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Open-system density matrix methods typically employ incoherent population injection to inves-
tigate the postionization dynamics in strong laser fields. The presence of coherence injection has
long been a subject of debate. In this context, we introduce a coherence injection model based on
the adiabatic strong-field approximation (ASFA). This model effectively predicts ionic coherence
resulting from directional tunnel ionization. With increasing field strength, the degree of coher-
ence predicted by the ASFA model gradually deviates from that of the SFA model but remains
much milder compared to the results of the simple and partial-wave expansion models. The impact
of coherence injection on the postionization molecular dynamics is explored in O2 and N2. We
find that the ionization-induced vibrational coherence strongly enhances the population inversion
of X2Σ+

g −B2Σ+
u in N+

2 and the dissociation probability of O+
2 . Conversely, the ionization-induced

vibronic coherences have inhibitory effects on the related transitions. These findings reveal the signif-
icance of including the vibronic-state-resolved coherence injection in simulating molecular dynamics
following strong-field ionization.

I. INTRODUCTION

Strong field ionization of electrons from multiple mole-
cualr orbitals (MOs) and the subsequent electric dipole
coupling between ionic states result in diverse molecu-
lar dynamics [1–4]. This includes the attosecond-scale
charge migration and the charge transfer process driven
by electron-nuclear interactions occurring on femtosec-
ond to picosecond timescales [4–9]. The observation of
such ultrafast dynamics relies on the existence of in-
terstate coherences and is crucial for understanding the
electronic and nuclear dynamics taking place upon the
strong-field ionization, which could play key roles in
chemical and biological reactions.

To theoretically investigate the “postionization”
molecular dynamics, one should consider both the multi-
electron effect and the nuclear motion. This renders
the utilization of the full-dimensional time-dependent
Schrödinger equation (TDSE) impractical. Thus far, full-
dimensional TDSE calculations for molecules have been
constrained to small molecules like H2 [10, 11]. There
have been very few ab-initio calculations for more com-
plex molecular systems [12]. To address this issue, an
open-system density matrix (DM) method has been de-
veloped recently [13–16]. By injecting the reduced DM
(RDM), generated upon transient strong-field ionization,
into the DM equations, the photonionization, electric
dipole coupling and nuclear motion could be treated on
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the same foot in principle. So far, current RDM injection
methods typically only account for the most intuitive in-
jection of the ionic state populations. The injection of
the nondiagonal terms of the instantaneous RDM, i.e.,
the coherences, is not adequately considered. Despite
this simplified assumption, theoretical simulations still
qualitatively align with experimental results, leaving the
effect of coherence injection uncertain. In fact, strong-
field ionization could lead to coherences in the ion en-
semble. The electronic coherence produced by photoion-
ization has been studied extensively in atomic systems
in both the linear and nonlinear regimes [17–20]. The
situation becomes more complex when considering the
nuclear motion. After photoionization, the ionic coher-
ences typically decay in a few to hundreds of femtosec-
onds due to the dephasing and overlap decrease of the
nuclear wavepacket [12, 21, 22]. Such nuclear-motion-
induced coherence evolution should be properly included
when investigating molecular dynamics.

Based the strong-field approximation (SFA), Pabst
et al. proposed an intuitive coherence injection model,
which successfully explained the ionization-induced co-
herence in atom xenon [19]. We further extend this model
to diatomic molecular systems, and its validity has been
verified on a one-dimensional H2 system [23]. Recently,
this coherence model has been used to explain the abnor-
mal ellipticity dependence of N+

2 lasing [24]. Due to its
intuitiveness, we refer to it as the simple model in this
work. However, it may overestimate the ionic state co-
herence generated upon tunnelling ionization. Recently,
Yuen et al. developed an alternative coherence model
using the partial wave expansion (PWE) approach [25].
At the lowest order of the weak field asymptotic theory,
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the partial wave ionization amplitudes are calculated, en-
abling the synthesis of the ionic RDM. This model is at
the same level of accuracy as the molecular Ammosov-
Delone-Krainov (MOADK) theory in terms of calculating
the ionization rate. However, according to the exact SFA,
ionizations from MOs with opposite symmetries do not
yield coherence between the corresponding ionic states.
This contradicts the expectations of the simple model
and the PWE model. It is this discrepancy that moti-
vated the current research.

In this work, we examine how the adiabatic field-
distorted MOs affect the ionization-produced RDM. Adi-
abatic MOs have previously been employed in the re-
searches on strong-field ionization and high-order har-
monic generation of molecules, leading to essential im-
provements when compared with experimental data [26–
28]. For the ionization-induced coherence injection, cou-
pled with the strong-field approximation (SFA), we uti-
lize the distorted orbitals to calculate the transient RDM
of the molecular ion. This model is referred to as the adi-
abatic SFA (ASFA) coherence model. The ASFA model
resolves the problem existing in the SFA model, where
ionizations from certain MOs do not generate ionic coher-
ence. With increasing electric field strength, the degree
of coherence (DOC) predicted by the ASFA model grad-
ually deviates from the results of the SFA model. Taking
nuclear vibration into account, the ionization-produced
coherence can be divided into the vibrational coher-
ence and vibrational-electronic (vibronic) coherence. We
found that these two types of coherence play entirely dif-
ferent roles in influencing the transition direction.

The paper is structured as follows. In Sec. II, we pro-
vide a brief review of the simple and PWE coherence
models and introduce the (A)SFA coherence model. In
Sec. III, using N2 and O2 as illustrative examples, we
compare the results from different models and investigate
the impact of coherence injection on the post-ionization
dynamics. Section IV provides a summary. Atomic units
are used throughout unless indicated otherwise.

II. THEORETICAL MODEL

In this section, several coherence injection models are
reviewed and introduced, including the simple coherence
model, PWE coherence model, SFA and ASFA coherence
models. These models are then coupled with the optical
Bloch equations to simulate the postionization molecular
dynamics.

A. Simple and partial wave expansion coherence
models

After strong-field tunnel ionization, the ionic wave
function with n electron can be approximated using a

single Slater determinant.

Ψ(r1, .., rn) =
∑
i,p

ci(p)P̂kn[Φi(r1, ..rk, ..rn−1)ψp(rn)]

(1)
Here, Φi is the i-th ionic state, also represented using
a single Slater determinant. ψp represent the accompa-

nying continuum state with momentum p. P̂kn is the
antisymmetrizing permutation operator on the k-th and
n-th electron coordinates [29]. ci(p) characterizes the
corresponding ionization amplitude from the neutral to
the ionic state. In the basis of ionic eigenstates, the ionic
RDM element can be calculated by tracing out the free
electrons and reads ρij =

∑
p ci(p)c

∗
j (p). For strong-

field ionization under an instantaneous electric field F ,
the ionization amplitude is field-strength dependent and
the RDM is denoted as ρinsij (F ). Its diagonal terms rep-
resent the ionization rates to different ionic states, and
the off-diagonal terms signify the ionization-induced co-
herences.
In the simple model, one assumes that the electron

wave packets tunnelling out from different ionization
MOs are identical except a constant phase of ϕ, then
the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality can be applied

ρ
ins(Simple)
ij =

√∑
p

|ci(p)|2
∑
p

|c∗j (p)|2 × eiϕ. (2)

The diagonal elements still accurately represent the ion-
ization rates, typically replaced by the MOADK rate
Γi(F ) [30, 31], while the off-diagonal elements are consid-
erably overestimated. To determine the ionization phase
ϕ, we undertake a straightforward derivation. Consid-
ering a positive electric field F along the z direction,
electrons predominantly ionize in the negative direction
with the most probable momentum of −p. The ionization
amplitude can be approximated as ci(−p;F ) ≈ ui(−p)F .
Conversely, for a negative electric field −F , the ion-
ization amplitude reads ci(p;−F ) ≈ −ui(p)F . Here,
ui(p) ∼ −

∫
φi(r)ze

−ipzdr, representing the ionization
transition dipole moment (TDM) with φi as the ioniza-
tion Dyson orbital. For homonuclear diatomic molecules,
the MOs exhibit well-defined symmetries, either g or u.
It can be inferred that for a g orbital, ci(F ) = ci(−F ),
while for a u orbital, ci(F ) = −ci(−F ). Therefore,
when two ionization orbitals possess the same symme-
tries, ρij(F ) = ρij(−F ). When they possess opposite
symmetries, ρij(F ) = −ρij(−F ). In simpler terms, an
intuitive way to define the exponential term in Eq. (2)
could be sgn[F ](2−Pi−Pj)/2. Here, sgn is the sign func-
tion, and Pi(j) describes the inversion symmetry of the
ionization orbital, with a value of +/−1 representing the
g/u symmetry. Finally, in the simple coherence model,
the instantaneous RDM can be expressed as

ρ
ins(Simple)
ij =

√
ΓiΓjsgn[F (t)]

(2−Pi−Pj)/2 (3)

This equation is exactly the one developed in Ref. [[19]]
and has been extended to molecular systems, applied



3

within the framework of the strong-field transient ion-
ization model [24].

Recently, Yuen et al. proposed an alternative coher-
ence model [25]. Based on the PWE and weak field
asymptotic theory [32, 33], the instantaneous RDM el-
ement is expressed as

ρ
ins(PWE)
ij =

∑
m

γim(F )γ∗jm(F ) (4)

where γim is the partial ionization amplitude with m be-
ing the magnetic quantum number. Using the adiabatic
approximation, one identifies γim as

γim =
Bim√
2|m||m|!

1

κ
Z/κi−1/2
i

(
2κ3i
|F (t)|

)Z/κi−(|m|+1)/2

× exp

[
−κ3i

3|F (t)|
+

iπ

4
+ iπ

(
Z

κi
− |m|+ 1

2

)]
(5)

where κi =
√
2Ei with Ei being the binding energy and

Z being the effective charge after ionization. Taking into
account that the electrons turned to be ionized in the op-
posite direction to the electric field, Bim takes the form

Bim=

{∑
l,m0

Ci,lm0D
l
mm0

(α, β, γ)Q(l,m) F < 0∑
l,m0

(−1)l−m0Ci,lm0D
l
mm0

(α, β, γ)Q(l,m) F > 0

(6)

where

Q(l,m)=(−1)(m+|m|)/2
√
(2l + 1)(l + |m|!)/2(l − |m|)!

(7)
Here, l is the orbital angular momentum quantum num-
ber. m, m0 are the magnetic quantum number along the
space z-axis and molecule axis, respectively. Dl

mm0
rep-

resents the Wigner D-matrix for rotating the molecule.
Ci,lm0

is the structure parameter of the MO ionized to
the i-th ionic state [31]. It is noteworthy that this model
is consistent with the MOADK theory in terms of ioniza-
tion rates, enabling the calculation of the tunnel ioniza-
tion rates of molecules at different angles.

B. Adiabatic strong-field approximation coherence
model

In this section, we introduce the coherence model based
on the ASFA theory. The adiabatic field-distorted MOs
are utilized for the calculation of the instantaneous RDM.
In the length-gauge SFA, the amplitude for creating an
ion in the i-th state accompanied by a free electron with
canonical momentum k at the end of the laser field tf
reads

Mi(k, tf ) = i

∫ tf

−∞
ui(p) · F (t)e−i

∫ tf

t′ |p|2/2−Eidt
′
dt (8)

Here, ui(p) = ⟨ψp|r|φi⟩ is the ionization TDM. φi is the
ionization Dyson orbital, which is approximated by the
neutral MO in this work. Ei is the corresponding binding

energy. p = k+A(t) is the kinetic momentum withA be-
ing the field vibronic coherencetor potential. In the adi-
abatic tunnelling regime, the laser field at the ionization
instant can be treated as a static electric field, causing
the distortion of MOs under its influence. Then the MO
is the eigenfunction of the field-dependent Hamiltonian
operator.

f̂(t)|φi⟩ = Ei|φi⟩ (9)

with f̂(t) is a combination of the field-free Hamiltonian

operator f̂0 and the term F (t) · r describing the inter-
action with the instantaneous electric field. Now the
eigenenergy Ei is field dependent. In this study, adiabatic
MOs are computed using the density-functional theory
as implemented in the GAUSSIAN16 program package
[34]. The B3LYP correlation-exchange functional and
the augmented correlation-consistent polarized valence
quadruple-zeta (aug-cc-pVTZ) basis set are employed.
The basis set incorporates diffuse functions to accurately
represent the field-induced wave function diffusion.
Tracing out the degree of freedom of the ionized elec-

tron produces the RDM of the ion ensemble

ρij(tf ) =

∫
dkMi(k, tf )M

∗
j (k, tf ). (10)

Assuming that electron wavepackets contributing to the
same k but emitted at different times have negligible
overlap due to rapid wavepacket spreading, the coher-
ence can be determined by neglecting the terms where
two ionic states are populated at different times. Conse-
quently, Eq. (10) simplifies to

ρij(tf ) =

∫ tf

−∞
ρins
ij (t)ei(Ei−Ej)(tf−t)dt

=

∫ tf

−∞

(∫
[ui(p) · F (t)] [uj(p) · F (t)] dp

)
ei(Ei−Ej)(tf−t)dt.

(11)

The equation above represents the RDM that the ion
ensemble can attain after the pulse is over, which is the
original form of the coherence model in Ref. [19]. ρinsij is
the transient injected RDM at each ionization instant.
To be noted, equation (11) does not consider the dipole

coupling among the ionic states during the laser-molecule
interaction. To incorporate the coupling effect, ρinsij needs
to be injected into the optical Bloch equation, as detailed
in Eq. (13) in the subsequent section. However, ρinsij fails
to provide ionization rates (diagonal terms) with appro-
priate magnitudes. To achieve a more realistic injected
DM, the diagonal terms are replaced by the MOADK
rate Γi(j). While maintaining the DOC unchanged, the

coherences are now expressed as G(A)
√
ΓiΓj . G(A) is

defined as a complex DOC,

G
(A)
ij = ρinsij /

√
ρinsii ρ

ins
jj . (12)

which characterize both the DOC and the phase of co-
herence predicted by different models. The revised in-

stantaneous DM is now denoted as ρ
ins(A)
ij . The super-

script “A” can be either “SFA” or “ASFA”, depending
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on whether the MOs adopted are field-free or adiabatic
field-distorted, respectively. The complex DOC is also
used for the simple and PWE models with A=Simple or
PWE.

C. Optical Bloch equations

At this stage, we are equipped to employ the coher-
ence models for calculating the instantaneous RDM pro-
duced upon the strong-field ionization. By incorporat-
ing it into the optical Bloch equations, one can simu-
late the evolution of the ionic system. For molecules
interacting with electric fields within tens of femtosec-
onds, the DM can be expended in terms of the vibronic
states under the Born-Oppenheimer (BO) approxima-

tion, ρijvv′ = ⟨Φiχ
i
v|ρ̂|Φjχ

j
v′⟩, where Φi and χi

v represent
the i-th electronic state and v-th vibrational state on the
i-th ionic potential energy curve. Then the optical Bloch
equations read

i
∂

∂t
ρijvv′

=ωij
vv′ρ

ij
vv′ − F (MF) ·

∑
o,v′′

(uio
vv′′ρ

oj
v′′v′ − ρiovv′′u

oj
v′′v′) + iΓij

vv′ ,

(13)

where ωij
vv′ = Ei

v − Ej
v′ is the energy difference be-

tween vibronic states. uij
vv′ = ⟨χi

v|uij(R)|χj
v′⟩ is the

vibronic-state TDM with uij = −⟨ψi|r|ψj⟩ being the

R-dependent electronic-state TDM. F (MF) is the elec-
tric field defined in the molecule-fixed (MF) coordi-
nate system, which can be transformed from the electric
field in the space-fixed (SF) coordinate system F (SF) by
F (MF) = R(α, β, γ)F (SF) [24]. Here, α, β and γ are the
Euler angles in the zyz convention. R is the rotational
matrix.

The term Γij
vv′(t) represents the transient RDM ele-

ments injected at each ionization instant, which reads

Γij
vv′(t) = ρ

ins(A)
iv,jv′ C

i(FC)
v C

j(FC)
v′ × n(t). (14)

C
i(FC)
v = ⟨χi

v|χ
(neutral)
0 ⟩, where χ(neutral)

0 represents the
vibrational ground state of the neutral molecule. The

square of C
i(FC)
v is the Franck-Condon factor from

χ
(neutral)
0 to χi

v. n(t) accounts for the remaining popula-
tion probability of the neutral state at time t. The su-
perscript “A” represents different coherence models with
A=Simple, PWE, SFA, or ASFA. In the vibronic-state
basis, two types of coherence can be distinguished. When
i = j, Γii

vv′ is referred to as the vibrational coherence

(VC). When i ̸= j, Γij
vv′ is known as the vibronic co-

herence (VEC). In Sec. III, we will discuss the impact
of injecting these two types of coherence on molecular
dynamics.

FIG. 1. (Color online) (a)-(d) Real components of the com-
plex degree of coherence for X − A−, X − B, A− − A+

and A− − B at F = 0.09 a.u. (Black thick lines) and
F = −0.09 a.u. (Red thin lines), respectively. (e)-(h) Field-
strength-dependent degree of coherence for X − A−, X − B,
A−−A+ and A−−B calculated by the ASFA model, respec-
tively.

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

In the following sections, we will begin by using N2 as
an illustrative target to investigate the influence of co-
herence injection on the postionization dynamics, with
a focus on the N+

2 population inversion, which is closely
related to the mechanism of N+

2 lasing [35–40]. We will
then extend our analysis to O2 to gain further insights
into the influence of coherence injection on the dissocia-
tive ionization dynamics.

A. Coherence injection in the postionization
dynamics of N2

When an intense laser interacts with N2, strong-field
ionization of one electron results in the formation of N+

2 .
This process primarily populates four ionic states that
are strongly coupled under the influence of the electric
field. Ionizations from the highest occupied molecular
orbital (HOMO, 3σg), HOMO-1 (1πu±) and HOMO-2
(2σu) produce ionic states X2Σ+

g , A
2Πu∓ and B2Σ+

u ,
abbreviated as X, A∓ and B for simplicity. The degen-
erate π orbitals are defined using a spherical basis, with
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π± = (∓πx − iπy)/
√
2. According to the orbital sym-

metries, there are the parallel transition of X − B and
the perpendicular transition of X − A∓. The perpen-
dicular TDM element reads uXA∓ = −⟨1πu±|r|3σg⟩ =

(∓uxex+iuyey)/
√
2, where ux(y) = −

〈
1πx(y)|x(y)|3σg

〉
.

Let’s start by examining the complex DOC (Gij) pro-
duced upon strong-field ionization. In Figs. 1(a)-1(d),
the angle-dependent behavior of Gij predicted by dif-
ferent coherence models are depicted, with a fixed field
strength of F =±0.09 a.u. Notably, only the PWE model
introduces a slight imaginary component of Gij , while
other models provide only real components (see Figs. 7(i-
l) and the analysis). Thus, only the real parts of Gij are
depicted. Analyzing the figures reveals three key fea-
tures. (i) Except for the SFA model, all models predict
the existence of the X −A± and X −B coherences upon
strong-field ionization. (ii) Across most angles, the co-
herence trends consistently exhibit phase similarities for
these models. When the field direction reverses, all mod-
els produce identical phase jump outcomes, namely

GXA−(F ) = −GXA−(−F )
GXB(F ) = −GXB(−F )

GA−A+
(F ) = GA−A+

(−F )
GA−B(F ) = GA−B(−F ).

In Figs. 1(a) and 1(d), only the DOC related to A−
is presented. For the another degenerate state A+,
GXA+

= −GXA− and GA+B = −GA−B . (iii) The sim-
ple model yields the highest DOC, followed by the PWE
model. In contrast, the SFA and ASFA models predict
much lower DOCs. This is because the latter models
consider ionization TDMs to the continuum state from
all directions. After tracing out these free electrons, the
DOC is considerably reduced compared to that of the

PWE model. Moreover, G
(ASFA)
XA−

exhibits a dip structure

around 60◦ ∼ 120◦. Further analysis indicates that this
can be attributed to the abnormal shape of the distorted
ionization orbital 3σg (see Figs. 7(a-d) in the Appendix).

We further examine how the DOC changes with the
field strength. According to Eq. (3), the transient DOC
predicted by the simple model remains constant with
laser intensity. The same holds for the SFA model since
the ionization MOs remain unaffected by the field. In
the case of the PWE model, the predicted DOCs exhibit
subtle decreases as the field strength increases (less than
5% within F ∈ 0.04 ∼ 0.12 a.u.). This negligible change
is due to the fact that the phase in Eq. (5) does not
depend on F . In contrast, the ASFA model predicts a
notable increase of DOC with increasing field strength,
as illustrated in Figs. 1(e-h). At low field strengths, the
DOCs of X −A± and X −B approach zero, resembling
the results of the SFA model with field-free MOs. As the
field strength increases, their DOCs gradually emerge but
remain lower than those of A+ −A− and A± −B. It ap-
pears that the coherences of X−A± and X−B are more
susceptible to orbital distortions.

The DOC variations with field strength depicted in

Figs. 1(e-h) align with the transition of the ionization
mechanisms. With increasing laser intensity, the strong-
field ionization gradually shifts from the multiphoton
regime to the tunnelling regime. At low intensities, the
orbitals undergo negligible distortions. The MOs al-
most have well-defined symmetries of g/u. Remembering
ui(p) ∼ −

∫
φire

−iprdr, ui(p) should be purely imagi-
nary/real and possesses u/g symmetry for a g/u MO.
According to Eq. (11), the instantaneous coherence gen-
erated by orbitals with opposite symmetries is zero. This
is exactly the case for the X −A and X −B state pairs.
In the multiphoton regime, the ionization-induced coher-
ence primarily depends on the parities of the ionization
MOs. The results from the SFA and ASFA models should
be similar (see Figs. 3(a) and 3(b)). With increasing in-
tensity, directional tunnelling ionization disrupts the or-
bital parity. This results in electrons ionized from differ-
ent MOs with momentum p having a certain probability
of sharing the same parity. Tracing out these electrons
gives rise to the ionization-induced coherence. Moreover,
considering that ci(p) = ui(p) · F and ci(p) = c∗i (−p),
the injected coherence ρij =

∑
p ci(p)c

∗
j (p) should be a

real number. A detailed analysis of the phase of the in-
jected coherence generated by distorted MOs is provided
in the Appendix. In general, the ASFA coherence model
can be applied to all regimes spanning from multiphoton
to tunneling ionization. In contrast, the simple and PWE
models are only applicable to the tunnelling regime and
may overestimate the DOC at low laser intensity with
Keldysh parameter γ∼1.
Next, we explore the impact of coherence injection on

the postionization dynamics of N2. In our simulations,
a linearly polarized 30-fs laser pulse with an intensity
of 3 × 1014W/cm2 is employed. Using different coher-
ence models, we calculate the vibronic-state populations
of N+

2 . Figure 2 shows the populations of χX
0 , χX

1 , χA
0 ,

and χB
0 as functions of the angle at the end of the laser

pulse. These vibronic states are chosen due to their close
relation to N+

2 lasing at 391 nm and 428 nm. It’s im-
portant to note that, in all four models, the transient vi-
brational DOCs are nearly identical and approach 100%.
Only the vibronic DOCs exhibit significant differences.
Comparing the “VC” and “W/O” results, we observe
that at small angles, ρXX

11 decreases dramatically, while
the population of ρBB

00 increases by about 25%, resulting
in a substantial enhancement of the population inversion
between χX

0(1) and χ
B
0 (see Figs. 3(a) and 3(b)).

To understand how the VC injection affects population
evolutions, we employ a three-state Λ (or V)-type model
for analysis. States 1 and 3 are close in energy and have
TDMs to state 2. The optical Bloch equations for this
three-state system are as follows,

ρ̇22 = −2u12F (t)Im[ρ12]− 2u32F (t)Im[ρ32]

ρ̇12 = −iω12ρ12 + iu12F (t)(ρ22 − ρ11)− iu23F (t)ρ13

ρ̇32 = −iω32ρ32 + iu32F (t)(ρ22 − ρ33)− iu12F (t)ρ∗13

....

(15)

If instantaneous coherence ρins13 is injected at t − δt, the
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FIG. 2. (Color online) (a)-(d) Populations of χX
0 , χX

1 , χA
0

and χB
0 as functions of angle when the laser field is over

calculated by different coherence models. “W/O” represents
the results calculated without considering coherence injection.
“VC” represents the results calculated solely with considera-
tion of the vibrational coherence. The results of 90◦−180◦ are
mirror symmetric to those of 0◦ − 90◦ and are not displayed
in the figure.

coherence-injection-induced derivative of ρ22 at time t
should be

ρ̇VC
22 (t) ≈ 4u32u12F

2(t)δtRe[ρins13 (t− δt)]. (16)

This simple equation indicates that if u32u12 × Re[ρins13 ]
is positive, ρins13 will lead to an increase of ρ22. This phe-
nomenon can be understood as a constructive interfer-
ence of the transition amplitudes for the 1 → 2 and 3 → 2
paths. For N+

2 , the vibrational coherence Γii
vv′ is analo-

gous to ρins13 in the three-state system. If uikvv′′uikv′v′′ ×Γii
vv′

is positive, the VC injection will enhance the transitions
from the two neighboring vibrational states χi

v and χi
v′

to the state χk
v′′ . Notably, this condition is commonly

met in molecules. For example, uXB
00 uXB

10 × ΓXX
01 > 0,

leading to a significant enhancement of ρBB
00 as shown in

Fig. 2(d).
To assess the effects of the VEC injection, one should

compare the results of the coherence models (lines with
symbols) with the “VC” ones (solid thick lines) in Fig. 2.
Several features can be concluded. (i) The results of the
SFA model closely overlap with the “VC” results, because
the SFA model cannot provide coherences of X−A± and
X − B (see Figs. 1(a) and 1(b)). (ii) When considering
the VEC injection, except for the abnormal ASFA-model
results around 90◦, the simple, PWE, and ASFA mod-
els show a consistent trend in the direction of population
transfer. For χX

0 and χX
1 , the VEC injection leads to

population increases at small angles but population de-
creases at large angles. For χA

0 , the population increases
at all angles for the simple and PWE models and most

angles for the ASFA case. For χB
0 , the population de-

creases at all angles. The abnormal results around 90◦

in the ASFA model are due to the dip structure of the
X − A± and X − B coherences predicted by the ASFA
model (see Figs. 1(a) and 1(b)). (iii) Regarding the im-
pact of the VEC injection on the population transfer,
the simple model shows the largest magnitude, followed
by the PWE model, while the ASFA model yields the
smallest magnitude. The reason can be readily seen from
Fig. 1, where the simple model predicts the largest VEC,
the PWE model is intermediate, and the ASFA model
gives a smaller VEC.
This effect of VEC injection can be comprehended by

employing a two-state model interacting with an electric
field F (t) = F0cos(ωt+ϕ). Under rotating wave approx-
imation, the two-state optical Bloch equations read

˙̃ρ12 = iu12
F0

2
e−iϵt+iϕ∆+ ρins12 e

−iω21t

∆̇ = −2u12F0Im
(
ρ̃12e

iϵt−iϕ
)
,

(17)

where ∆ = ρ22 − ρ11, ρ12 = ρ̃12e
−iω12t and ϵ = ω21 − ω.

Because ρ̃12(t) = ρ̃12(t− δt) + ρins12 (t− δt)e−iω21(t−δt)δt+
O(∆), the population transfer caused directly by coher-
ence injection can be expressed as

∆VEC = −2u12F0sin(ϵδt)

∫
Re[ρins12 (t)]cos(ωt+ϕ)dt, (18)

In the derivation, it is assumed that the vibronic coher-
ence term is primarily real (see Fig. 1). According to
this equation, the direction of the coherence-injection-
induced transition depends on the sign of u12 and the
integral term. In the case of N+

2 states, ρinsXA+
and ρinsXB

have opposite signs to the electric field (see Fig. 1), so
the integration term is smaller than 0. Taking χX

0 -χB
0

and χX
1 -χB

0 as examples, ϵ is positive, uXB
00 and uXB

10

are negative, so that ∆VEC is negative. This means
that the VEC injection has a suppressive effect on the
transition from χX

0(1) to χB
0 , resulting in the increase

of ρXX
00(11) and decrease of ρBB

00 compared to that of the

“VC” case at small angles. At large angles, the X − A
perpendicular transition dominates. Since ωAX ≈ ω,
ωAX
v′v −ω can be either positive or negative, leading to

different effects of the VEC injection on the vibronic

transition from X to A. Taking χX
0 -χ

A+

0 as an exam-

ple, u
XA+

00(x) = ux/
√
2 = −0.125 < 0 and ϵ < 0, so that

∆VEC > 0, leading to a population transfer from χX
0 to

χA
0 with VEC injection. Overall, the VEC injection leads

to a slight population decrease of χX
0(1) and a population

increase of χA
0 at the large angle. After thorough exam-

inations, it is found that Eq. (18) effectively describes
the population transfer direction when considering the
VEC injection. The impact of VEC injection can also be
comprehended from another perspective. Under the in-
fluence of an alternating electric field, the ionic electron
cloud moves in either a nearly adiabatic or nonadiabatic
manner, depending on the value of ω21 − ω. Meanwhile,
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the transiently injected ion exhibits an electron distri-
bution oriented opposite to the field direction. Due to
the Coulomb force, the newly injected electron cloud in-
evitably influences the movement of the original electron
cloud, resulting in either enhancement or suppression of
the transition strength in the original direction.

Compared to the population of individual state, peo-
ple are more interested in the population inversion of
N+

2 , which is related to the lasing generation in ambient
air. Figures. 3(a) and 3(b) display the population inver-
sion of χX

0(1)-χ
B
0 with varying laser intensities after angle

integration. In the integration, only the angles with pop-
ulation inversion at the end of the pulse are considered.
For all intensities, the inversions are enhanced when the
VC injection is considered, whereas the VEC injection
has a suppressing effect on the inversion. As depicted
in Fig. 1, both the PWE and the simple models pre-
dict strong vibronic DOCs. This results in a substantial
decrease of the population inversions compared to the
“VC” case. For the SFA model, X − B coherence can
not be generated. Its results almost overlap with the
“VC” ones. With weak vibronic DOC, the ASFA model
predicts a population inversion slightly smaller than the
“VC” ones. Overall, using the ASFA model, coherence
injection will promote the population inversion between
χX
0(1) and χ

B
0 .

To compare the population inversion generated by dif-
ferent models, Figs. 3(c) and 3(d) present the angular dis-
tributions at a laser intensity of 3× 1014W/cm2. At this
intensity, predictions from the simple and PWE models
significantly deviate from those of other models. While
these two models exhibit minimal inversion between χX

0

and χB
0 , specific rotational levels could still achieve pop-

ulation inversion when considering molecular rotation,
leading to the lasing amplification [41–43]. As a result,
these two models predict that the 391-nm lasing peaks
at 30◦ and 90◦, whereas other models predict that the
391-nm lasing peaks at a small angle, and the intensity
decreases as the angle increases. These distinctions offer
a potential approach to test the validities of the simple
and PWE coherence models. For the χX

1 −χB
0 population

inversion, all models predict the 428-nm lasing peaks at
0◦. At this point, distinguishing between the (A)SFA co-
herence model and the incoherent injection model based
on the angle-dependent lasing signals seems challenging.
More elaborate experimental designs may be required to
detect traces of the coherence injection in the postioniza-
tion dynamics of O2. Fortunately, in our study on O2, we
observed that differences between various coherence mod-
els can be discerned through the angle-dependent disso-
ciative ionization signals (see Fig. 6 in Sec. IIIB).

B. Coherence injection in the postionization
dynamics of O2

When a strong laser field interacts with O2, electrons
can ionize from the HOMO (1πg±), HOMO-1 (1πu±),

FIG. 3. (Color online) (a), (b) Angle-integrated population
inversions of χX

0 −χB
0 and χX

1 −χB
0 varies with laser intensity

at a pulse duration of 30 fs. Only angles with a population
inversion greater than 0 are considered in the integration. (c),
(d) Angle-dependent population inversion at a laser intensity
of 3× 1014W/cm2.

and HOMO-2 (3σg) orbitals, resulting in the formation
of O+

2 in the X2Πg∓, a
4Πu∓ and b4Σ−

g states, respec-

tively. Previous researches have indicated that O+
2 can

undergo further dissociation on the f4Πg curve by ab-
sorbing one photon from state a4Πu, generating kinetic
energy release (KER) signals in the range of 0 to 2 eV
[44–46]. Our previous results verified that the b4Σ−

g state
also plays a crucial role in the dissociation process though
a pathway of b4Σ−

g → a4Πu → f4Πg due to the resonant

coupling between vibronic states [47]. The X2Πg state,
however, is subject to a selection rule that prohibits the
transition to these three states and is therefore ignored
in the calculations. In the following study, we specifically
focus on the effects of coherence injection of a4Πu-b

4Σ−
g

on the dissociation signals. Vibronic states of a4Πu±,
b4Σ−

g and f4Πg± are included in the simulation, denoted
as a±, b and f± for simplicity.

In Figs. 4(a) and 4(b), we calculated the complex DOC
Gij at F=0.09 a.u. with varying angles using different
coherence models. Similar to Fig. 1, only the real parts
of Gij are displayed. Two key features can be seen. (i)
The trends of coherence provided by several models are
generally consistent in phase. Similar to the results for
N+

2 , the simple model yields the highest DOC, followed
by the PWE model. Due to opposite symmetries of
1πu± and 3σg, the SFA model cannot generate coherence
between a∓ and b. However, when considering orbital
distortion, the ASFA model can provide the a∓ − b
coherence. The DOC is much smaller compared to
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those of the simple and PWE models. This is because
Eq. (11) considers the possibility of ionization occurring
in all directions. After tracing out the free electrons,
the DOC is expected to be less significant. (ii) At small
angles, the ASFA model predicts very small coherence
which exhibits values opposite to those of the simple
and PWE models. This is due to the repulsive behavior
between the two spin (↑, ↓) MOs in the unrestricted
calculations. The electronic configuration of O2 reads
KK(2σg)

2(2σu)
2(3σg)

2(1πux)
2(1πuy)

2(1πgx)
↑(1πgy)

↑.
Each fully occupied orbital can be further divided into
↑ and ↓ orbitals. Since the spin multiplicities of a± and
b are 4, the ionization orbitals are 1πu∓ ↓ and 3σg ↓,
respectively. Take 1πux as an example, Figs. 4(e) and
4(f) display the ↑ and ↓ orbitals at F = 0.09 a.u. and
β = 30◦. Under the influence of the electric field, the
↑ orbital tends to distort directly opposite to the field
direction. While the ↓ orbital experiences not only the
field, but also repulsion with the ↑ orbital. This leads to
the counterintuitive shape of the ↓ orbital, resulting in
the opposite phase of the a± − b coherence at ∼ 30◦ and
∼ 150◦.

We also examine the variation of DOC with field
strength, Similar to Fig. 1, only the results predicted by
the ASFA model are presented in Figs. 4(c) and 4(d), be-
cause the DOCs predicted by other models remain nearly
constant with varying field strength. As the electric field
intensifies, orbital distortion becomes more pronounced,
causing the DOC to deviate further from that of the SFA
model. The a± − b DOC gradually strengthens with in-
creasing laser intensity. However, the a+ − a− DOC re-
mains essentially unchanged. These phenomena are con-
sistent with the transitions of the ionization mechanisms
from the multiphoton regime to the tunneling regime.

Now, we investigate the impact of transient coherence
injection on the dissociative ionization dynamics of O2.
A linearly polarized 800-nm, 30-fs laser pulse with an in-
tensity of 1.5×1014W/cm

2
is adopted for the simulations

on O2. At this wavelength, the low vibronic states of a±
and b experience resonance coupling. In this context, co-
herence injection will enhance the competition between
paths of a± ↔ b and a± → f±, leading to substantial
changes in the results. Figure 5(a) shows the dissociation
probabilities as a function of angle, calculated by differ-
ent coherence models. First, let’s compare the results
without coherence injection (W/O, solid thin line) and
with VC injection (VC, solid thick line). At small angles,
the a± → f± parallel transition dominates. As discussed
in Sec. IIIA using a three-state model (see Eq. (16)),
the VC injection on a± will enhance the dipole transi-
tions from a± to f±, resulting in the enhancement of the
dissociation probability. While, as the angle increases,
the a4Πu± → b4Σ−

g perpendicular transition gradually
gains strength. The VC injection turns to favor enhanc-
ing this transition pathway, leading to a reduction of the
a±-state population and therefore weakening the disso-
ciative pathway. Next, using the “VC” result as a ref-
erence, we examine the impact of the VEC injection on

FIG. 4. (Color online) (a), (b) Real components of the com-
plex degree of coherence (DOC) for a− − a+ and a± − b at
F = 0.09 a.u. (c), (d) Field-strength-dependent DOC for
a− − a+ and a± − b, respectively. (e), (f) Distorted 1πux ↑
and 1πux ↓ orbitals at F = 0.09 a.u. and β = 30◦, β is the
angle between the molecular axis and the space-fixed z direc-
tion.

the outcomes presented in Fig. 5(b). All models predict a
reduction in the dissociation probability (lines with sym-
bols). The primary reason can be attributed to the in-
troduction of the a+ − a− coherence. One can interpret
a+ − a− − b within the frame of the Λ-type three-state
model described by Eq. (16). The a+ − a− coherence
leads to an interference enhancement of the a+ → b and
a− → b paths. The more robust the a+ − a− DOC, the
more pronounced the reduction in O+

2 dissociation (see
Fig. 4(a) for the DOC). For example, the simple model
produces the lowest dissociation signals.

Figure 5(b) presents the KER spectrum at β = 70◦.
When the VC injection is included, apart from a de-
crease in the dissociation probability, the KER spectrum
exhibits distinct peak structures, corresponding to the
projection of χa

v>10 onto the dissociative states. Upon
introducing the VEC injection (solid line with upside-
down triangles), the KER spectrum exhibits only a slight
decrease, with no significant alteration in its structural
characteristics. These peak structures align well with the
results of the single-pulse experiment or the IR-pump-
IR-probe experiment [44, 48]. Both experiments collect
signals perpendicular to the field polarization. To note,
these peak structures only appear when the laser pulse
is sufficiently long, ensuring that the laser bandwidth is
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narrower than the energy spacing between adjacent vi-
brational levels. At the very least, the agreement be-
tween the experimental and the coherence-model results
suggest the necessity of considering VC injection in the-
oretical calculations.

FIG. 5. (Color online) (a) Dissociation probabilities as a func-
tion of angle calculated by different models. A 800-nm linearly
polarized laser pulse with an intensity of 1.5 × 1014 W/cm2

is used in the calculation. “W/O” represents the results cal-
culated without considering any coherence injection. “VC”
represents the results calculated solely with consideration of
the vibrational coherence. (b) Kinetic-energy-release spectra
at β = 70◦. (c), (d) Same as (a) and (b), but at a wavelength
of 400 nm. The solid line with sphere represents the experi-
mental result given in Ref. [48].

The coherence injection amplifies the competition be-
tween the pathways of a±↔b and a±→f . To reduce the
influences of the a± ↔ b transition, we adjust the laser
wavelength to 400 nm. In this case, the TDM between χa

v

and the one-photon resonant χb
v becomes notably small.

In Fig. 5(c), the angle-dependent dissociation probabil-
ities for the 400-nm case are displayed. It is evident
that the VC injection now predominantly enhances the
a± → f± transitions, leading to an enhancement in the
dissociation signals at almost all angles. Regarding the
effect of the VEC injection, only the results for the simple
and PWE models exhibit slight decreases in dissociation
signals. This is because the a+−a− DOC is large enough,
and its injection still weakly enhances the transition from
a± to b. Figure 5(d) displays the KER spectra in the case
of 400 nm at β = 70◦. With coherence injection, the
KER peaks becomes stronger and sharper. For compar-
ison, we also include experimental results from Ref. [48]
obtained by laser-induced dissociation of preprepared O+

2

beam targets. Unfortunately, whether the coherent injec-
tion is considered or not, both results align qualitatively

with the experimental data. This makes it challenging to
determine the effectiveness of coherent injection, partic-
ularly the VEC injection.
In Fig. 5(a), different coherence models display dif-

ferent angles associated with the maximum dissociation
probability. This difference helps determine which model
is more reasonable. In addition, our previous work intro-
duced a pump-probe reconstruction scheme to retrieve
the molecular DM elements from experimental measure-
ments [49]. By comparing the reconstructed results with
model predictions, one can also test the validity of the co-
herence injection model. However, the above approaches
imposes strict calibration requirements on the laser inten-
sity. While achievable, it can still be challenging in exper-
iments. Another way to validate the model is by scanning
laser parameters and comparing theoretical calculations
with experimental results. Here, we performed a laser
intensity scan. Figure 6 shows the angle-dependent nor-
malized dissociation probabilities with increasing laser
intensities. The laser parameters are set at 800-nm wave-
length and 10-fs pulse duration. Such short pulse is uti-
lized to weaken the dipole coupling effects, therefore high-
lighting the role of the coherence injection. The three
models exhibit different slopes for the angles with the
maximum values against intensities. These phenomena
can be analyzed using Eq. (16). In the PWE model, the
ionization-induced a+−a− coherence is the strongest, as
shown in Fig. 4, causing the enhancement of the a± → b
transition at large angles. Therefore, the signal peak
shifts toward smaller angles with increasing laser inten-
sity. In the ASFA model, where the ionization-induced
a+ − a− coherence is weaker, the maximum signal angle
changes less with increasing intensity. When there is no
coherence injection, the peak angle barely changes with
intensity. In experiments, the laser intensity can be ad-
justed by using a variable attenuator [50]. By calibrating
the slope of the maximum signal angle against laser in-
tensity, this scanning approach provide a potential way
to check the validity of the coherence models.

IV. CONCLUSION

In summary, we propose an ASFA coherence injection
model based on adiabatic distorted orbitals. This model
is utilized to simulate the ultrafast dynamics of molecular
ions following the strong-field ionization. We first review
previous coherence models, including the simple model
and the PWE model. A comparative study reveals that
these different models yield consistent trend of the coher-
ence phase, mutually validating the physical rationality
of these models. Overall, the simple model predicts the
highest instantaneous DOC, followed by the PWE model,
the ASFA model, and finally the SFA model. As the field
intensity increases, the electronic DOC generated by the
ASFA model gradually strengthens. This phenomenon
aligns with the transition in the ionization mechanism
from the multiphoton regime to the tunnelling regime.
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FIG. 6. (Color online) The normalized angle-dependent dis-
sociation probabilities with increasing laser intensities calcu-
lated (a) without coherence injection, (b) by the PWE coher-
ence model, and (c) by the ASFA coherence model, respec-
tively.

We also study the effects of the VC and VEC injections
on molecular dynamics. The VC injection generally en-
hances the original transition strength between electronic
states. On the other hand, the effect of VEC injection
primarily depends on the relative values of the vibronic-
state energy difference ωij

vv′ and the laser frequency ω.
For N2, the VC injection leads to a enhancement of the
χX
0(1)−χ

B
0 population inversion in N+

2 , while the VEC in-

jection weakens the inversion. This indicates the impor-
tance of considering coherence injections in theoretical
studies of the N+

2 lasing process. The control of coherence
injection holds the promise of providing new methods for
manipulating air lasing. Similar effects are observed in
the dissociative ionization dynamics of O2. By tuning the
laser frequency away from the resonant coupling region
of a± − b in O+

2 , one can minimize the influence of VEC
injection. Strong VC injection increases the dissociation
probability by over 20%. Illustrated on O2, we propose
a potential scanning approach to test the validities of
different coherence models.

Essentially, ionization-induced coherence is a direct
consequence of directional strong-field ionization, akin to
injecting an instantaneous electric dipole into the ionized
system. This dipole’s influence on subsequent ionic dy-
namics is inevitable due to Coulomb forces. We look for-
ward to experimental validation of our theoretical find-
ings in the near future.
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APPENDIX: ORBITAL ANALYSIS OF THE
COMPLEX-DOC PHASE IN N+

2 UPON
STRONG-FIELD IONIZATION

In the ASFA coherence model, the symmetry of the
ionization MO is disrupted due to field distortion. Re-
membering ui(p) ∼ −

∫
φire

−iprdr, ui(p) is no longer
purely real or imaginary. As a result, coherences arise
among all ionic states. Taking the ionization-induced
X−B coherence in N+

2 as an example, we analyse how the
instantaneous coherence is generated in the ASFA model
in a dissected manner. Figures 7(a)-7(d) show the adia-
batic distorted HOMO (3σg) and HOMO-2 (2σu) orbitals
of N2 at β = 30◦ and F = ±0.08 a.u. One can observe
that the MOs tend to be distorted in the opposite direc-
tion of the electric field. Figures 7(e)-7(h) display the
corresponding dipole interacting terms ci(p) = ui(p) ·F ,
representing the ionization amplitude of an electron with
the momentum p. For better comprehension, p is con-
fined to the xz-plane. It is evident that ionization am-
plitude is more significant along the field polarization.
The ionization-induced differential coherence is defined
as ρdiffXB(p) = cX(p)c∗B(p). Integrating ρdiffXB(p) over p
yields the final coherence ρinsXB . In Figs. 7(i)-7(l), we dis-
play the real and imaginary part of ρdiffXB . The imaginary
part will cancel out after integration over p. One can
see that the real components of ρdiffXB are negative for
F >0 and positive for F <0. The reason is attributed to
the inversion relation between the MOs generated by the
positive and negative fields, i.e.,

3σg(r;F >0) = 3σg(−r;F <0)

2σu(r;F >0) = −2σu(−r;F <0).

Therefore

cX(p;F >0) = cX(−p;F <0)

cB(p;F >0) = −cB(−p;F<0).

These relations of the ionization amplitude are reflected
in Figs. 7(e-h). Due to cX(B)(p) = c∗X(B)(−p), one ar-

rives at ρdiffXB(p) = −ρdiffXB(p). Consequently, the inte-
grated coherence changes sign as the field reverses direc-
tion as shown in Fig. 1(b).
It’s worth noting that the 3σg orbital exhibits a coun-

terintuitive distortion, with a portion of the red part of
the wavepacket twisting along the field direction. This
effect intensifies as β approaches 90◦. The anomalous
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FIG. 7. (Color online) (a), (b) The N2 distorted molecular orbitals of 3σg (HOMO) and 2σu (HOMO-2) at F = 0.08 a.u. and
β = 30◦. (c), (d) Same as (a) and (b), but at F = −0.08 a.u. (e)-(h) Real and imaginary part of the ionization amplitude ci(p)
for the orbitals shown in (a)-(d). (i), (j) Real and imaginary part of the differential coherence ρdiffXB(p) at F = 0.08 a.u. (k), (l)
Same as (i) and (j) but for F = −0.08 a.u.

distortion, likely arising from multi-orbital effects in the
self-consistent field calculation, leads to the dip observed

in the ASFA model between 60◦ and 120◦, as shown in
Fig. 1(a).
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