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moiré materials

C.J.R. Duncan,1 M. Kaemingk,1 W.H. Li,1 M.B. Andorf,1 A.C.

Bartnik,1 A. Galdi,1 M. Gordon,1 C.A. Pennington,1 I.V. Bazarov,1 H.J.

Zeng,2 F. Liu,2 D. Luo,3 A. Sood,4, 5 A.M. Lindenberg,6 M.W. Tate,7

D.A. Muller,8, 9 J. Thom-Levy,10 S.M. Gruner,7, 8 and J.M. Maxson1

1Cornell Laboratory for Accelerator-Based Sciences and Education,

Cornell University, Ithaca, NY 14850, USA

2Department of Chemistry, Stanford University, Stanford, CA 94305, USA

3SLAC National Accelerator Laboratory, Menlo Park, CA 94205, USA

4Department of Mechanical and Aerospace Engineering,

Princeton University, Princeton, NJ 08540, USA

5Princeton Materials Institute, Princeton University, Princeton, NJ, 08540, USA

6Department of Materials Science and Engineering,

Stanford University, Stanford, CA, 94305, USA

7Laboratory of Atomic and Solid State Physics,

Cornell University, Ithaca, NY, 14853, USA

8Kavli Institute at Cornell for Nanoscale Science, Ithaca, NY 14853, USA

9School of Applied and Engineering Physics,

Cornell University, Ithaca, NY 14853 USA

10Laboratory for Elementary-Particle Physics,

Cornell University, Ithaca, NY 14853, USA

1

ar
X

iv
:2

20
6.

08
40

4v
2 

 [
ph

ys
ic

s.
in

s-
de

t]
  2

7 
Ju

l 2
02

3



Abstract

Ultrafast-optical-pump — structural-probe measurements, including ultrafast electron and x-

ray scattering, provide direct experimental access to the fundamental timescales of atomic motion,

and are thus foundational techniques for studying matter out of equilibrium. High-performance

detectors are needed in scattering experiments to obtain maximum scientific value from every probe

particle. We deploy a hybrid pixel array direct electron detector to perform ultrafast electron

diffraction experiments on a WSe2/MoSe2 2D heterobilayer, resolving the weak features of diffuse

scattering and moiré superlattice structure without saturating the zero order peak. Enabled by the

detector’s high frame rate, we show that a chopping technique provides diffraction difference images

with signal-to-noise at the shot noise limit. Finally, we demonstrate that a fast detector frame rate

coupled with a high repetition rate probe can provide continuous time resolution from femtoseconds

to seconds, enabling us to perform a scanning ultrafast electron diffraction experiment that maps

thermal transport in WSe2/MoSe2 and resolves distinct diffusion mechanisms in space and time.

I. INTRODUCTION

Ultrafast x-ray and electron scattering experiments are essential tools in the materials-

by-design thrust of modern condensed matter physics and engineering, as they can probe

far-from-equilibrium dynamic phenomena at atomic space and time scales [1–6]. In this

discipline, technological improvements in probe quality (space/momentum and time/energy

resolution) and probe detection (sensitivity, speed) are key to enabling the discovery of new

non-equilibrium material functionality [7, 8].

Atomically thin moiré materials, such as twisted homobilayers or heterobilayers [9–15],

present exciting opportunities for ultrafast study given the wide array of equilibrium quan-

tum phenomena observed in these systems, including superconductivity and orbital mag-

netism, that are tunable with twist angle [16, 17]. Appropriately tuned ultrafast excitation

may be a route to optical switching of these properties, as has been observed in other

quantum materials [6, 18].

Many of the properties that make 2D materials physically interesting also pose significant

challenges for ultrafast structural probes. Atomically thin films are inherently weak scat-
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FIG. 1. Schematic of our ultrafast electron diffraction setup, which enables our femtosecond,

micron-sized probe to measure both the spatial and temporal dependence of the sample response

to pumping with femtosecond, 515 nm laser pulses. Pump pulses are independently gated, syn-

chronously with detector triggering, allowing us to isolate individual probe pulses arriving from

10−13 to 10−3 s after the pump pulse.

terers and this challenge is compounded by the fact that compact ultrafast probes generally

offer lower time-average flux than their non-time-resolved counterparts [19–21]. Further,

important features in the information-rich diffraction patterns from these materials can be

separated by many orders of magnitude in intensity: descending from the (0,0,0) peak,

to Bragg scattering, to weaker satellite peaks caused by longer wavelength periodic lattice

distortions (PLD), to yet weaker thermal diffuse scattering (TDS) [22]. In pump–probe

ultrafast electron diffraction (UED), we seek to measure small changes in this already weak

scattering. For example, important details of electron–phonon coupling can be found in

parts per thousand modulation of scattering signals that in static diffraction are already at

the 10−4 level of total beam current. Moiré materials exemplify this challenge, and could

plausibly present correlated signatures of interlayer interactions in Bragg, PLD and TDS

scattering, with tunable superstructure periodicity that can extend to tens of nm [10].

To meet the material-science need to investigate ultrafast evolution of diffraction features
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across multiple intensity and length scales simultaneously – in the same scattering data

set and with Poisson-limited experimental precision – requires bright probe sources and

detectors with single-particle sensitivity and high dynamic range. Workhorse indirect de-

tectors function by detecting light generated in a scintillator, which places limits on dy-

namic range, spatial resolution, and sensitivity [23–26]. The standard metric for detector

performance is detective quantum efficiency (DQE): state-of-the-art indirect detectors of-

fer DQE at best in the few tens of percent, whereas a purely shot noise limited detection

system would have a DQE of unity [27]. Among devices that aim to overcome these limita-

tions [28], direct detectors are now an established tool at x-ray user facilities [29–31], and

enable computational imaging with state-of-the-art resolution in non-time-resolved electron

microscopy [32, 33], higher energy resolution in electron-energy-loss spectroscopy [34], and

higher spatial-resolution in electron cryo-microscopy [35].

The most common approach to direct electron detection is pulse counting [36], which satu-

rates at one particle per pixel per relaxation period (order 100 ns) and thus cannot handle

the large peak currents typical of UED experiments [19]. Integrating direct detectors, by

comparison, accurately report the total probe-particle energy incident on each pixel and are

uniquely suited for applications with high-intensity pulsed beams of sub-ps duration, such

as UED [37].

The direct electron detector we employ in this work, the Electron Microscope Pixel Array

Detector (EMPAD) has a DQE (at zero spatial frequency) of 0.95, with a signal to noise

ratio for individual electron detection approaching 100 for 140 keV electrons. Its novel in-

pixel, hybrid analog/digital circuitry simultaneously provides very high dynamic range, as

described below [38].

Fluctuations in the probe current incident on the sample also limit precision when measuring

scattering rates, even if the detector counts scattered particles perfectly. Causes include

variation in laser power on the photocathode, changes in the quantum efficiency of the

photocathode, and – critical in micro-diffraction – unavoidable jitter and drift in the probe

beam position on the probe defining aperture. Fluctuations in probe current fail to oscillate

around a time-independent mean: thus, experimental precision does not improve from simply

averaging longer acquisitions.

4



Instead, the incident probe current often exhibits universal 1/f frequency dependence. The

impact is severe when probing both real-space and reciprocal space features of the sample,

as done in micro-diffraction experiments [39, 40]. In optical pump–probe modalities, such as

absorption spectroscopy, high-frequency pulse chopping and lock-in detection is an essential

technique that reduces frequency-dependent noise [41], but impossible to adopt in UED

without a fast frame rate detector capable of measuring the reference signal at frequencies

well above those of the noise sources.

Ultimately, sample lifetime under the stress of repeated pump–probe cycles imposes a phys-

ical bound on total experiment time. Therefore, reducing acquisition time by eliminating

sources of noise (other than fundamental Poisson uncertainty) significantly increases the

breadth of feasible pump–probe experiments.

Here we deploy the EMPAD integrating electron detector, with our high brightness keV

ultrafast electron micro-diffraction beamline [39], to probe the out-of-equilibrium dynamics

of a WSe2/MoSe2 moiré bilayer at long spatial periodicity (high resolution in reciprocal

space) and ultrafast time scales [38, 39, 42, 43]. For the first time in UED, we resolve a 10 nm

periodic moiré superlattice [44]. We integrate the superlattice signal without saturating the

more intense Bragg peaks caused by angstrom scale interatomic spacing. We demonstrate

that the 1 kHz detector frame rate enables a fast pulse chopping technique that drastically

improves signal-to-noise in measurements of the sample response to ultrafast pumping.

The fast 1 kHz detector frame rate also enables a novel pulse-picking technique, which ex-

tends the range of timescales accessible in ultrafast pump–probe experiments beyond µs with

fs precision. Implementations of pump–probe delays at the µs scale typically rely on electri-

cal triggering, e.g., nanosecond Q-switched lasers or gain-switched diodes with picosecond

pulse duration [45]. Femtosecond pulses, by increasing the peak laser field strength for the

same deposited energy, have the potential to unlock interesting metastable behavior [46],

and our method could resolve, e.g., THz frequency modulations µs after excitation. We

demonstrate our pulse-picking technique with a micro-diffraction probe and map the diffu-

sion of heat in our sample in space and time from initial fs ultrafast excitation, out to ms

thermal relaxation, with µm spatial resolution. Experimental access to 100 µs timescales

allows us to extract from our space-and-time-resolved data the thermal diffusivity of our
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moiré sample.

II. RESULTS

A. Resolving moiré superstructure

Our beamline setup is summarized in Fig. 1 and Appendix A; additional details can be

found in a previous work [39]. To take best advantage of the detector frame rate, we

independently gate pump and probe pulse trains obtained from a femtosecond fiber-laser

source with a repetition rate of 125 kHz. The pump wavelength in the experiments reported

here is 515 nm. In micro-diffraction mode, depending on the beam coherence required to

resolve the reciprocal space structure of interest, typical charges per pulse on target range

from 10 to 1000 electrons.

A magnetic quadrupole lens triplet controls the angular magnification of the diffraction

pattern on the detector. Lens settings are summarized by camera length: the hypothetical

drift distance to the detector plane that would result in equivalent diffraction data.

Figure 2(a) shows a static diffraction pattern obtained from the WSe2/MoSe2 sample at short

camera length. The six-fold symmetry of the diffraction pattern arises from the underlying

symmetry of the WSe2/MoSe2 lattices. The logarithmic scale color bar includes over four

orders of magnitude of contrast from the (0,0,0) peak to thermal diffuse scattering.

The EMPAD consists of a grid of 128 × 128 pixels each 150 µm × 150 µm in size. Each pixel

has a 500 µm thick reverse-biased silicon diode bump bonded to its own read-out electronic

circuit. The well of each pixel can record up to 106 electron incidents per exposure, but

the detector saturates at lower counts if the rate of incidents exceeds a threshold. Previous

measurements performed with continuous beam illumination (cw) estimated this threshold

rate to be 22 electrons per pixel per microsecond at our 140 keV beam energy. Surprisingly, in

our pulsed experiments we observe saturation at the significantly higher rate of 60 electrons

per pixel per sub-picosecond pulse, a result likely analogous to effects studied in the context

of x-ray free electron laser applications, and discussed further in Appendix B. The EMPAD

design is under active development and the latest iteration (not deployed in our experiments)

increases the cw saturation level to 103 electrons per pixel per microsecond [47].

6



1

10-1

10-2

10-3

10-4

10

1

0

0.5

in
te

n
si

ty
 (

a
.u

.)
in

te
n
sity

 (a
.u

.)

-5

Å-1100 μm-1

1

3 4

2

quadrupole-triplet zoom

Simulated 
distortion amplitude (pm)0

16

32

48

64

80

(b) (c)

(a)

FIG. 2. (a) Logarithmic scale diffraction pattern obtained from WSe2/MoSe2 at short-camera

length, demonstrating the EMPAD dynamic range. Inset left, a long camera-length diffraction

difference pattern showing a single pair of moiré Bragg peaks, labeled 1 and 2: also visible, a pair

of satellite peaks, labeled 3 and 4, with 10 nm periodicity. This inset image shows the absolute

value of the difference in counts between a laser-pumped and unpumped sample at a delay of 4

ps: pumping enhances the contrast between the satellite peaks and the tails of the main Bragg

peaks. The effect of beam chopping on the experimental uncertainty of peaks labeled 1 and 2 is

shown in Fig. 5. Detector camera length is varied with a magnetic quadrupole lens triplet. At the

camera length shown inset, the width of one detector pixel is 2.6 × 10−3 reciprocal lattice units

(rlu) and the electron beam spot size on the detector is 1.1×10−2 rlu, where 1 rlu := 0.30 Å
−1

. (b)

Simulated diffraction patterns as a function of period-lattice-distortion (PLD) amplitude; PLD is

driven by interlayer interaction between WSe2 and MoSe2. (c) Simulated moiré lattice visualized

in real space; red arrows indicate direction of local atomic displacement.
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The inset to Fig. 2(a) shows a long-camera-length diffraction difference pattern isolating a

single pair of Bragg peaks (1̄1̄20), aligned vertically in the image, with two additional satellite

peaks visible, aligned horizontally. The difference pattern is formed by subtracting pumped

exposures from unpumped at a delay of 4 ps. In an unpumped diffraction pattern, the more

intense of the two highlighted Bragg peaks results from scattering off the WSe2 monolayer,

the other from the MoSe2 monolayer. The reverse is true of the pumped difference image

inset to Fig. 2(a): the more intense peak results from the stronger response of the MoSe2

layer. The interlayer twist angle controls the separation in reciprocal space between the two

Bragg peaks, measured here to be 2◦.

The sixfold symmetry of the real-space moiré pattern entails that scattering from the moiré

superlattice forms a hexagon dressing each Bragg peak. The satellites observable in the inset

to Fig. 2(a) lie at scattering vectors where monolayer contributions overlap. Static selected

area electron diffraction (SAED) from twisted bilayer graphene performed by others shows

that the intensity of moiré satellite peaks decays exponentially with twist angle between

0.5◦–2◦ [10]. These results, and static SAED data from 1◦ twisted WSe2/MoS2 [48], are

consistent with our observation of two satellites along the midline of a (1̄1̄20) Bragg pair.

Interlayer interactions strain the monolayers: simulated diffraction patterns presented in

Fig. 2(b) show that satellite peaks are absent without this strain and grow in intensity

as strain increases (see Appendix D for simulation details). A future work will present

time-series data showing the detailed dynamics of the moiré superstructure.

B. Reaching Poisson-limited experimental uncertainty

In this section, we demonstrate with experimental data how fast beam chopping coupled

with high detector frame rate dramatically improves signal to noise in ultrafast pump–probe

experiments. The chopping concept is illustrated in Fig. 3. To put the results of this section

in context, it is necessary to briefly summarize the relevant sources of noise. The typical

signal in UED is the fractional change in scattering intensity ∆I/I as a function of delay time

and scattering angle. Distinguishing pumped exposures, when the pump beam is incident on

the sample, from unpumped exposures, when the pump beam is off, ∆I/I can be expressed

in terms of the ratio of the number Ns of scattered electrons within a given solid angle to
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FIG. 3. Overview of beam chopping scheme: the probe pulses shown in red trigger an acousto-

optic modulator (AOM, see Fig. 1) to block pump pulses, shown in green, from reaching the

sample. Probe pulses synchronously trigger detector exposures, shown in black. Exposures enter

the ensemble average with a positive sign if the pump gate is open, negative if the pump gate is

blocked.

the number Ni of incident electrons:

∆I

I
=

(Nsp/Nip)

(Nsu/Niu)
− 1, (1)

where the additional subscript p or u corresponds to the pumped or unpumped condition.

The contribution of the probe beam to total experimental uncertainty σtotal in estimating

∆I/I is then analyzed by considering contributions from each N appearing in Eq. (1). These

contributions are conveniently aggregated into four terms [49]:

σ2
total = σ2

shot + σ2
detector + σ2

transport + σ2
source. (2)

Each term in Eq. (2) corresponds to elements that together comprise the entire scattering

experiment: σshot accounts for the Poisson distribution in the number of electron scattering
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events; σdetector accounts for uncertainty introduced in converting electron incidence into

detector counts; finally, σsource and σtransport account for uncertainty introduced in emitting

and transporting electrons from source to detector. As the relative importance of each term

depends on signal intensity [49], all four can be important in an experiment that aims to

resolve diffraction features at separated intensity scales simultaneously.

The shot noise contribution σshot to ∆I/I is dominated by the contribution from scattered

electrons, so that:

σ2
shot =

(
1 +

∆I

I

)2(
1

Nsp

+
1

Nsu

)
. (3)

As a numerical illustration, to resolve a 1% change in a diffraction feature intensity with

0.5% rms uncertainty requires a minimum of ∼ 105 electrons scattered into that feature.

The corresponding minimum accumulation time, supposing a high charge machine with 106

electrons per pulse at a 1 kHz repetition rate [22], and 10−3 scattering factor, is only 100 ms.

Nonetheless, stroboscopic UED experiments often integrate for much longer to achieve this

same level of experimental uncertainty (e.g., [22, 50, 51]), because in these experiments σ2
shot

is not the most significant term in σ2
total.

Contributions to σdetector depend on the detector technology, and include per count ampli-

fication noise as well as readout noise [49]. With respect to the EMPAD, rms read noise

(where the average is taken over all pixels) is equivalent to 0.011 electrons at 140 keV, a

signal-to-noise of 100. [52].

The final two terms in Eq. (2), σtransport and σsource, are dominated by the contribution from

incident electrons, which arises from loss of information about the incident beam. Signifi-

cant loss of information occurs if the intensity of the beam at zero scattering angle is not

recorded. Failure to record this information can occur because the beam at zero scattering

angle saturates the dynamic range of the detector, but the EMPAD is not saturated in the

micro-diffraction experiments we report here. Instead, in our high-momentum-resolution

experiments at long camera length, e.g., the inset to Fig. 2(a), the 2 cm diameter of the

128 × 128 pixel detector does not allow simultaneous sampling of the zero-angle peak

together with the diffraction features of interest — the sidebands due to moiré interlayer in-

teractions. This limitation could be overcome by combining multiple detectors into a larger

array, as has been demonstrated with a version of the EMPAD in x-ray imaging [31]. Jit-
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ter and drift arising from electron transport are specific to the experimental setup and lab

environment. With reference to our setup, a micron scale probe defining aperture in micro-

diffraction mode makes the transmitted current sensitive (at the 0.1% – %1 level relevant in

UED) to micro-radian changes in beam pointing. Kicks of this size are likely the result of

integrating electromagnetic pollution (partially compensated by Helmholtz coils) along the

3 m distance from cathode to sample. Techniques to achieve electromagnetically, as well as

mechanically, cleaner lab environments developed for atomic resolution scanning transmis-

sion microscopy could also be implemented to improve beam transport in micro-UED [53].

Absent direct measurements, the number of incident electrons must be estimated from cor-

related information, for example, monitored photo-emission laser power and acquisition

time [49]. In our micro-diffraction experiment, these indirect sources of information cannot

track fluctuations due to transport through our probe-defining aperture just upstream of

the sample. Figure 4 shows a measured frequency spectrum of total current transmitted

through our 10 µm probe-defining aperture.

To demonstrate that beam chopping eliminates jitter and drift as sources of uncertainty

in pump–probe experiments, Fig. 5(a) shows the measurement of the ultrafast response at

two chopping frequencies with the small probe beam. The trend is an exponential decay

convolved with the instrument response [54]. The non-zero sample response at delay times

earlier than the pump arrival is due to 1 kHz thermal cycling, investigated below. Each data

point is acquired with a two-minute integration time. The spread in the data at the slow

chopping rate (one minute pumped, followed by one minute unpumped) is comparable to

the size of the ultrafast effect. In stark contrast, the data acquired at the 500 Hz chopping

frequency follows the fitted trend closely.

Further investigating the dependence of experimental uncertainty on beam-chopping fre-

quency, we benchmark our experimental uncertainty with pump–probe time-series data,

summarized in Fig. 5(b). We can estimate frequency dependence by taking averages with

the respect to an ensemble of time-bins of variable duration W . We compute a variance-to-

mean ratio (VMR) as a function of W :

VMR(W ) :=
VarW (Nsp −Nsu)

EW [Nsp +Nsu]
, (4)

where VarW (X) denotes the variance of X over duration-W time-bins and EW [X] the mean
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Binned median

FIG. 4. Power spectral density (PSD) of the number of electrons transmitted through our 10 µm

probe-defining aperture. Fluctuations in transmitted intensity are dominated by spatial drift of the

beam on the probe-defining aperture. The PSD is computed from 90 min of time-series data using

the Welch method. To fit the trend lines, the PSD is binned in exponentially spaced frequency

intervals.

over the same bins. The VMR defined in Eq. (4) can be interpreted as the square of the

experimental uncertainty in estimating the effect of pumping the sample, normalized by

the shot noise limit. If Nsu, Nsp are drawn from independent Poisson distributions then the

VMR must equal one. The VMR rises above one with the introduction of fluctuations in the

mean of the Poisson distribution, due, e.g., to fluctuating laser power on the photocathode,

and 1/f noise in the steering magnets and accelerating voltage.

Figure 5(b) plots
√
VMR (as defined in Eq. (4)) against chopping frequency and compares

higher intensity Bragg scattering peaks with the 30% weaker superlattice peaks. The two

data sets are fit to power law trend lines. Both data-sets are at the shot noise floor when

chopped at 500 Hz. The data reveals that the higher the scattering rate, the higher the

chopping frequency required to hit the shot noise floor (holding fixed the total integration
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FIG. 5. (a) Measurement of the ultrafast Debye–Waller effect, summing peaks 1–4 in Fig. 2(a),

comparing data quality with high and low chopping frequencies, each data point integrated for

two minutes. (b) Measurement uncertainty as a function of chopping frequency: referring to

the variance-to-mean ratio (VMR) defined in Eq. (4), the vertical axis shows
√
VMR and can be

interpreted as the ratio of total uncertainty to the shot noise limit set by the total integration time.

Two curves compare different scattering rates: gray squares show a scattering rate equivalent to

the Bragg peak labeled 1 in Fig. 2(a), black diamonds show a scattering rate equivalent to the

satellite peak labeled 4 in Fig. 2(a).

time). At the higher scattering rate, the VMR is appreciably greater than unity at chopping

frequencies below 100 Hz, while at the lower scattering rate, the VMR begins to rise above

shot noise only below 10 Hz. The explanation is that more counts for fixed acquisition

time reduces the Poisson contribution to the noise in any given frequency band, increasing

the experimental sensitivity to jitter and drift in the same band. It follows that for fixed

acquisition time the chopping frequency required to reach the shot noise floor depends both

on the experimental setup – the average probe current – and on the intrinsic details of the

scattering mechanism, e.g., low intensity thermal diffuse scattering is shot noise limited at

a lower chopping frequency than high intensity Bragg scattering.
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FIG. 6. Multi-dimensional, multi-scale sample thermometry. (a) Long-delay scanning technique:

pump pulses are gated while microsecond exposures isolate individual probe pulses as they arrive

at 8 µs intervals, sampling femtosecond pulses at delays up to a millisecond and longer. (b) i.–viii.

Change in diffraction intensity ∆I/I (vertical axis) versus the spatial displacement of pump and

probe (horizontal axis), at pump–probe delays spanning eight orders of magnitude. The diffraction

signal is the sum of all electron counts in the highlighted region around the (1̄1̄20) peak indicated

in Fig. 2: both monolayers contribute. (b) i. The ultrafast response 20 ps after one pump pulse,

with the solid line showing a Gaussian fit. (b) ii. The response 8 µs after a 200 µs pump-pulse

train containing 25 pump pulses. (b) iii.-v. Extending the duration of the pump-pulse train to a

maximum of 440 µs, the response 8 µs after the final pulse in the train: the method is illustrated

in Fig. 1. (b) vi.-viii. Sample relaxation, holding the 440 µs pump-pulse train duration fixed. (c)

∆I/I (vertical axis), at 0 µm spatial displacement, versus pump–probe delay. All solid lines in

(b) ii.–viii. and (c) are cross sections of the fitted, three-parameter diffusion model summarized in

Eq. (5). The fitted transverse diffusivity α = 1.1± 0.1 mm2/s. (d) Heat diffusion time-scales: the

duration of pump excitation is 10−13 s, heat is transferred from bilayer to 10 nm thick substrate

in 10−10 s, heat diffuses transversely to the sample boundaries over 10−3 s.

C. Scanning micro-diffraction in space and time

The ability to isolate and compare the response to fs excitation at µs and ms delays is

critical to understanding microscopic heat transport and potentially the formation of meta-

stable phases [18]. The pulse-picking method illustrated in Fig. 1 allows us to perform
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multi-dimensional, multi-scale thermometry on WSe2/MoSe2 via the Debye–Waller effect.

The detector frame rate sets the effective repetition rate of the pulse-picked probe, so that

the kHz frame rate reduces the time required to perform the experiment from weeks with a

conventional CCD to eight hours with the EMPAD.

Our multi-dimensional, multi-scale thermometry data is shown in Fig. 6. The three data

dimensions are probe delay and probe position (both plotted horizontally) and the relative

change in diffraction intensity ∆I/I (plotted vertically). Colors indicate which spatial cuts

in Fig. 6(b) correspond to the pump–probe delay shown in Fig. 6(c). Panel (b) i. shows

the ultrafast response taken at a pump delay of 20 ps. The remaining data are taken by

progressively extending the duration of the pump pulse train and probing the sample 8 µs

after the final pulse in the pump pulse train. The 8 µs increment corresponds to the period

between pulses at our 125 kHz repetition rate. The data in Fig. 6(b) ii.–v. clearly show

the accumulation of energy through the duration of the pump pulse train, while panels vi.–

viii. show the dissipation of energy to the sample boundaries after the pump-pulse train

terminates.

In the limit that the relaxed sample temperature is well above zero and the temperature

change ∆T is small, both compared to the sample Debye temperature, the fractional change

in the Bragg scattering rate ∆I/I with scattering vector k is proportional to k2∆T . Hence,

by scanning ∆I/I as a function of pump spatial position and pump delay, it is possible to

map out thermal transport in the sample. We choose a low pump fluence of 2 mJ/cm2 as

a compromise between, on the one hand, maintaining linearity in the relationship between

∆I/I and T , and on the other, minimizing Poisson noise in the diffraction difference.

To model the heat transport phenomenology, we fit to our diffraction signal ∆I/I ∝ T to

an analytic, approximate solution to the inhomogeneous 2D heat equation,[
∂

∂t
− α∇2

]
T (t,x;α,A, σ0) = f(t,x;A, σ0). (5)

The periodic solution T (t,x;α,A, σ0) contains three parameters: the diffusion constant α,

and the amplitude A and width σ0 of the pump pulses. The forcing term f(t,x;A, σ0)

represents the pump injecting energy into the system. The model makes no assumptions

concerning the transport mechanism. The diffraction intensity I is the sum of peaks labeled
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1–4 in Fig. 2(a). Eq. (5) is solvable by Fourier series, and we obtain an analytic approxima-

tion by simply truncating this series to finite order. The Supplemental Material provides a

detailed derivation of the explicit expression.

We find excellent agreement between our data and three-parameter phenomenological model.

Solid lines in Fig. 6(b) ii–viii show the spatial profile implied by the fitted model; the solid line

in Fig. 6(c) shows the fitted temperature envelope at the center of the sample square. The

interpretation of Fig. 6 is that the extreme aspect ratio of the bilayer–substrate combination

– 10 nm thick versus 250 µm wide – results in two relaxation timescales: a fast timescale,

τfast < 1 ns, and a slow timescale, τslow > 1 ms. The fit implies a decay in the temperature

of the bilayer following the arrival of the first pump pulse to 5% of its peak value before the

arrival of the second. This 5% residue accumulates for the duration of the 440 µs pulse train

and, following the end of the pulse train, relaxes exponentially at a rate set by the sample

window size L: τslow = L2/(2π2α).

The fit in Fig. 6 gives the value τslow = 3 ms. When, as in our experiment, the period between

pump pulse trains is less than the relaxation time, the bilayer reaches a periodic state in

which the minimum temperature of the pumped region during a cycle remains elevated

above the temperature of the boundaries. The estimate of τslow unambiguously defines the

repetition rate that allows for the sample to fully relax before the arrival of each pump pulse

in stroboscopic data acquisition. This relaxation time is sample and substrate dependent, as

are the physical implications of pumping at a repetition rate faster than sample relaxation.

Our method of extending the range of ultrafast pump–probe delays to µs–ms enables us to

investigate these issues experimentally.

Pump–probe delays in the µs–ms range provide a technique to extract the transverse thermal

conductivity of the bilayer. This intrinsic property cannot be inferred from sub-ns data alone,

because the ultrafast relaxation we observe is dominated by the interfacial resistance between

bilayer and SiN substrate, as heat is transferred across the nm dimension [22]. Whereas, on

the slow timescale, the bilayer and SiN substrate provide parallel channels for conducting

heat transversely over the 10−4 m distance to the Si wafer at the transverse boundary.

The transverse diffusivity parameter α that we fit with our phenomenological 2D model (solid

lines in Fig. 6(b)–(c)) does not discriminate between bilayer and substrate contributions.
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From the same data, finite-element simulations (see, e.g., [55]) can extract the intrinsic

transverse diffusivity of the bilayer. We find close agreement between simulation and the

approximate analytic relationship,

αBL = αexp +
CSiN

CBL

(αexp − αSiN), (6)

where αBL, CBL are the transverse diffusivity and heat capacity of the bilayer, αSiN, CSiN

are the traverse diffusivity and heat capacity of the substrate, and αexp is the transverse

diffusivity of the bilayer–substrate combination that we measure experimentally.

Hypothetically, data obtained from a freestanding bilayer would be simpler to analyze:

however, an implication of the data we collect is that pumping a freestanding bilayer with

2 mJ/cm2 fluence at 102 Hz or faster repetition rates would cause irreversible damage within

a few pulses, without the SiN present to act as a heatsink. In testing samples mounted on

SiN, we observed an irreversible drop in scattering intensity at a fluence of 3 mJ/cm2. A

scanning-micrograph recorded with our electron probe showed the damage to be localized

to the region illuminated by the pump-laser spot, a conclusion confirmed by post-mortem

optical microscope images of the sample. The ability to reach higher fluences reversibly

is important because even reversible structural responses can change discontinuously as a

function of fluence [6], possibly because the out-of-equilibrium electron population excited

by the pump undergoes a phase transition as a function of the density of excited charges

— in the case of our sample from an excitonic to a free electron gas [43]. These fluence-

dependent physical mechanisms cannot be fully explored in experiments where fluence is

constrained by the sample environment.

III. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

This work has presented new, dramatic advantages of an integrating direct electron detector

with high dynamic range and fast frame rate for structural dynamics data acquisition. We are

able to resolve the ultrafast response of a 10 nm periodic moiré superlattice, and to track the

ms long thermal relaxation of the WSe2/MoSe2 bilayer following ultrafast excitation. Future

experiments plan to apply this technique to investigate the effects of interlayer interactions

on thermal transport in two ways: by measuring the dependence of transverse relaxation on

bilayer twist angle [43], and by tuning pump photon energy to resonantly excite a specific
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monolayer in the heterostructure.

Our results show that beam chopping at frequencies up to 500 Hz eliminates experimental

uncertainties that are caused by non-Poissonian fluctuations in the probe current on target.

In micro-diffraction, an important non-Poissonian source of uncertainty is positioning error

on the probe defining aperture. Beam chopping is especially important in experiments where

detector saturation or limits on field of view (at fine angular resolution) preclude measuring

the total charge on target per pulse. Beam chopping is a complement to techniques that

eliminate time-of-arrival jitter as a source of experimental uncertainty [56].

The next generation EMPAD increases the frame rate to 10 kHz [47], which raises the

maximum chopping frequency. Our results suggest that chopping frequencies above 1 kHz,

while unnecessary for our system in micro-diffraction mode (100 electrons on target per

pulse) have the potential to significantly improve signal-to-noise in experiments that involve

large bunch charges of 105 electrons or more, and in high-flux x-ray experiments with free

electron laser sources.

A natural extension of our pulse-picking technique is to utilize a commercially available

femtosecond GHz oscillator and fast pulse picker to achieve nanosecond pulse selection pre-

cision prior to the amplification stage. Such a system, when coupled with a delay stage to

cover the range < 1 ns, would provide seamless delay capability from femtoseconds to sec-

onds with femtosecond resolution. Measuring the transverse relaxation time of the bilayer,

we demonstrate an experimental method for unambiguously defining the sample-dependent

optimal repetition-rate for ultrafast stroboscopic data collection. Our results highlight the

need for pump–probe modalities that can access multiple time and intensity scales when

investigating the rich, multi-scale physics of 2D quantum materials.
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Appendix A: MUltrafast Electron Diffaction

Our beamline is shown in Fig. 7(a). The probe electron beam is photoemitted with 650 nm

laser pulses and accelerated to a primary energy of 140 keV, and the sample is pumped with

515 nm pulses obtained from the same 1030 nm source. Electron beam optics for magnifying

the diffraction pattern are shown in Fig. 7(b). Our scanning ultrafast electron diffraction

technique is illustrated in Fig. 1. The spot size of the electron probe on the sample is defined

by a laser-milled aperture 15 mm upstream. An in-vacuum lens focuses the 515 nm pump

pulse to a 10 µm rms spot on the sample, and the pump spot is steered on the sample by an

out-of-vacuum mirror. A virtual-sample camera placed out of vacuum monitors the location

of the central peak of the pump laser to µm precision. The duty cycle of the acousto-optic

modulator that gates pump pulses is variable to single-pulse precision: we typically choose a

duty-cycle to match the detector exposure, eliminating un-detected pulses and thus reducing

the thermal load on the sample. We verify the reliability of the timing system by measuring

the total pump-energy per exposure with the detector, and we see a sharp quantization of

energy as a function of exposure length at intervals of the 8 µs laser repetition period. Pump

and probe beams are aligned by performing knife-edge scans at the vertical and horizontal

sample edges. For the data presented in main text Fig. 6, knife-edge scans give 6 µm rms

probe size in the sample plane.

Appendix B: Detector Saturation

We observe saturation at 60 incident electrons per pixel per pulse in pulsed operation at

140 keV. We arrive at this experimental estimate by averaging single shot measurements,

and controlling the charge per pulse by varying the charge transmitted through the probe-

defining aperture. The maximum charge that the EMPAD can remove per charge-removal

cycle per pixel is equivalent to 11 incident electrons at this beam energy. The maximum is set

by protection diodes that limit the peak charging current of each pixel’s storage capacitor.

There thus appears to be a discrepancy between, on the one hand, the saturation threshold

we observe and, on the other, the limit set by the electronics. A plausible resolution of

the discrepancy is this: the high charge density in pulsed operation results in the creation

of an electron–hole plasma with microseconds lifetime. The long-lived plasma is removed
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FIG. 7. (a) Schematic of the UED beamline, see Ref. [39] for details: a 1030 nm Yb-fiber laser drives

an optical parametric amplifier that sends 650 nm light pulses to the photocathode. Photoemitted

bunches are accelerated to 140 keV, compressed by an rf cavity, collimated by a probe-defining

aperture, and are collected by the detector after scattering on the sample; the same 1030 nm

pulses are split and frequency doubled to synchronously pump the sample. (b) Modification of

the detector section of the beamline to accommodate a magnetic quadrupole electron lens triplet.

The lens triplet enables angular magnification of the scattering pattern. A diffraction feature is

selected for magnification on the detector with a steering magnet upstream of the lens triplet.

over multiple charge-removal cycles [57]. The charge-removal circuitry cycles at 2 MHz, the

probe beam repetition rate is 125 kHz, and hence there are 16 charge removal cycles for

every probe pulse.

Appendix C: Sample Preparation

MoSe2 and WSe2 monolayers are exfoliated from bulk MoSe2 and WSe2 single crystals

(HQ graphene) onto 285 nm SiO2/Si substrate sequentially using a gold tape exfoliation

technique [12], forming heterostructures with lateral dimensions of mm scale. The crystal
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orientations of the monolayers in the heterostructure are aligned with the crystal edges, and

further confirmed in electron diffraction. The heterostructures are later transferred onto

10 nm thick, 250 µm × 250 µm Si3N4 windows on TEM grids (SiMPore), using a wedging

transfer technique with cellulose acetate butyrate (CAB) polymer [58].

Appendix D: Diffraction simulation

Diffraction patterns in Fig. 2(b) are computed from the Fourier transform of the real-space

phenomenological model presented in [59]. Retaining only the longest-wavelength compo-

nents of the PLD, atomic positions are displaced by a spatially varying vector field u(x)

with explicit expression,

u(x) =
ϵ

∥k0∥

(
ŷ
∂

∂x
− x̂

∂

∂y

)(
cos(k0 · x)

+ cos(k1 · x) + cos([k0 − k1] · x)

)
(D.1)

where ϵ is the amplitude parameter and ki are the reciprocal lattice vectors of the moiré

superlattice.

[1] H. Ihee, V. A. Lobastov, U. M. Gomez, B. M. Goodson, R. Srinivasan, C.-Y. Ruan, and A. H.

Zewail, Direct imaging of transient molecular structures with ultrafast diffraction, Science

291, 458 (2001).
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Diffusion Model

In this supplement we derive an explicit expression for the function used to fit the data in

Fig. 5 of the main text.

Our model assumes: i. a square domain having side-length L = 250 µm, ii. that pump

pulses strike the center of the square, and iii. that the boundaries of the square are held

at constant temperature. We experimentally verify i. With respect to assumption ii., in

experiment, we hold the probe spot fixed at the center of the sample window and scan the

pump, as shown in Fig. 1 of the main text. Finally, assumption iii. is highly plausible given

the overwhelming thermal mass of the Si wafer in which the SiN-supported sample window

is embedded.

The fit function T (x, y, t;α,A, σ0) with fit parameters α,A, σ0 is a solution to the inhomoge-

nous heat equation:

∂T

∂t
− α

[
∂2T

∂x2
+

∂2T

∂y2

]
= f(x, y, t;A, σ0). (S1)

Equation (S1) is subject to the condition that T ≡ 0 on a square boundary of side length L.

The origin of the Cartesian coordinate system x, y lies at the center of the square. To avoid

confusion , α is a fit parameter and no assumption is made in the fit as to the mechanism

for heat diffusion.

We model the forcing term f in Eq. (S1) as a sequence of delta-function impulses, each

having the same Gaussian spatial profile centered at the origin, with amplitude A and r.m.s

size σ0. Pulses arrive in trains. Trains arrive at the rate ν and, within each train, pulses

1



arrive at the rate R. Each train contains J pulses. The explicit expression for f is then,

f(x, y, t;A, σ0) =
4A

L2

∞∑
q=−∞

J−1∑
j=0

M−1∑
m=0

N−1∑
n=0

cos
(
(2m+ 1)

πx

L

)
cos
(
(2n+ 1)

πy

L

)
exp

{
− σ2

0

2

[
(2m+ 1)2 + (2n+ 1)2

] π2

L2

}
δ

(
t− j

R
− q

ν

)
. (S2)

The sums in n,m are taken over Fourier modes that vanish at the boundary, truncated to

orders M,N = 10.

We solve the inhomogeneous problem Eq. (S1) by first solving for the response

T0(x, y, t;α,A, σ0) to a single forcing pulse, treated as a homogenous problem with the forcing

term accounted for in the initial conditions. The linearity of Eq. (S1) then entails that,

T (x, y, t;α,A, σ0) =
∞∑

q=−∞

J−1∑
j=0

T0

(
x, y, t− j

R
− q

ν
;α,A, σ0

)
. (S3)

It is well known that for a single spatial Fourier mode T̂ (k, t), the solution to the homogenous

heat equation is,

T̂ (k, t) = T̂ (k, 0)e−αtk2 . (S4)

For the first impulse we therefore obtain,

T0(x, y, t;α,A, σ0) =

4A

L2

M−1∑
m=0

N−1∑
n=0

cos
(
(2m+ 1)

πx

L

)
cos
(
(2n+ 1)

πy

L

)
exp

{
−1

2
(σ2

0 + 2αt)
[
(2m+ 1)2 + (2n+ 1)2

] π2

L2

}
. (S5)

Having in hand the expression for T0 on the right hand side of Eq. (S5), to compute the sums

in Eq. (S3), we first approximate the sum inside each train as an integral. It is convenient

to define three expressions that appear at intermediate steps in the computation,

Emn(t;α) := exp

{
−αt

[
(2m+ 1)2 + (2n+ 1)2

] π2

L2

}
, (S6)

Pmn(t;α) := Emn(t;α) ∗
J−1∑
j=0

δ(t− j/R), (S7)

and,

P̃mn(t;α) :=
∞∑

q=−∞

Pmn(t− q/ν). (S8)
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The approximating integral is then performed piece-wise in time, first for t < J/R, inside

the pulse train,

Pmn(t;α) =R

∫ t

0

Emn(τ ;α)dτ (S9)

=
L2R

απ2 [(2m+ 1)2 + (2n+ 1)2]
[1− Emn(t;α)] (S10)

Then, after the pulse train has ended, for t ≥ J/R:

Pmn(t;α) =
L2R

απ2 [(2m+ 1)2 + (2n+ 1)2]
[1− Emn(J/R;α)]Emn(t− J/R). (S11)

The remaining sum over all pulse trains can be be computed using the formula for a geometric

series to give, for t < J/R:

P̃mn(t;α) =
L2R

απ2 [(2m+ 1)2 + (2n+ 1)2]

{
1− Emn(t;α)

+ [1− Emn(J/R;α)]Emn(t− J/R;α)
∞∑
j=1

exp

{
− 1

2
αj
[
(2m+ 1)2 + (2n+ 1)2

] π2

fL2

}}
(S12)

=
L2R

απ2 [(2m+ 1)2 + (2n+ 1)2]

{
1− Emn(t;α)

+ [1− Emn(J/R;α)]
Emn(t− J/R;α)

Emn(−1/ν;α)− 1

}
, (S13)

and for t ≥ J/R,

P̃mn(t;α)

=
L2R

απ2 [(2m+ 1)2 + (2n+ 1)2]
[1− Emn(J/R;α)]

Emn(t− J/R;α)

1− Emn(1/ν;α)
. (S14)

The fit function expressed in terms of the P̃mn is therefore,

T (x, y, t;α,A, σ0) =

4A

L2

M−1∑
m=0

N−1∑
n=0

cos
(
(2m+ 1)

πx

L

)
cos
(
(2n+ 1)

πy

L

)
P̃mn(t;α) exp

{
−1

2
σ2
0

[
(2m+ 1)2 + (2n+ 1)2

] π2

L2

}
. (S15)
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