14,8]

thatstabilization only occursin these cases.W e considera pulse ofduration �0

which haslinearturn-on and turn-o� ram psoflength T.Then

E (t) = E 0sin(!t)

8
>>>>><

>>>>>:

t

T
for 0� t� T

1 for T < t< (�0 � T)

(�0� t)

T
for (�0 � T)� t� �0

(2.18)

b(�0) =
E 0

!2T
fsin(!T)� sin(!�0)+ sin(!(�0 � T))g (2.19)

c(�0) =
E 0

!3T

 

2� 2cos(!T)+ 2cos(!�0)� 2cos(!(�0 � T))

�!T sin(!T)+ !�0sin(!T)+ !T sin(!(�0 � T))

!

:(2.20)

Theexpressionsforb(t)and c(t)areratherm essy and willnotbereported here

since we only analyze the weaker bounds. Notice that now,in contrast to the

previouscases,both b(�0)and c(�0)m ay becom ezero forcertain pulsedurations

and ram ps. W e shallcom m ent on this situation in section 3. W e choose the

ram psto beoftheform T =
�

m + 1

4

�
2�

!
(m being an integer)forthelowerand

T =
�

m + 1

2

�
2�

!
for the upper bound. Our lower bound does not perm it the

analysisofhalfcyclessincethen b(�0)= 0.Theresultsareshown in �gure6 and

7,which both do notshow any evidence forstabilization.They furtherindicate

thata decrease in the slopesofthe ram pswith �xed pulse duration,leadsto a

sm aller ionization probability. Once m ore (we do notpresent a �gure forthis,

since one m ay also see thisfrom the analyticalexpressions),an increase in the

frequency leadsto a decreasein thelowerbound oftheionization probability for

�xed �eld strength.
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2.4 LPM L w ith a sine-squared enveloping function

Hereweconsider

E (t) = E 0 sin
2(
t)sin(!t) (2.21)

b(t) =
E 0

16! 
 2 � 4!3

 

8
 2 + 2!2 cos(! t)� 8
 2 cos(! t)

�!2 cos((! � 2
)t)� 2! 
 cos((! � 2
)t)

�!2 cos((! + 2
)t)+ 2! 
 cos((! + 2
)t)

!

(2.22)

c(t) =
E 0

4!2(! � 2
)
2
(! + 2
)

2

 

�8!3



2t+ 32! 
 4t� 2!4 sin(! t)

+16!2



2 sin(! t)� 32
 4 sin(! t)� !4 sin((2
 � !)t)

�4!3

 sin((2
 � !)t)� 4! 2



2 sin((2
 � !)t)

+!4 sin((! + 2
)t)� 4! 3

 sin((! + 2
)t)

+4!2



2 sin((! + 2
)t)

!

(2.23)

for0 � t� �. At�rstsight itappearsthatboth b(t)and c(t)are singularat

! = �2
,which ofcourseisnotthecasesinceboth functionsarebounded asone

m ay easily derive.W ith thehelp oftheSchwarzinequality itfollowsthatalways

jb(t)j� t
1

2kE k and jc(t)j� 1

2
t
3

2kE k. W e �rstinvestigate the situation in which

thispulse isswitched on sm oothly butturned o� abruptly.Figure8 showsthat

theboundsbecom e nontrivialfortim eslargerthan oneatom icunitin thesam e

fashion as in the previous cases by considering Pl( n00) for higher values ofn.

Figure9 showsthatalso in thiscasetheionization probability tendsto oneand

no sign forstabilization isfound.Figure10 showsthelowerbound in which the

pulselength istaken to bea halfcycleoftheenveloping function.Oncem oreit

indicatesincreasing ionization probability with increasing �eld strength and also

for increasing values forn. Following now Geltm an [10]and Su et al. [14]we

em ploy thesine-squareonly fortheturn-on and o� and includea plateau region

10



into thepulseshape.Then

E (t) = E 0sin(!t)

8
>>>>><

>>>>>:

sin2
�
�t

2T

�

for 0� t� T

1 for T < t< (�0 � T)

sin2
�
�(�0� t)

2T

�

for (�0 � T)� t� �0

(2.24)

b(�0) =
E 0�

2 (1+ cos(! T)� cos(! (T � �0))� cos(! �0))

2! �2 � 2!3T2
(2.25)

c(�0) =
E 0�

22!2

(�2 � !2 T2)
2

�

! �2�0 � !3T2�0 � ! �2T cos(! T)+ !3T3 cos(! T)

+ ! �2�0 cos(! T)� !3T2�0 cos(! T)� ! �2T cos(! (T � �0))

+ !3T3 cos(! (T � �0))+ �2 sin(! T)� 3!2T2 sin(! T)

+ �2 sin(! (T � �0))� 3!2T2 sin(! (T � �0))� �2 sin(! �0)

+ 3!2T2 sin(! �0)
�

: (2.26)

(Also in these cases the apparent poles in b(�0) and c(�0) for ! = � �

T
are ac-

com panied by zeros.) Theresultsofthiscom putationsareshown in �gure6 and

7,oncem orewith no evidence forbound-statestabilization.A com parison with

thelinearswitch on and o�showsthattheionization probability forsine-squared

turn-on and o�sislower.Thee�ectislargerforlongerram ps.

3 C onclusions

W e have investigated the ionization probability for the hydrogen atom when

exposed to ultra-intense shortly pulsed laserradiation ofvarioustypesofpulse

shapes.In com parison with [32],weextended ouranalysisto thesituation which

is applicable to any bound-state  nlm and in particular for the  100-state we

carried outthecom putation untiltheend forthestrongerupper(2.4)and lower

(2.5)bounds.W eovercom e theshortcom ing of[32]which did notallow de�nite

statem entsforpulsesofdurationslongerthan one atom ic unitby investigating

theboundsforhighervaluesofn.A directcom parisonbetween existingnum erical

com putationsforsm alln,in particularn=1,and reasonably longpulsedurations
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is at present not feasible. As our com putations show (see also [38]) there is

ofcourse a quantitative di�erent behaviour for di�erent values ofn. However,

qualitatively weobtain thesam ebehaviour(refer�gure10)and thereforewedo

notthink thisto beofany physicalsigni�cance.Itwould bevery interesting to

carry ouranalysisfurtherand also investigate thee�ectresulting from varying l

and m .In principleourequationsalready allow such an analysis,butdueto the

sum in (A.6)the explicitexpressionswillbe ratherm essy and we willtherefore

om itthem here.

W e regard the lack ofsupportforthe existence ofbound-state stabilization

in a realistic three dim ensionalatom resulting from these type ofargum ents,

even forhigh valuesofn,asm ore convincing than forinstance the supportfor

stabilization based on one-dim ensionaltoy m odels.

Forthesituation when thetotalclassicalm om entum transferb(�)and theto-

talclassicaldisplacem entc(�)arenon-vanishingwecon�rm oncem oretheresults

of[32]and do not�nd any evidence forbound-state stabilization forultrashort

pulses.Thisholdsforvarioustypesofpulses,whetherthey areswitched on (and

o�),sm oothly ornot. W e therefore agree with Geltm an in the conclusion that

sm ooth pulses in generalwillonly prolong the onset ofionization but willnot

providea m echanism forstabilization.

Thereishowevera particularway ofswitching on and o�,such thatb(�)= 0,

butc(�)6= 0.Thesetypeofpulsesareused forinstancein [8,14].Unfortunately

ourboundsdo notperm itto m ake any de�nite statem entaboutthiscase,since

thelowerbound isnotapplicable(in thesense thatthen thenecessay condition

1

2
b2(�) > �E forth validity ofthe lower bound is notful�lled) and the upper

bound givesfortypicalvaluesofthefrequency and �eld strength ionization prob-

abilitieslargerthan one.So in principleforthesetypeofpulsesthepossibility of

bound-statestabilization rem ains.Itwould bevery interestingto�nd alternative

expressionsfortheupperand lowerbound which allow conclusionson thiscase.

For the case b(�) = c(�) = 0 the upper bound Pu rem ains an increasing

12



function ofthe �eld strength due to the properties ofthe Hilbert space norm

ofthe di�erence ofthe potentialin the Kram ers-Hennebergerfram e and in the

laboratory fram eapplied tothestate 100.Theweakerupperbound takeson the

valuePuw( n00)=
4�2

n3
,which at�rstsightseem scounterintuitive,sinceitim plies

that the upper bound decreases with increasing n,i.e. for states close to the

ionization threshold,and �xed �. Classically thism ay,however,be understood

easily. Forclosed Kepler orbits,i.e. ellipses,with energies su�ciently close to

zero (depending on �),forany pulse with sm allb(�)and c(�),these quantities

willbe very close to the actualchanges,caused by the pulse,ofthe m om entum

and the coordinate,respectively. So in this case ionization,i.e. the transition

to a hyperbolic orparabolic orbit willtherefore be very unlikely. This kind of

behaviourwasalso observed in [38]fora Gau�ian pulse,forwhich b(�)= 0 and

c(�)6= 0.
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A ppendix

In thisappendix wewillprovidetheexplicitcalculation oftheterm

N 2(~y; ) = h ;V (~x)2 i+ h ;V (~x � ~y)2 i� 2h ;V (~x � ~y)V (~x) i (A.1)

For =  nlm the�rstterm iswellknown to equal 1

n3(l+ 1=2)
[33].W edid not�nd

a com putation for the m atrix elem ent involving the Coulom b potentialin the

Kram ers-Hennebergerfram e in the literature and willtherefore presentithere.

Starting with the fam iliarexpansion ofthe shifted Coulom b potentialin term s

ofsphericalharm onics

1

j~x� ~yj
=

1X

l= 0

 
rl<

rl+ 1>

! s

4�

2l+ 1
Yl0(#;�) (A.2)
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wherer< = M in(j~xj;j~yj)and r> = M ax(j~xj;j~yj),weobtain

h	 nlm jj~x � ~yj� 1 j~xj� 1j	 nlm i =

1X

l0= 0

Z

d
Y �
lm Yl00Ylm

s

4�

2l0+ 1
0

B
@

j~yjZ

0

dr

 
r

j~yj

! l0+ 1

R
2

nl+

1Z

j~yj

dr

 
j~yj

r

! l0

R
2

nl

1

C
A

which by thewellknown form ula from angularm om entum theory

Z

d
Y �
lm Yl1 m 1

Yl2 m 2
=

v
u
u
t
(2l1 + 1)(2l2 + 1)

4�(2l+ 1)
hl1l2;00jl0ihl1l2;m 1m 2jlm i (A.3)

leadsto

1X

l0= 0

hll0;00jl0ihll0;m 0jlm i

0

B
@

j~yjZ

0

dr

 
r

j~yj

! l0+ 1

R 2

nl+

1Z

j~yj

dr

 
j~yj

r

! l0

R 2

nl

1

C
A : (A.4)

Here hl1l2;m 1m 2jlm i denote the W igner or Clebsch-Gordan coe�cients in the

usualconventions(seee.g.[39]).

W eshallnow considertheterm

h	 nlm jj~x � ~yj� 2 j	 nlm i (A.5)

Em ploying (A.2)and theform ula

Yl1m 1
Yl2m 2

=

s

(2l1 + 1)(2l2 + 1)

4�

X

l0m 0

1

(2l0+ 1)
Yl0m 0hl1l2;m 1m 2jl

0
m

0
ihl1l2;00jl

00i

yields

1

j~x � ~yj2
=

X

k;l0

jk+ l0j
X

~l= jk� l0j

rk+ l
0

<

r
k+ l0+ 2
>

s

4�

2~l+ 1
hkl0;00j~l0i2 Y~l0 : (A.6)

Onceagain applying (A.3)showsthat(A.5)equals

X

~l;�l;l0

h~ll0;00j~l0i2h�ll;0m jlm ih�ll;00jl0i

0

B
@

j~yjZ

0

dr

 
r

j~yj

! l0+ ~l+ 2

R 2

nl+

1Z

j~yj

dr

 
j~yj

r

! l0+ ~l

R 2

nl

1

C
A :

(A.7)
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Fors-states,i.e. (l= 0),we m ay carry outthe sum s overthe Clebsch-Gordan

coe�cients easily. In (A.4) the only contribution com es from l0 = 0 and we

trivially obtain

h	 n00jj~x � ~yj� 1 j~xj� 1j	 n00i =

j~yjZ

0

dr
r

j~yj
R 2

n0 +

1Z

j~yj

drR 2

n0 : (A.8)

In (A.7)thesum over�lcontributesonly for�l= 0 and togetherwith h~ll0;00j00i2

=
�~ll0

2~l+ 1
itleadsto

h	 n00jj~x� ~yj� 2 j	 n00i =

1X

l= 0

1

2l+ 1

0

B
@

j~yjZ

0

dr

 
r

j~yj

! 2l+ 2

R 2

nl+

1Z

j~yj

dr

 
j~yj

r

! 2l

R 2

nl

1

C
A :

(A.9)

W eturn to thecasen = 1 (with 	 100 =
2p
4�
e� j~xj)forwhich (A.4)becom es

h	 100jj~x� ~yj
� 1

j~xj
� 1
j	 100i =

1� e� 2j~yj

j~yj
: (A.10)

Asconsistency check one m ay considerthe asym ptotic behavioursj~yj! 1 and

j~yj! 0,which give,asexpected,0and 2respectively.Using theseriesexpansion

forthelogarithm ,(A.9)forn = 1 becom es

h	 100jj~x�~yj
� 2

j	 100i =
2

j~yj

0

B
@

j~yjZ

0

drln

 
j~yj+ r

j~yj� r

!

re� 2r +

1Z

j~yj

drln

 
r+ j~yj

r� j~yj

!

re� 2r

1

C
A :

(A.11)

Using then theintegrals

Z

drln(1� r)re� 2cr =
1

4c2

 

(1� 2c)e� 2crE i(�2c(1� r))

�e� 2cr(1+ (1+ 2cr)ln(1� r))

!

(A.12)

Z

drln(1� r� 1)re� 2cr =
1

4c2

 

(1� 2c)e� 2crE i(2c(�1� r))

�E i(�2cr)� (1+ 2cr)e� 2crln(1� r� 1)

!

(A.13)
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weobtain

h	 100jj~x � ~y=2j� 2 j	 100i = (1� j~yj� 1)e� j~yj)E i(j~yj)+ (1� j~yj� 1)ej~yj)E i(�j~yj)

(A.14)

Asa consistency check wem ay again considertheasym ptoticbehaviour,thatis

j~yj! 0 and j~yj! 1 ,which gives correctly 2 and 0,respectively. Assem bling

now (A.1),(A.10) and (A.14) gives as claim ed (2.8). In the sam e fashion one

m ay also com puteN (~y; nlm )forarbitrary n;land m .
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Figure1:TheHilbertspacenorm ofthedi�erenceofthepotentialintheKram ers-

Hennebergerfram eand in the laboratory fram e applied to the state 100 versus

theclassicaldisplacem entc.

Figure 2:Upper(three curveson the left)and lowerbound (Pl and Pu)forthe

ionization probability ofthe 100-statethrough astaticlaser�eld E 0.Thedotted

line correspondsto E 0 = 5 a.u.,the dashed line to E 0 = 10 a.u. and the solid

lineto E 0 = 20 a.u.Thetim eisin a.u.

Figure 3:Upper(three curveson the left)and lowerbound (Pl and Pu)forthe

ionization probability ofthe  100-state through a linearly polarized m onochro-

m atic laser�eld E (t)= E 0sin(!t);! = 1:5 a.u.The dotted line correspondsto

E 0 = 5 a.u.,the dashed line to E 0 = 10 a.u. and the solid line to E 0 = 20 a.u.

Thetim eisin a.u.

Figure 4: Lower bound (Plw) for the ionization probability ofthe  10 00-state

through a linearly polarized m onochrom aticlaser�eld E (t)= E 0sin(!t),E 0 = 2

a.u.Thedotted linecorrespondsto ! = 0:4 a.u.and thesolid lineto ! = 4 a.u.

Thetim eisin a.u.

Figure 5: Lower bound for the ionization (Plw) probability ofthe  20 00-state

through alinearly polarized m onochrom aticlaser�eld E (t)= E 0sin(!t),! = 1:5

a.u.,E 0 = 20 a.u.Thetim eisin a.u.

Figure 6: Lower bound (Plw) for the ionization probability ofthe  34 00-state

through a linearly polarized m onochrom atic laser �eld with a trapezoidaland

a sine-squared turn-on and turn-o� enveloping function,upperand lowercurve

ofthe sam e line type,respectively. (solid line: 5

4
� 12� 5

4
pulse,dashed line:

9

4
� 10� 9

4
pulseand dotted line: 17

4
� 6� 17

4
pulse),! = 1:5 a.u.

20



Figure 7: Upper bound (Plw) for the ionization probability ofthe  34 00-state

through a linearly polarized m onochrom atic laser�eld with a trapezoidaland a

sine-squared turn-on and turn-o� enveloping function,upperand lowercurve of

thesam elinetype,respectively.(solid line: 1

2
� 6� 1

2
pulse,dashed line: 3

2
� 4� 3

2

pulseand dotted line: 5

2
� 2� 5

2
pulse),! = 1:5 a.u.

Figure 8: Lower bound (Plw) for the ionization probability ofthe  30 00-state

through a linearly polarized m onochrom atic laser �eld with a sine-squared en-

velopingfunction E (t)= E 0sin(!t)sin(
t)
2,! = 0:2a.u.,
= 0:01a.u.,E 0 = 20

a.u.Thetim eisin a.u.

Figure 9: Lower bound (Plw) for the ionization probability ofthe  30 00-state

through a linearly polarized m onochrom atic laser �eld with a sine-squared en-

veloping function E (t) = E 0sin(!t)sin(
t)
2,! = 0:2 a.u.,
 = 0:01 a.u. The

dotted line correspondsto E 0 = 5 a.u.,the dashed line to E 0 = 10 a.u.and the

solid lineto E 0 = 20 a.u.Thetim eisin a.u.

Figure 10: Lower bound (Plw) for the ionization probability ofthe  n00-state

through a linearly polarized m onochrom atic laser �eld with a sine-squared en-

veloping function E (t)= E 0sin(!t)sin(
t)
2,! = 0:8 a.u.,
 = !=13:5 a.u.The

dotted line correspondsto n = 40,the dashed line to n = 35 and the solid line

to n = 30.
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