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We study ionization of atoms in strong elliptically-polarized laser fields. We focus on the physical
origin of the offset angle in the photoelectron momentum distribution and its possible relation to a
specific time. By developing a model which is based on strong-field approximation and considers the
classical Coulomb scattering, we are able to quantitatively explain recent attoclock experiments in a
wide region of laser and atomic parameters. The offset angle can be understood as arising from the
scattering of the electron by the ionic potential when the electron exits the laser-Coulomb-formed
barrier through tunneling. The scattering time is manifested as the Coulomb-induced ionization
time lag and is encoded in the offset angle.

I. INTRODUCTION

When atoms are exposed to strong elliptically-
polarized laser fields with high ellipticity, the photoelec-
tron momentum distributions (PMDs) show a ring-like
structure. In comparison with the theoretical predictions
of the well-known strong-field approximation (SFA) [1]
where the Coulomb potential is neglected, the experi-
mental PMDs present a small rotation. The offset angle
θ in PMD characterizes this rotation. As this offset angle
arises from the Coulomb effect and depends on laser and
atomic parameters, experimental techniques have been
developed to use this angle to probe attosecond tunnel-
ing dynamics of the electron in recent years. Relevant
techniques have been termed as attosecond angle streak-
ing or attoclock [2–5]. Many attoclock experiments have
been performed for probing the tunneling time (i.e., the
time spent by the electron under the barrier during the
process of tunneling). As some experiments show that
tunneling needs a finite time [6–8], other show that tun-
neling is instantaneous [9–12].
To obtain the time information from the measured

offset angle, one needs to establish a definite mapping
between the concerned time and this angle. To do so,
one first need to develop a time-dependent analytical
model which includes the Coulomb potential to describe
the ionization dynamics of atoms in a strong laser field.
Then this mapping can be deduced from the developed
model. Some Coulomb-included strong-field models have
been established in recent years [13, 14], such as the
Coulomb-modified SFA (CM-SFA) [15] which considers
the Coulomb effect after the tunneling electron exits
the barrier with numerical solution of the Newton equa-
tion, the analytical R-matrix (ARM) theory [12], which
considers the Coulomb effect when the tunneling elec-
tron is under the barrier with including the Coulomb
potential into the saddle-point equation, the time-free
Keldysh-Rutherford (KR) model [16] which considers the
Coulomb effect in terms of classical Coulomb scattering
to explain the origin of the offset angle in the case of
low laser intensity, the extended KR model [17] which
considers the Coulomb effect with the procedure some-
what similar to CM-SFA but solves the Newton equation

analytically, etc.. Due to the complexity in analytical
treatment of the Coulomb problem in strong-field ioniza-
tion, some approximations have to be performed in actual
manipulation. These approximations can influence pre-
dictions of models for the offset angle and the deduction
of the concerned time by this angle.

Very recently, a strong-field model termed as
tunneling-response-classical-motion (TRCM) model [18]
has also been developed to explain the origin of the offset
angle in terms of the response time of the electron inside
an atom to light in strong-laser induced photoelectric ef-
fect. This response time can be understood as the ob-
servable duration time of strong three-body interaction
between electron, nucleus and photon and is character-
ized by the Coulomb-induced ionization time lag [19, 20].
Although the TRCM can quantitatively and consistently
explain recent attoclock experiments with different laser
and atomic parameters, the physical picture in TRCM
related to the response time is somewhat complex.

In this paper, we develop a strong-field model by in-
cluding the Coulomb scattering into the general SFA (CS-
SFA). Our model is able to not only explain a series of
recent attoclock experiments in a wide parameter region
but also provide an intuitive physical picture for the ori-
gin of the offset angle. We show that when the electron
exits the laser-Coulomb-formed barrier through tunnel-
ing with a certain momentum, due to the existence of the
Coulomb potential, the electron is not ionized immedi-
ately. Instead, it is elastically scattered by the Coulomb
potential in a short time (the scattering time), resulting
in a momentum shift and an ionization time lag. This
momentum shift quantifies the offset angle and the scat-
tering time explains the ionization time lag.

II. COULOMB-SCATTERING SFA

SFA.-We begin our discussions with SFA where the
tunneling mechanism is considered to dominate in strong-
field ionization [21–23]. In the length gauge, the ampli-
tude of the photoelectron with the drift momentum p
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Figure 1: A sketch of the Coulomb scattering picture de-
scribed in CS-SFA. When the tunneling electron exits the
barrier at the laser-field peak time t0 and at the position r0
with a momentum p(t0), it is scattered by the Coulomb force
Fc for a small period of time τ , resulting in a momentum shift
△p(τ ). Then it is free at the time ti = t0+τ with a scattered
momentum p′(ti). The scattering angle θ′ between p and p′

amounts to the offset angle θ defined in the PMD obtained
with CS-SFA for the H atom (b). In SFA with neglecting the
Coulomb potential, the tunneling electron escapes with the
momentum p(t0) and the PMD obtained for H does not show
the offset angle (c). Laser parameters used in calculations are
I = 2× 1014 W/cm2, λ = 800 nm and ǫ = 0.84.

can be written as [1]

c(p) = −i

∫ Tp

0

dt′E(t′) · di[p+A(t′)]eiS(p,t′). (1)

Here, the term S(p, t′) =
∫ t′{[p+A(t′′)]2/2 + Ip}dt′′ is

the semiclassical action and Tp is the length of the total
pulse. The term di(v) = 〈v|r|0〉 is the transition matrix
element between the ground state |0〉 and the continuum
state |v〉, and A(t) is the vector potential of the electric
field E(t). The temporal integral in the expression of c(p)
can be evaluated by the saddle-point method [1, 24], with
the solution of the following equation

[p+A(ts)]
2/2 = −Ip. (2)

The solution ts = t0+itx of the above equation is complex
and the real part t0 can be understood as the tunneling-
out time at which the tunneling electron exits the bar-
rier. Without considering the Coulomb potential, the
tunneling-out time t0 also amounts to the ionization time
at which the electron is free.
From a semiclassical view of point, at the tunnel

exit with the time t0, the exit position r0 of the tun-
neling electron can be evaluated with r0 ≡ r(t0) =

Re(
∫ t0

t0+itx
[p + A(t′)]dt′), and the exit velocity can be

evaluated with v(t0) = p + A(t0). Note, according to
Eq. (2), the exit velocity v(t0) also agrees with the rela-
tion of v(t0) ≈ −Re[A(ts)] +A(t0). It reflects the basic
quantum effect of the system in tunneling. This veloc-
ity expression also gives the mapping between the drift
momentum p and the ionization time t0 in SFA. That is

p ≡ p(t0) = v(t0)−A(t0). (3)

CS-SFA.-Next, we introduce the effect of the Coulomb
potential V (r) into the SFA. At the tunnel exit with r0 ∼
10 a.u. for general laser and atomic parameters used in
experiments, the electron is not far away from the nucleus
and it is also subject to the non-negligible Coulomb force
Fc = − Z

r3
0

r0. Here, Z is the nuclear charge and r0 =

|r0|. Therefore, when the Coulomb effect is included, the
electron can not be considered to be free immediately at
the tunneling-out time t0.
Coulomb scattering.-With the above discussions, we as-

sume that when the electron exits the barrier at t0 with
the exit position r(t0) and the exit velocity v(t0), it is
immediately scattered by the Coulomb potential. Dur-
ing the scattering process with the duration of a small
period of time τ , the electron momentum changes from p

to p′, then it is free at the time ti = t0+τ . The scattered
momentum p′ and the ionization time ti agrees with the
following relation

p′ ≡ p′(ti) = v(t0)−A(ti). (4)

The above expression implies that due to the existence of
the Coulomb potential, the electron is born at the time ti
with a Coulomb-induced time lag τ to the Coulomb-free
birth time t0 and with the tunneling-induced exit velocity
v(ti) = v(t0). The momentum shift |△p| = |p′ − p|
can be determined by the classical Coulomb scattering
formula with the assumption of a elastic scattering from
p to p′. That is [16, 25]

|△p| = 2|p| sin(θ
′

2
) =

2Z

prb
(5)

with p = |p| ≈ |p′|, sin( θ
′

2 ) = Z/(p2rb) and rb ≈ r0.
Here, θ′ is the scattering angle. The elastic-scattering
assumption is applicable for the condition of |V (r0)| =
Z/r0 ≪ p2/2. By Eq. (3) and Eq. (4), we also have

|△p| ≡ |△p(τ)| = |A(ti)−A(t0)|. (6)

Therefore, as the momentum shift |△p| is determined by
Eq. (5), we can also obtain the time lag τ = ti − t0.
Analyses.-The offset angle θ is related to the electron

which exits the barrier at the peak time of the laser field
and therefore has the maximal amplitude. According to
our Coulomb-scattering presumption, in this case, the
scattering angle θ′ of the electron equals to the offset
angle θ. We assume that the laser field E(t) has the form
of E(t) = exEx(t) + eyEy(t), where Ex(t) = E0 sin(ωt),

Ey(t) = E1 cos(ωt), E0 = EL/
√
1 + ǫ2 and E1 = ǫE0,
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with EL being the maximal laser amplitude related to the
peak intensity I, ǫ the ellipticity, ω the laser frequency.
Without loss of generality, we limit our discussions to the
first half laser cycle where the offset angle is related to
the time t0 agreeing with ωt0 = π/2. At this time, Eq.
(2) tells that |p| = py and the vector r0 (and therefore
the Coulomb force Fc) is along the x axis. When the
scattering angle θ′ is small, we also have |△p| ≈ p′x,

p′y ≈ py and tan( θ2 ) = tan( θ
′

2 ) ≈ sin( θ
′

2 ) ≈ Z/(p2r0). A
sketch of the scattering picture described in the CS-SFA
is presented in Fig. 1.
Offset angle formula.-According to the above discus-

sions, the offset angle θ can be written as

θ ≈ arctan(
2Z

p2r0
) (7)

Here, p = |p| = py = vy(t0)−Ay(t0). As the momentum
p considers the nonzero exit velocity vy(t0), we call the
expression of θ the nonadiabatic one. Note, for the peak
time t0 of Ex(t) related to the offset angle, |vx(t0)| = 0.
Accordingly, considering that τ is a small quantity, at the
peak time t0, we also have |A(ti)−A(t0)| ≈ E0τ . Then
according to Eq. (5) and Eq. (6), we also have

τ ≈ 2Z

E0pr0
(8)

with p = py = vy(t0) − Ay(t0). Considering that for

hydrogen-like atoms Z ≈
√

2Ip and assuming that r0 ≈
Ip/E0 as in [16], we also have

θ ≈ arctan(
2
√
2E0

p2y
√

Ip
) (9)

with τ ≈ 2
√
2/(py

√

Ip). In the paper, we will perform
nonadiabatic calculations using the above expression.
Adiabatic approximation.-By neglecting the term

vy(t0) in the expression of py, we can also obtain the
adiabatic description of θ and τ . With the further con-
sideration of tan θ ≈ θ for a small angle θ and py ≈
−Ay(t0) = ǫE0/ω, we have

θ ≈ 2
√
2ω2

ǫ2E0

√

Ip
(10)

with τ ≈ 2
√
2ω/(ǫE0

√

Ip). From Eq. (10), we also see
θ ≈ ωτ/ǫ. This is just the empirical relation between the
angle θ and a time τ given in attoclock. Here, this re-
lation is obtained from the adiabatic version of CS-SFA
with giving clear physical definition of θ and τ , namely
the Coulomb-scattering angle θ and the scattering time
τ . In the paper, we will perform relevant adiabatic cal-
culations using Eq. (10).
PMDs.-The momentum shift △p induced by Fc is al-

ways contrary to the vector r0, as shown in Fig. 1. Then
with considering Eq. (5), we have △p = −|△p|r0/r0 =
−2Zr0/(pr

2
0) and p′ = p + △p. By assuming that the
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Figure 2: Application to He for predicting the offset angle.
Dots: experimental results with the nonadiabatic (green cir-
cle) or adiabatic (blue circle) laser-intensity calibration in [26].
Lines: predictions of Eq. (9) of nonadiabatic CS-SFA (orange
dotted) and Eq. (10) of adiabatic one (red dashed). Laser
parameters used are as shown.

scattering influences only the saddle-point momentum
p ≡ p(t0) of Eq. (3) for arbitrary time t0 and does not
change the corresponding amplitude c(p), we can obtain
the CS-SFA amplitude c(p′) directly from the SFA one
with c(p′) ≡ c(p) at r0 ≈ Ip/|E(t0)|. This CS-SFA there-
fore provides a simple approach for studying the Coulomb
effect in strong-field ionization of atoms. The CS-SFA
prediction of the PMD for H is presented in Fig. 1(b).

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

Applications to different targets.-We first show the pre-
dictions of CS-SFA for the offset angle of the He atom
with comparing to experiments [26]. Due to the uncer-
tain in calibrating the laser intensity in experiments, the
experimental results are presented with nonadiabatic and
adiabatic calibrating procedures, corresponding to Eq.
(9) and Eq. (10) in our treatments, respectively. Firstly,
for nonadiabatic cases, the predictions of Eq. (9) agree
with the experimental results for higher laser intensities
with I > 1.2 × 1014 W/cm2. For lower laser intensi-
ties, the experimental angles increase very fast with the
decrease of the intensity, while the model ones change
slowly. When the laser intensity is low, the quantum ef-
fect beyond tunneling can play an important role in ion-
ization. In this case, the present tunneling-based treat-
ment may not give a full description for the Coulomb
effect. For adiabatic cases, the results of Eq. (10) agree
with the experimental data on the whole. Since Eq. (10)
is an approximation to Eq. (9) in CS-SFA. In the follow-
ing discussions, we focus on the results of Eq. (9).
In Fig. 3, we apply our model to the H atom, with

comparing to experimental and 3D-TDSE results in [9].
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Figure 3: Application to H for predicting the offset angle
and the time delay. Dots: experimental (black diamond) and
3D-TDSE (red circle and blue square) results in [9]. Orange
line: predictions of Eq. (9) of nonadiabatic CS-SFA. Laser
parameters used are as shown. The time delay τ (right axis)
is obtained from the offset angle θ with θ ≈ ωτ/ǫ.

For lower laser intensities with I < 2× 1014 W/cm2, the
predictions of Eq. (9) are about 1 degree to 2 degree
larger than the experimental and TDSE results. The dif-
ference between them becomes somewhat larger at higher
laser intensities. For high intensities, the ionization of H
with Ip = 0.5 a.u. is strong and therefore the ground-
state depletion is also remarkable. This remarkable de-
pletion is not considered in the present SFA-based scat-
tering model. We mention that in [9], the time delay τ
is obtained from the angle θ with the relation θ ≈ ωτ/ǫ.
This relation holds in our theory in the adiabatic ap-
proximation. Here, for direct comparisons to results in
[9], we also use the relation to evaluate the delay τ from
the angle θ of Eq. (9).

We further apply our model to more targets such as He
and Ar [4], H2 [10] and H [12] at a wider range of laser
parameters. Relevant results are presented in Fig. 4 with
comparing to real and numerical experiments. Equation
(9) gives a good description for the experimental results
of He and Ar in Figs. 4(a) and 4(b). It is also able to
give a good explanation for the experimental results of a
small molecule H2 in Fig. 4(c). The predictions of Eq.
(9) also agree with the TDSE results for H obtained in
other numerical experiments from I = 0.5× 1014 W/cm2

to I = 2.5 × 1014 W/cm2, as seen in Fig. 4(d). Here,
for cases of lower and higher laser intensities, the model
results differ remarkably from the TDSE ones, similar to
those cases discussed in Fig. 2 and Fig. 3.

Comparisons to other theories.-In comparison with CS-
SFA [15], the extended KR model [16] and the ARM the-
ory [12], the CS-SFA considers the Coulomb effect with
classical Coulomb scattering. In comparison with the
time-free KR model [16], the CS-SFA is time dependent
and considers the nonzero exit velocity related to quan-
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Figure 4: Application to more cases for predicting the offset
angle. Blue square dots: experimental results for He (a) and
Ar (b) in [4] and for H2 (c) in [10], and 3D-TDSE results
for H (d) in [12]. Orange lines: predictions of Eq. (9) of
nonadiabatic CS-SFA. Laser parameters used are as shown.

tum effects in tunneling. In comparison with TRCM
approach [18], both CS-SFA and TRCM consider the
Coulomb effect with an emphasis on the central sym-
metry of the atomic Coulomb potential near the nucleus.
The tunnel exit r0 ≈ Ip/E0 is about 10 a.u. in general
cases. Around this distance, the wave function of bound
eigenstate of the atomic system with higher energy has
large amplitudes. The TRCM therefore assumes that at
the tunnel exit, the tunneling electron is still located at
a bound state (or a bound wave packet consisted of high-
energy bound states) which approximately agrees with
the virial theorem. A small period of time τ (the response
time) is needed for the electron to move from the bound
state to a continuum state. Instead of introducing the
bound state, the CS-SFA assumes a Coulomb-induced
classical elastic scattering at the tunnel exit. In this case,
the electron also spends a small period of time τ (the scat-
tering time) to move from a Coulomb-free emitting state
to a scattering state. For most of cases discussed here,
the predictions of TRCM and CS-SFA are comparable,
suggesting that the somewhat abstract response time can
be understood with the intuitive scattering time.

IV. CONCLUSION

In conclusion, with introducing the classical Coulomb
scattering into the SFA at the tunnel exit, we have con-
structed a simple model to consider the Coulomb effect in
strong-field ionization. In our model, the offset angle can
be attributed to the scattering angle and the Coulomb-
induced ionization time lag can be understood as the
scattering time, providing a clear time-resolved physical
picture for the origin of the offset angle. Simple formula
have been derived for the offset angle and the ionization
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time lag, and a definite mapping between this angle and
this time has also been established. Our model is able to
quantitatively explain a series of recent attoclock experi-
ments for intermediate laser intensities. It may be helpful
for understanding and studying experimental phenomena

in attosecond-resolved measurements.
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