arXiv:1710.03694v1 [cond-mat.mes-hall] 6 Oct 2017

Broadband, electrically tuneable, third harmonic generation in graphene

G. Soavi^1, G. Wang^1, H. Rostami^2, D. Purdie^1, D. De Fazio^1, T. Ma^1, B. Luo^1, J. Wang^1, A. K. Ott^1, D. Yoon^1, S. Bourelle^1, J. E. Muench^1, I. Goykhman^1, S. Dal Conte^{3,4}, M. Celebrano^4, A. Tomadin^2, M. Polini^2, G. Cerullo^{3,4}, A. C. Ferrari^1 1 Cambridge Graphene Centre, University of Cambridge, Cambridge CB3 0FA, UK 2 Istituto Italiano di Tecnologia, Graphene Labs, Via Morego 30, I-16163 Genova, Italy 3 IFN-CNR, Piazza L. da Vinci 32, I-20133 Milano, Italy and 4 Dipartimento di Fisica, Politecnico di Milano, Piazza L. da Vinci 32, I-20133 Milano, Italy

Optical harmonic generation occurs when high intensity light (> 10^{10} W/m^2) interacts with a nonlinear material. Electrical control of the nonlinear optical response enables applications such as gate-tunable switches and frequency converters. Graphene displays exceptionally strong-light matter interaction and electrically and broadband tunable third order nonlinear susceptibility. Here we show that the third harmonic generation efficiency in graphene can be tuned by over two orders of magnitude by controlling the Fermi energy and the incident photon energy. This is due to logarithmic resonances in the imaginary part of the nonlinear conductivity arising from multi-photon transitions. Thanks to the linear dispersion of the massless Dirac fermions, ultrabroadband electrical tunability can be achieved, paving the way to electrically-tuneable broadband frequency converters for applications in optical communications and signal processing.

The response of a material to interaction with an optical field can be described by its polarization[1]:

⃗P = ϵ_0[χ^{(1)} · ⃗E + χ^{(2)} : ⃗E ⃗E + χ^{(3)}. ⃗E ⃗E ⃗E + · · · ] (1)

where ⃗E is the incident electric field and ϵ_0 is the permittivity of free space. χ^{(1)}(dimensionless) is the linear susceptibility, while the tensors χ^{(2)} [m/V] and χ^{(3)} [m^2/V^2] are the second- and third-order nonlinear susceptibilities[2]. Thanks to the nonlinear terms of ⃗P , new frequencies can be generated inside a material due to harmonic generation[3] and frequency mixing[4]. E.g., in Second Harmonic Generation (SHG) an incident electromagnetic wave with angular frequency ω_0 = 2πν, with ν the photon frequency, generates via χ^{(2)} a new electromagnetic wave with frequency 2ω_0[3]. The SHG efficiency (SHGE) is defined as the ratio between the SH intensity and the intensity of the incoming light. Analogously, Third Harmonic Generation (THG) is the emission of a photon with energy triple that of the incident one. The THG efficiency (THGE) is defined as the ratio between the TH intensity and the intensity of the incoming light. Second-order nonlinear processes are also known as three-wave-mixing, as they mix two optical fields to produce a third one[5]. Third-order nonlinear processes are known as four-wave-mixing (FWM)[5], as they mix three fields to produce a fourth one.

Nonlinear optical effects are exploited in a variety of applications, including laser technology[6], material processing[7] and telecommunications[8]. E.g., to generate new photon frequencies (532nm from SHG in a Nd:YAG laser at 1.06μm)[9] or broadly tuneable ultrashort pulses (fs-ps) by optical parametric amplifiers (OPAs)[10] and optical parametric oscillators (OPOs)[11]. High harmonic generation is also used for extreme UV light[12] and attosecond pulse generation[13], while difference frequency generation is used to create photons in the THz range[14].

Second order nonlinear effects can only occur in materials without inversion symmetry, while third order ones occur in any system independent of symmetry[15], and they thus represent the main intrinsic nonlinear response for most materials. THG intensity enhancement was achieved by exploiting magnetic dipole[16] and excitonic resonances[17], surface plasmons in Ag films[18] and photonic-crystal waveguides[19], by exploiting spatial compression of the optical energy, resulting in an increase of the local optical field. Nonlinear optical effects depend on the characteristics of the impinging light beam(s) (frequency, polarization) and on the properties of the nonlinear material, dictated by its electronic structure. The ability to electrically control the nonlinear optical response of a material by a gate voltage opens up disruptive applications to compact nanophotonic devices with novel functionalities. However, to the best of our knowledge, external electrical control of the THGE has not been reported to date in any material.

Layered materials (LMs) have a strong nonlinear optical response[20–27]. Electrically tunable SHG was reported for monolayer WSe_2 for photon energies close to the A exciton (∼1.66eV)[20]. However, the tunability was limited to a narrow band (∼10meV) in the proximity of the excitonic transition. Electrically tunable SHG was also reported by inversion symmetry breaking in bilayer MoS_2 close to the C exciton (∼2.75eV)[25], but SHGE was strongly dependent on the laser detuning with respect to the C exciton transition energy. Thus, in both cases electrical control was limited to narrow energy bands (∼10-100meV) around the excitonic transitions. Graphene, instead, can provide electrically tunable nonlinearities over a much broader bandwidth thanks to the linear dispersion of the Dirac Fermions. In single layer

FIG. 1. Samples used for THG experiments. (a) CVD SLG on Sa for transmission and (b) exfoliated SLG on Si/SiO2 for reflection measurements.

graphene (SLG), SHG is forbidden due to symmetry[28– 31]. SHG was reported in the presence of an electric current[30, 31], but weak compared to third-order nonlinear effects. The data in Refs.21,31 imply that THG in SLG is at least one order of magnitude stronger than SHG activated by inversion symmetry breaking. Thus, third order nonlinear effects are the most intense terms of the intrinsic nonlinear optical response of SLG.

Third order nonlinearities in SLG were studied both theoretically[32–36] and experimentally[21, 37– 39]. Ref.21 reported that SLG has χ^{(3)} ∼10^{−15}m^2/V^2 (∼10^{−7}esu), several orders of magnitude higher than typical metals (e.g. χ^{(3)} ∼ 7.6 × 10^{−19}m^2/V^2 in Au[15]) and dielectrics (e.g. χ^{(3)} ∼ 2.5 × 10^{−22}m^2/V^2 in fused silica[15]). Ref.21 also reported a 1/ω^4_0 proportionality of the third order optical nonlinear response in a narrow band (emitted photons between∼1.47 and 1.63eV), but no resonant behavior nor doping dependence. Ref.38 reported a factor∼2 enhancement of the third order nonlinear signal in a FWM experiment at the onset of interband transitions (h̄ω_0=2|E_F|, where E_F is the Fermi Energy) for SLG on SiN waveguides in a narrow band (emitted photon energies between∼0.79 and 0.8eV). Thus, to date, evidence of tunable third order nonlinear effects in

SLG is limited to narrow bands and weak enhancements.

Here we show that THGE in SLG can be tuned by almost two orders of magnitude over a broad energy range (emitted photon energies between∼1.2-2.2eV) and over 20 times by electrical gate tuning. These results, in agreement with calculations based on the intrinsic thirdharmonic conductivity of massless Dirac fermions, confirm that SLG is a unique nonlinear material since it allows electrical tuning of χ^{(3)} over an ultra-broad range, only limited by the linearity of the Dirac cone (±2eV[40]).

In order to test both the photon energy dependence and the electrical tunability of THGE we use two sets of samples: SLG placed on a transparent substrate (sapphire, Sa), Fig.1a, and back-gated SLG on a reflective substrate (Si/SiO_2), Fig.1b. To study the THGE photon energy dependence, we measure it over a broad range (incident photon energy∼0.4-0.7eV, with a THG signal at∼1.2-2.1eV only limited by the absorption of the Si based charge-coupled device, CCD, used in our set-up). Transmission measurements allow us to derive the absolute THGE, by taking into account the system losses and by minimizing the chromatic aberrations of the optical components (e.g. in reflection one needs to use beam splitters and these do not have a flat response over the∼0.4-2.2eV range). Thus, we use chemical vapor deposition (CVD) to obtain a large area SLG (∼cm size) and simplify the alignment, given the low optical contrast of SLG on sapphire[41]. When measuring the THGE electrical tunability we need to follow the THG intensity normalized to its minimum, as function of gate voltage (V_G). For each ω_0 we measure 62 spectra, one for each V_G. For each spectrum we calculate the total number of counts on the CCD, which is proportional to the total number of THG photons, and divide all the spectra by that with the minimum counts. The key here is a precise control of E_F , while any system uncertainties on the absolute THGE are removed by the normalization. Thus, we use an exfoliated SLG back-gated field-effect transistor (FET) on Si+285nm SiO_2.

The two sets of samples are prepared and characterized as described in Methods (Sect. M1). E_F for the CVD SLG on Sa is∼250meV, and <100meV in the exfoliated SLG on Si+285nm SiO_2. The defect density is n_D ∼6×10^{10}cm^{−2} for SLG on Sa and n_D ∼2.4×10^{10}cm^{−2} for SLG on Si/SiO_2. The different E_F is considered in our theory and addressed experimentally, since E_F is one of the parameters of our study. The small difference in defects suggests that the two samples are comparable. In fact, as we discuss in the following, THGE has a negligible dependence on disorder, impurities and imperfections over a range of values that covers the vast majority of SLG reported in literature.

The THGE measurements are performed in air at room temperature for both transmission and reflection, as detailed in Methods (Sect. M2). Fig.2a plots representative TH spectra for different incident h̄ω_0 for SLG on

FIG. 2. Energy dependence of SLG THGE (a) THG spectra for h̄ω0 ∼ 0.4 to∼ 0.7eV and an average power∼1mW. (b) THGE for SLG on Sa as a function of h̄ω0 (x bottom axis) and 3h̄ω0 (x top axis). Curves are calculated for τ ≫ 1 ps and increasing Te for EF =250meV and Iω_0 ∼ 2.4 × 10^{12}Wm^{−2}.

FIG. 3. Gate tunability of THG (a) THG spectrum as a function of EF for exfoliated SLG on Si/SiO2. (b) THG intensity (left y axis, blue dots) and ISD (right y axis, red dots) as a function of EF (bottom x axis) and corresponding VG (top x axis) for SLG on Si/SiO2.

Sa. We assign the measured signal to THG because the energy of the detected photons is equal to three times that of the incident one: h̄ω_{T HG} = 3h̄ω_0 and its intensity scales with the cube of the incident power (I_{3ω0} ∝ I^3_{ω0} )[15]. Fig.2b shows that when h̄ω_0 decreases from∼ 0.7 to∼ 0.4eV THGE is enhanced by a factor∼75, almost one order of magnitude larger than the∼ 9.5 expected from the 1/ω^4_0 dependence of THGE in SLG at E_F =0[35]. This can be explained by taking into account the dependence of the SLG third order optical conductivity σ^{(3)}_{ℓα1 α2 α3} , where ℓ, α_{i=1,2,3} are the Cartesian indexes, on ω_0, E_F and electronic temperature (T_e). Note that χ^{(3)} ≡ iσ^{(3)}/(3ϵ_0ω_0d_{ef f} )[32], by considering SLG with a thickness d_{ef f} . Our modeling is based on σ^{(3)}_{ℓα1 α2α3} , therefore we do not need to use d_{ef f} .

The dependence on E_F was calculated in Refs.[34, 35] and gives resonances at h̄ω_0 = 2|E_F |, |E_F |, 2|E_F |/3 for T_e=0K. A finite T_e modifies the height and broadening of these resonances, as derived in Methods (Sect. M3). A comparison between theoretical curves, for E_F =250meV and different T_e, and experiments is plotted in Fig.2b. This indicates that E_F plays a key role, in particular when h̄ω_0 ≤2|E_F |. The effects of disorder, impurities and imperfections can be phenomenologically introduced by a relaxation rate, Γ = h̄/τ, through the density matrix approach[33, 34]. Our analysis (see Methods Sect.M3.3) shows that the effect of a finite τ in the ∼0.1fs-1ps range on THGE is negligible. Since Γ ∼ eh̄v^2_F/(μ_eE_F)[42] this range of τ, for SLG with E_F between 100 and 600meV, would correspond to mobilities∼1-10^5 cm^2V^{−1}s^{−1}, covering the vast majority of experimental SLG in literature.

Refs.34, 35 predicted that gate tunability of THGE should be possible. Fig.3a plots the THG spectra for different V_G and h̄ω_0=0.59eV. Fig.3b shows the THG intensity over -600meV≤ E_F ≤+150meV corresponding to-150V≤ V_G ≤+150V. E_F is derived from each V_G as discussed in Methods Sect.M1.

Fig.3b shows that, as a function of V_G, there is a THG intensity enhancement by over a factor of 20 when h̄ω_0 < 2|E_F |. Fig.3b also indicates that THGE in SLG follows an opposite trend compared to FWM[38]: it is higher for intra-band (h̄ω_0 < 2|E_F |) than inter-band (h̄ω_0 > 2|E_F |) transitions. This is reproduced by the calculations in Methods (Sect. M3). THGE for SLG, considered as a nonlinear interface layer between air and substrate, under normal incidence can be written as (see Methods Sect.M3.1):

η^{T HG}(ω_0, E_F , T_e) = I_{3ω0} I_{ω0} = f(ω_0)

I^2_{ω0} 4ϵ^4_0c^4 | | |σ^{(3)}_{ℓℓℓℓ}(ω0, EF , Te) | | |^2 (2) where ϵ_0 ∼ 8.85 × 10^{−12}C(Vm)^{−1} and c = 3 × 10^8m/s are the vacuum permittivity and the speed of light; f(ω_0) = n^{−3}_1 (ω_0)n_2(3ω_0)[n_1(3ω_0) + n_2(3ω_0)]^{−2} in which n_{i=1,2}(ω) is the refractive index of air (i=1) and substrate (i=2). For SLG on any substrate n_1(ω) ∼ 1 and n_2(ω) = √ ϵ_2(ω), with ϵ_2(ω) the substrate dielectric function. For Sa, we use ϵ_2 ∼ 10[43]. According to the C_{6v} point group symmetry of SLG on a substrate[44], the relative angle between laser polarization and SLG lattice is not important for the third-order response (see Methods Sect.M3.2). We can thus assume the incident light polarization ℓ̂ along the zigzag direction without loss of

FIG. 4. Broadband THGE electrical modulation. Experiments (circles) and theory (dotted lines) for THGE as a function of EF and for different Te for SLG on Si/SiO2 and incident photon energies of (a)0.41, (b)0.52, (c)0.59, (d)0.69eV. The vertical dotted lines in each panel are at |EF | = h̄ω0/2 and |EF | = h̄ω0.

generality. σ^{(3)}_{ℓℓℓℓ} can then be calculated employing a diagrammatic technique[35, 36, 44], where we evaluate a four-leg Feynman diagram for the TH response function (see Methods Sect. M3). The light-matter interaction is considered in a scalar potential gauge in order to capture all intra-, inter-band and mixed transitions[32–35].

Fig.4 compares experiments and theory for THGE for four incident photon energies between 0.41 and 0.69eV and different T_e. Both theory and experiments display a plateau-like feature for THGE at low E_F (2|E_F | < h̄ω_0), which corresponds to inter-band transitions for the incident photon. By further increasing |E_F |, we reach the energy region for intra-band transitions (h̄ω_0 < 2|E_F |), where we observe a THGE rise up to a maximum for |E_F | ∼ 1.25h̄ω_0 (Fig.4a). This is due to the merging of the two T_e=0K resonances at |E_F |/h̄ω_0 =1 and 1.5 as a result of high T_e (see Methods Sect.M3.4). Fig.4 indicates that the best agreement between theory and experiments is reached when ∼1500K≤ T_e ≤2000K.

T_e can be also independently estimated as follows.

When a pulse of duration Δt and fluence F, with average absorbed power per unit area P/A, photoexcites SLG, the variation dU of the energy density in a time interval dt is dU=(P/A)dt. The corresponding T_e increase is dT_e=dU/c_v, where c_v is the electronic heat capacity of the photoexcited SLG, as derived in Methods (Sect. M4). When the pulse is off, T_e relaxes towards the lattice temperature on a time-scale τ. This reduces T_e by dT_e = −(T_e/τ)dt in a time interval dt. Thus: dT_e dt = 1 c_v P A − T_e τ . (3)

If the pulse duration is: (i) much longer than∼20fs, which is the time-scale for the electron distribution to relax to the Fermi-Dirac profile in both bands[45]; (ii) comparable to the time-scale∼ 150−200fs needed to heat the optical phonon modes[45–47], it is safe to assume that T_e reaches a steady-state during the pulse, given by:

T_e = τ c_v(μ_c, μ_v, T_e) P A . (4)

FIG. 5. Steady-state Te in photoexcited SLG. Te as a function of h̄ω0 for τ =100 (black), 200 (blue), and 300fs (red).

FIG. 6. Multi-photon resonances in SLG. Resonances corresponding to the three logarithmic peaks in the imaginary part of the SLG nonlinear conductivity that occur at Te=0K for h̄ω0 = 2|EF |/3, |EF |, 3|EF |/2. The red arrows represent the incident ω0 photons and the blue arrows represent the TH photons at 3ω0.

The T_e dependence of c_v in Eq.4 is discussed in Methods (Sect. M4). In our experiments we have: F=70μJ/cm^2, Δt=300fs, P/A=2.3%×F/Δt. The resulting T_e, as a function of h̄ω_0, for several τ, are in Fig.5. T_e increases for more energetic photons and for longer τ. Overall, T_e ranges between≃1000 and 1500K, in excellent agreement with the estimate from Fig.4.

The observed gate-dependent enhancement of the THGE can be qualitatively understood as follows. The linear optical response of SLG at T_e=0K has a ”resonance” for h̄ω_0 = 2|E_F |, the onset of intra- and interband transitions[48]. Around this energy, a jump occurs in the real part of σ^{(3)}_{ℓα1 α2α3} due to the relaxation of the Pauli blocking constraint for vertical transitions between massless Dirac bands. From the Kramers-Kronig relations[49], this jump corresponds to a logarithmic peak in the imaginary part of σ^{(3)}_{ℓα1 α2 α3} . In a similar way, for the SLG third-order nonlinear optical response, logarithmic peaks in the imaginary part of σ^{(3)}_{ℓα1 α2 α3} occur at T_e=0K for multi-photon transitions such that mh̄ω = 2|E_F | with m=1,2,3, which correspond to incident photon energies h̄ω_0 = 2|E_F |, |E_F |, 2/3|E_F |[34, 35], as sketched in Fig.6. At high T_e, due to the broadening of the Fermi-Dirac distribution, these peaks are smeared and merge (see Methods Sect.M3.4). Our work provides experimental evidence of this resonant structure (Fig.4), in agreement with theory.

In summary, we demonstrated that the THG efficiency in SLG can be modulated by over one order of magnitude by controlling its E_F and by almost two orders of magnitude by tuning the incident photon energy in the range∼0.4-0.7eV. The observation of a steep increase of THGE at |E_F |=h̄ω_0/2 for all the investigated photon energies suggests that the effect can be observed over the entire linear bandwidth of the SLG massless Dirac fermions. These results pave the way to novel SLG-based nonlinear photonic devices, in which the gate tuneability of THG may be exploited to implement on-chip schemes for optical communications and signal processing, such as ultra-broadband frequency converters.

METHODS

M1. Sample preparation and characterization

SLG on Sa is prepared as follows. SLG is grown by CVD on Cu as for Ref.[50]. A Cu foil (99.8% pure) substrate is placed in a furnace. Annealing is performed at 1000^∘C in a 20sccm (standard cubic centimeters per minute) hydrogen atmosphere at ∼196mTorr for 30min. Growth is then initiated by introducing 5sccm methane for 30mins. The grown film is characterized by Raman spectroscopy[51, 52] with a Horiba Labram HR800 spectrometer equipped with a 100x objective at 514nm, with a power on the sample∼500μW to avoid any possible heating effects. The D to G intensity ratio is I(D)/I(G)≪0.1, corresponding to a defect density n_D ≪ 2.4 × 10^{10}cm^{−2}[53, 54]. The 2D peak position (Pos) and full width at half maximum (FWHM) are Pos(2D)∼2703cm^{−1} and FWHM(2D)∼36cm^{−1}, respectively, while Pos(G)∼1585cm^{−1} and FWHM(G)∼18cm^{−1}. The 2D to G intensity and area ratios are I(2D)/I(G)∼3.3 and A(2D)/A(G)∼6.5, respectively. The CVD SLG is then transferred on Sa by polymer-assisted Cu wet etching[55], using polymethyl methacrylate (PMMA). After transfer Pos(2D)∼2684cm^{−1}, FWHM(2D)∼24cm^{−1}, Pos(G)∼1584cm^{−1}, FWHM(G)∼13cm^{−1}, I(2D)/I(G)∼5.3, A(2D)/A(G)∼10. From Refs.56, 57 we estimate E_F ∼250meV. After transfer, I(D)/I(G)∼0.14, which corresponds to n_D ≪ 6.0 × 10^{10}cm^{−2}[53, 54] with a small increase of defect density.

The back-gated SLG sample is prepared by micromechanical exfoliation of graphite on Si+285nm SiO_2[58]. Suitable single-layer flakes are identified by optical microscopy[41] and Raman spectroscopy[51, 52]. The device is then prepared as follows. We deposit a resist (A4-495) on the exfoliated SLG on Si/SiO_2 and we pattern it with electron beam lithography. Then, we develop the resist in a solution of isopropanol (IPA) diluted with distilled water, evaporate and lift-off 5/70nm of Cr/Au. Cr is used to improve adhesion of the Au, while Au is the metal for source-drain contacts. Raman spectroscopy is then performed after processing. We get Pos(2D)∼2678cm^{−1}, FWHM(2D)∼25cm^{−1}, Pos(G)∼1581cm^{−1}, FWHM(G)∼12cm^{−1}, I(2D)/I(G)∼4.9, A(2D)/A(G)∼10.3, indicating E_F <100meV[56, 57]. I(D)/I(G)≪0.1, corresponding to n_D ≪ 2.4 × 10^{10}cm^{−2}[53, 54]. When V_G is applied, E_F is derived from V_G as follows[56]:

E_F = h̄v_F √ πn (5) where h̄ is the reduced Plank constant, and n is the SLG carrier concentration. This can be written as[56]: n = C_{BG} e (V_G − V_0) (6)

where C_{BG} = ϵϵ_0/d_{BG} = 1.2 × 10^{−8}Fcm^{−2} is the backgate capacitance (d_{BG}=285nm is the back-gate thickness and ϵ ∼4 the SiO_2 dielectric constant[56]), e > 0 is the fundamental charge and V_0 is the voltage at which the resistance of the SLG back-gated device reaches its maximum (minimum of the current between source and drain). We note that the SLG quantum capacitance (C_{QC} ) is negligible in this context. In fact the SiO_2 layer and SLG can be considered as two capacitors in series and the SLG C_{QC} is ∼10^{−6}Fcm^{−2}[59]. Thus the total capacitance C_{tot} =(1/C_{BG}+1/C_{QC} )^{−1} ∼C_{BG}.

M2. THGE measurements and calibration

THGE measurements are performed in air at room temperature for both transmission and reflection, as shown in Fig.7. For excitation we use the idler beam of an OPO (Coherent) tuneable between∼0.31eV (4μm) and∼0.73eV (1.7μm). This is seeded by a mode-locked Ti:Sa laser (Coherent) with 150fs pulse duration, 80MHz repetition rate and 4W average power at 800nm. The OPO idler is focused by a 40X reflective objective (Ag coating, numerical aperture NA=0.5) to avoid chromatic

FIG. 7. Setup used for THG experiments in both transmission and reflection. BS, Beam Splitter.

aberrations. The THG signal is collected by the same objective (in reflection mode) or collimated by an 8mm lens (in transmission mode) and delivered to a spectrometer (Horiba iHR550) equipped with a nitrogen cooled Si CCD, Fig.7. The idler spot-size is measured with the razor-blade technique[60] to be∼4.7μm. This corresponds to an excitation fluence∼70μJ/cm^2 for the average power (1mW) used in our experiments. The idler pulse duration is checked by autocorrelation measurements based on two-photon absorption on a single channel Si photodetector and is∼300fs. Under these excitation conditions, the THG signal is stable over at least 1 hour. For the electrical dependent THGE measurements we use a Keithley 2612B dual channel source meter to apply V_G between -150 and +150V, a source-drain voltage (10mV), as well as to read the source-drain current (I_{SD} ). For the photon energy dependence measurements we use 60s acquisition time and 10 accumulations (giving a total of 10 minutes for each spectrum). For the gate dependence measurements we proceeded as follows. We tune V_G (62 points between -150 and +150V) and for each V_G we measure the THG signal by using 10s acquisition time and 1 accumulation. We use a shorter accumulation time compared to the photon energy measurements to reduce the total time required for each V_G scan. A lower accumulation time implies that less photons are collected by the CCD. We consider the amplitude of THG in counts/s, obtained by dividing the number of counts detected on the CCD by the accumulation time. Thus, in the case of V_G dependent measurements, SLG is kept at a given

V_G for 10s before moving to the next point (next value of V_G). This corresponds to∼10minutes for each measurement (i.e. a full V_G scan between -150 and + 150V). In this way, for each V_G and, consequently, for each E_F , we record one THG signal spectrum.

To estimate the ω_0 dependent THGE, it is necessary to first characterize the photon energy dependent losses of the optical setup. The pump-power is measured on the sample (by removing it and measuring the power after the objective). The major losses along the optical path are the absorption of Sa, the grating efficiency, and the CCD quantum efficiency. We also need to consider the CCD gain. The Sa transmittance is∼85% in the energy range of our THG experiments[43]. To evaluate the losses of the grating and the absorption of the CCD, we align the Ti:Sa laser, tuneable between∼1.2 and 1.9eV (∼650- 1050nm), with the microscope and detect it on the CCD. We then measure the signal on the spectrometer, given a constant number of photons for all wavelengths, and compare this with the spectrometer specifications[61]. We get an excellent agreement between the two methods (i.e. evaluation of the losses from detection of the fundamental beam and spectrometer specifications). Thus we use the spectrometer specifications to estimate the losses due to grating and CCD efficiencies. We also account for the CCD gain, i.e. the number of electrons necessary to have 1 count. The instrument specs[61] give a gain∼7.

M3. TGHE modeling

σ^{(3)}_{ℓℓℓℓ} is calculated through a diagrammatic technique, with the light-matter interaction taken in the scalar potential gauge in order to capture all intra-, inter-band and mixed transitions[33–35]. We evaluate the diagram in Fig.8 and denote by Π^{(3)}_ℓ the response function. n̂ and ĵ_ℓ are the density and paramagnetic current operators. Then, σ^{(3)}_{ℓℓℓℓ} = (ie)^3 lim_{⃗q→0} ∂^3Π^{(3)}_ℓ /∂q^3_ℓ , where e > 0 is the fundamental charge[35]. We use the Dirac Hamiltonian of low-energy carriers in SLG as H_k = h̄v_F⃗σ · ⃗k where ⃗σ = (τσ_x, σ_y ) stands for the Pauli matrices in the sublattice basis. Note that τ = ± stands for two valleys in the SLG Brillouin zone. We get σ^{(3)}xxxx(ω, E_F, 0) = iσ^{(3)}_0 σ̄^{(3)}_{xxxx}(ω, E_F, 0) at T_e = 0[33–35]:

σ̄^{(3)}_{xxxx}(ω, E_F, 0) =

17G(2|E_F|, h̄ω_+) − 64G(2|E_F|, 2h̄ω_+)| 24(h̄ω_+)^4 + 45G(2|E_F|, 3h̄ω_+)

24(h̄ω_+)^4 (7)

where G(x, y) = ln |(x + y)/(x − y)|, σ^{(3)}_0 = N_f e^4h̄v^2_F/(32π) with N_f = 4 and h̄ω_+ ≡ h̄ω + i0^+. At

FIG. 8. Feynamn diagram for Π^{(3)}_ℓ in the scalar potential gauge. Solid/wavy lines indicate non-interacting Fermionic propagators/external photons. Solid circles and square indicate density and current vertexes

finite T_e, σ^{(3)}_{ℓℓℓℓ} is evaluated as[68]:

σ^{(3)}_{xxxx}(ω, E_F, T_e) = 1 4k_B T_e ∫_∞ −∞ dE σ^{(3)}_{xxxx}(ω, E, 0) cosh^2 (_{E−μ} 2k_B T_e

) . (8)

FIG. 9. Schematic of SLG on substrate. The TH radiated waves in the top and bottom medium obey the TH Snell’s law: ni(3ω0) sin θi = n1(ω0) sin θ. The red dashed arrows indicate the propagation direction of in-coming and out-going waves.

1. THGE of SLG as an interface layer

In order to evaluate the THGE for SLG on a substrate we consider SLG as an interface layer between air and substrate, see Fig.9, and implement electromagnetic boundary conditions for the non-harmonic radiations. We follow Ref.62, and provide explicit details for THG in SLG. The Maxwell equations in the nonlinear medium in the m(≥ 2)-th order of perturbation are given by[15, 63]:

⃗∇ · ⃗B^{(m)} = 0 , (9) ⃗∇ · ⃗D^{(m)} = ρ^{(m)f} ϵ_0 − 1 ϵ_0

⃗∇ · ⃗P^{(m)} , (10)

⃗∇ × ⃗E^{(m)} = iω_Σ ⃗B^{(m)} , (11)

⃗∇ × ⃗B^{(m)} = μ_0 ⃗J^{(m)}_f − i ω^Σ c^2

⃗D^{(m)} − iω_Σμ_0 ⃗P^{(m)} . (12)

where ⃗D^{(m)} = ϵ(ω_Σ) ⃗E^{(m)} is the conventional displacement vector. ρ^{(m)}_f and ⃗J^{(m)}_f are the m-th order Fourier components of free charge and free current. Note that ω_Σ = ∑_m i ω_i in which ω_i correspond to the incoming photons frequency into the nonlinear medium. In the case of THG, we have m = 3, ω_{1,2,3} = ω_0 and ω_Σ = ω_{THG} = 3ω_0. ϵ(ω) is the isotropic and homogenous linear relative dielectric function. Only electric-dipole contributions are included.

We consider SLG in the x-y plane embedded between air and a substrate. SLG is modeled by a dielectric function ϵ_s(ω), nonlinear polarization, free surface charge and free surface current:

⃗P^{(m)} = δ(z) ⃗P^{(m)} , (13)

ρ^{(m)}_f = δ(z)σ^{(m)}_f , (14) ⃗J^{(m)}_f = δ(z) ⃗K^{(m)}_f . (15)

Having the Dirac delta, δ(z), in the above relations implies that SLG only shows up in the electromagnetic boundary conditions. Note that ⃗P^{(m)} and ⃗K^{(m)}_f are inplane vectors with zero component along the interface normal, ẑ. The interface layer is the only source of nonlinearity. We assume σ^{(m)}_f = 0 and ⃗K^{(m)}_f = 0, consistent with our experiments, where there are no free surface charges and currents that oscillate at frequency mω with m = 2, 3, . . . . The boundary conditions for the nonlinear fields at z=0 are obtained as:

⃗B^{(m)}_1 − ⃗B^{(m)}_2 = μ_0( ⃗K^{(m)}_f − iω_Σ ⃗P^{(m)}) × ẑ , { ϵ_1(ω_Σ) ⃗E^{(m)}_1 − ϵ_2(ω_Σ) ⃗E^{(m)}_2 } · ẑ = σ^{(m)}_f − ⃗∇_{2D} · ⃗P^{(m)} ϵ_0 , ( ⃗E^{(m)}_1 − ⃗E^{(m)}_2 ) × ẑ = 0 . (16)

Where the sub-indexes 1,2 stand for the top(bottom) medium and ⃗∇_{2D} = x̂∂/∂x + ŷ∂/∂y. The dielectric function of the interface layer, ϵ_s(ω), does not emerge in the above boundary conditions.

The wave equation in the top and bottom media, with vanishing nonlinear polarization, follows: ⃗∇ × ⃗∇ × ⃗E^{(m)} − ω^{2Σ} c^2 ϵ(ω_Σ) ⃗E^{(m)} = 0 . (17) which has a plane wave solution[63]: ⃗E^{(m)} = ℓ̂E^{(m)}e^{i(⃗q}Σ^{·⃗r−ω}Σ^{t)} + c.c. (18) ℓ̂ · ⃗q_Σ = 0 and the dispersion relation in the top and bottom media is given by:

q_Σ = |⃗q_Σ| = ω_Σ c n(ω_Σ) . (19)

where n(ω_Σ) = √ ϵ(ω_Σ) is the refractive index of the lossless media.

We consider a linearly polarized incident laser with arbitrary incident angle exposed to the interface layer: ⃗E_{in} = {x̂E_x + ŷE_y + ẑE_z} e^{i(⃗q·⃗r−ω}0^{t)} + c.c. (20) where ⃗q = ω_0 c n_1(ω_0)[− cos θẑ + sin θx̂] . (21)

The leading nonlinearity of SLG is encoded in a thirdorder conductivity tensor,^↔σ^{(3)}. Using the SLG symmetry, the third-order nonlinear polarization follows:

⃗P^{(3)} = ⃗~P^{(3)} exp { i 3ω_0 c [n_1(ω_0)x sin θ − ct] } + c.c. (22) where

~P^{(3)}_x = i

3ω_0 σ^{(3)}_{xxxx} { E^3_x + E_xE^2_y } , ~P^{(3)}_y = i

3ω_0 σ^{(3)}_{xxxx} { E^3_y + E_yE^2_x } , ~P^{(3)}_z = 0 . (23)

The wave-vectors of TH radiated waves in the top and bottom media are then:

⃗q_{3ω0,1} =

3ω_0 c n_1(3ω_0)[cos θ_1ẑ + sin θ_1x̂] ,

⃗q_{3ω0,2} =

3ω_0 c n_2(3ω_0)[− cos θ_2ẑ + sin θ_2x̂] . (24)

According to the boundary condition relations of Eq.16, we find q_{3ω0,1,x} = q_{3ω0 ,2,x} = 3q_x. Therefore, we derive the Snell’s law for THG:

n_2(3ω_0) sin θ_2 = n_1(3ω_0) sin θ_1 = n_1(ω_0) sin θ . (25)

Considering frequency dependence of the refractive indexes, the Snell’s law for THG implies that sin θ_1 = [n_1(ω_0)/n_1(3ω_0)] sin θ is not generally equal to sin θ. This is in contrast with the specular reflection for first harmonic generation[63].

The plane wave nature of the TH radiations implies:

cos θ_1E^{(3)}_{1,z} + sin θ_1E^{(3)}_{1,x} = 0 ,

− cos θ_2E^{(3)}_{2,z} + sin θ_2E^{(3)}_{2,x} = 0 . (26)

By considering Eqs.23,24, the boundary condition relations Eqs.16 become:

n_1(3ω_0) [ cos θ_1E^{(3)}_{1,x} − sin θ_1E^{(3)}_{1,z} ] + n_2(3ω_0) [ cos θ_2E^{(3)}_{2,x} + sin θ_2E^{(3)}_{2,z} ] = i 3ω_0 c ~P_x ϵ_0

, (27)

n_1(3ω_0) cos θ_1E^{(3)}_{1,y} + n_2(3ω_0) cos θ_2E^{(3)}_{2,y} = −i

3ω_0 c ~P_y ϵ_0 , (28) n_1(3ω_0) sin θ_1E^{(3)}_{1,y} − n_2(3ω_0) sin θ_2E^{(3)}_{2,y} = 0 , (29) E^{(3)}_{1,x} = E^{(3)}_{2,x} , (30)

E^{(3)}_{2,y} = E^{(3)}_{2,y} , (31)

n_1(3ω_0)^2E^{(3)}_{1,z} − n_2(3ω_0)^2E^{(3)}_{2,z} = −i

3ω_0 c ~P_x ϵ_0 n_1(ω_0) sin θ .

(32)

From Eqs.27-32,25,26 we get: E^{(3)}_{i,x} = S_{i,x} σ^{(3)}_{xxxx} cϵ_0 { E^3_x + E_xE^2_y } , (33) E^{(3)}_{i,y} = S_{i,y} σ^{(3)}_{xxxx} cϵ_0 { E^3_y + E_yE^2_x } , (34) E^{(3)}_{i,z} = S_{i,z} σ^{(3)}_{xxxx} cϵ_0 { E^3_x + E_xE^2_y } . (35)

where

S_{1,x} = S_{2,x} = − cos θ_1 cos θ_2 n_1(3ω_0) cos θ_2 + n_2(3ω_0) cos θ_1

, (36)

S_{1,y} = S_{2,y} = − 1 n_1(3ω_0) cos θ_2 + n_2(3ω_0) cos θ_1

, (37)

S_{1,z} = cos θ_2 sin θ_1 n_1(3ω_0) cos θ_2 + n_2(3ω_0) cos θ_1

, (38) S_{2,z} = − cos θ_1 sin θ_2 n_1(3ω_0) cos θ_2 + n_2(3ω_0) cos θ_1

. (39)

For normal incidence we have θ = 0. From Eq.25 we have θ_1 = θ_2 = 0. Therefore, S_{i,z} = 0 and S_{i,x} = S_{i,y} = −1/[n_1(3ω_0)+n_2(3ω_0)]. The time-average of the incident intensity gives I_{ω0} = 2n_1(ω_0)ϵ_0c| ⃗E_{in}|^2. The intensity of the transmitted TH signal is I_{3ω0} = 2n_2(3ω_0)ϵ_0c| ⃗E^{(3)}|^2. From this we get Eq.2 for THGE.

2. Symmetry considerations

The rank-4 tensor of σ^{(3)} transforms as follows under an arbitrary ϕ-rotation:

σ^{(3)}_α′_β′_γ′_δ′ = ∑ αβγ R_α′_α(ϕ)R_β′_β (ϕ)R_γ′_γ (ϕ)R_δ′_δ (ϕ)σ^{(3)}_{αβγδ} .

(40) We take the z-axis as the rotation-axis, perpendicular SLG. Therefore, the rotation tensor is: ↔ R(ϕ) = ( cos ϕ sin ϕ − sin ϕ cos ϕ ) . (41)

We take ℓ̂ =^↔R(ϕ) · x̂. By plugging Eq.41 in 40, we get:

σ^{(3)}_{ℓℓℓℓ} = [sin ϕ]^4σ^{(3)}_{yyyy} + [cos ϕ]^4σ^{(3)}_{xxxx}

+ cos ϕ[sin ϕ]^3 [ σ^{(3)}_{xyyy} + σ^{(3)}_{yxyy} + σ^{(3)}_{yyxy} + σ^{(3)}_{yyyx} ]

+ [cos ϕ]^3 sin ϕ [ σ^{(3)}_{xxxy} + σ^{(3)}_{xxyx} + σ^{(3)}_{xyxx} + σ^{(3)}_{yxxx} ] + [cos ϕ sin ϕ]^2 [ σ^{(3)}_{xxyy} + σ^{(3)}_{xyxy} + σ^{(3)}_{xyyx} + σ^{(3)}_{yxxy} + σ^{(3)}_{yxyx} + σ^{(3)}_{yyxx} ] . (42)

Because of the C_{6v} symmetry for SLG on a substrate, there are only 4 independent tensor elements[15]:

σ^{(3)}_{xxxx} = σ^{(3)}_{yyyy} = σ^{(3)}_{xxyy} + σ^{(3)}_{xyyx} + σ^{(3)}_{xyxy} σ^{(3)}_{xxyy} = σ^{(3)}_{yyxx}, σ^{(3)}_{xyyx} = σ^{(3)}_{yxxy}, σ^{(3)}_{xyxy} = σ^{(3)}_{yxyx}. (43)

By implementing Eq.43 in Eq.42, we get σ^{(3)}_{ℓℓℓℓ} = σ^{(3)}_{xxxx}.

3. Effect of finite relaxation rate

The effect of finite τ in the TH conductivity can be derived from[33]:

σ̄^{(3)}_{xxxx}(ω_0, E_F, 0) ≈

17G(2|E_F|, h̄ω_0 + iΓ) − 64G(2|E_F|, 2h̄ω_0 + iΓ) + 45G(2|E_F|, 3h̄ω_0 + iΓ) 24(h̄ω_0)^4 + Γ 6(h̄ω_0)^4 { 17 [ 1 2|E_F| + 3h̄ω_0 + iΓ + 1 2|E_F| − 3h̄ω_0 − iΓ ]

− 8 [ 1 2|E_F| + 2h̄ω_0 + iΓ + 1 2|E_F| − 2h̄ω_0 − iΓ ]

+ 3h̄ω_0 [ 1 (2|E_F| + 3h̄ω_0 + iΓ)^2 − 1 (2|E_F| − 3h̄ω_0 − iΓ)^2 ] } . (44)

FIG. 10. THGE for SLG on Sa as a function of ω0 for different τ = h̄/Γ at constant Te=2000K and EF =200meV, for incident intensity∼ 2.4 × 10^{12} Wm^{−2}, corresponding to the value used in our experiments

Note that (≈) is because we assume Γ ≪ h̄ω_0[33]. Fig.10 shows that a finite τ has a small effect on THGE for most of the SLG in literature, as well as those in this paper.

4. Te and EF effects on THGE

The T_e and E_F dependence of THGE for SLG on SiO_2 at h̄ω_0 = 500meV is shown in Fig.11, where 3 logarithmic singularities at 2|E_F | = h̄ω_0, 2h̄ω_0, 3h̄ω_0 for T_e=0K can be seen. By increasing T_e, the first peak at 2|E_F | = h̄ω_0 disappears and the two others merge and form a broad maximum, roughly located at 2|E_F| ∼ (2 + 3)h̄ω_0/2 = 2.5h̄ω_0. THGE is almost insensitive to E_F for 2|E_F| < h̄ω_0. This can be explained using the asymptotic relation of the TH conductivity for |E_F| ≪ h̄ω_0. For T_e = 0: σ^{(3)}_{xxxx} ≈ e^4h̄v^2_F (h̄ω_0)^4 { 1 96 + i π ( 2|E_F| 3h̄ω_0

)_3 + . . . } (45)

Eqs.45,2 explain the flat part of the curves in Fig.11 in the low-doping regime (h̄ω_0 >2|E_F |).

FIG. 11. EF dependence of THGE for SLG on SiO2 at h̄ω0 = 500meV for different Te between 0K and 1800K. (a) Absolute THGE. (b) THGE normalized to the minimum so that THGE at EF = 0 is equal to 1 for all Te.

In order to quantify the tuneability of THG in SLG by altering E_F , we define a parameter:

ξ^{THG} ≡ η^{THG}_{max} η^{THG}_{min}

, (46)

where η^{T HG}_{min} stands for THGE in the nearly undoped regime (|E_F | ≪ h̄ω_0). Fig.12 indicates that ξ^{T HG} decreases by increasing T_e.

FIG. 12. Te dependence of ξ^{THG}.

FIG. 13. Numerical calculation of cv for (a) EF =10 and (b) 300meV. The blue and red dashed lines are Eqs.52, 53.

M4. Fermi energy, Fermi level, chemical potential and the estimation of Te in photoexcited SLG

When a pulsed laser interacts with SLG, for several hundred fs after the pump pulse, the electron and hole distributions in valence and conduction bands are given by the Fermi-Dirac functions f_{FD}(ε; μ_λ, T_e) with the same T_e and two chemical potentials μ_v and μ_c. By definition μ_c = −μ_v. The term Fermi level (E_{FL}) is sometimes used in literature to denote μ. The Fermi energy (E_F) is defined as the value of μ at T_e = 0K. E_F is thus a function of the electron density only. Only after the recombination of the photoexcited electron-hole pairs, a single Fermi-Dirac distribution is established in both bands and the equilibrium condition μ_v = μ_c holds. The recombination time depends on carrier density and laser fluence, and can be much longer than the time<∼ 20fs needed for thermalization (see Ref.64 and references therein).

N_f = 4 is the product of spin and valley degeneracy; ν(ε) = N_f |ε|/[2π(h̄v_F)^2] the density of electronic states per unit of area. The electronic heat capacity c_v is defined as the derivative of the electronic energy density U with respect to T_e. This quantity depends on all the variables which affect the electronic energy density, such as T_e and the carrier density, or equivalently μ_c and μ_v. In a photoexcited system, in general, c_v depends on both the electron and hole densities, i.e. on both μ_c and μ_v. In this case, c_v can be written as[65]:

c_v(μ_c, μ_v, T_e) = ∂ ∂T_e ∫_∞ 0 dεν(ε)εf_{FD}(ε; μ_c, T_e) + ∂ ∂T_e ∫_∞ 0 dεν(ε)εf_{FD}(ε; −μ_v, T_e) , (47)

where the first integral is the electron and the second the hole contribution, and the Fermi-Dirac distribution is

f_{FD}(ε; μ, T_e) = 1 e^{(ε−μ)/(kB Te)} + 1

. (48)

To take the T_e derivative in Eq.47, the T_e dependence of c_v has to be specified. The electron and hole densities are given by:

n_e(μ_c, T_e) = ∫_∞ 0 dεν(ε)f_{FD}(ε; μ_c, T_e),

n_h(−μ_v, T_e) = ∫_∞ 0 dεν(ε)f_{FD}(ε; −μ_v, T_e) . (49)

Since the total electron density in both bands is constant, the difference between electron and hole densities is constant:

n^{(0)}_e − n^{(0)}_h = n_e(μ_c, T_e) − n_h(−μ_v, T_e) , (50)

where n^{(0)}_e and n^{(0)}_h are the electron and hole densities. At equilibrium, when μ_c = μ_v = μ, Eq.50 can be solved for μ. A photoexcited density δn_e changes the densities in both bands as follows:

n_e(μ_c, T_e) = n_e(μ, T_e) + δn_e, n_h(−μ_v, T_e) = n_h(−μ, T_e) + δn_e . (51)

After finding μ with Eq.50, one can get μ_c and μ_v with Eq.51. This defines the c_v dependence of T_e in Eq.47, and allows to calculate the temperature derivative. The result of Eq.47 is shown in Fig.13 for μ_c = μ_v = μ. In Ref.66 the following expression is given for c_v:

c_v(T_e) =

18ζ(3) π(h̄v_F)^2 k^3_BT^2_e . (52)

In principle, as noted in Ref.67, Eq.52 is valid at the charge neutrality point |μ| ≪ k_BT only. For a degenerate system, k_BT ≪ |μ|, we have[68]:

c_v(μ, T_e) = π^2 3 ν(E_F)k^2_BT_e , (53)

FIG. 14. Numerical calculation of (a) electron energy density and (b) cv for EF =200meV. The blue, and red lines correspond to photoexcited densities δne = 10^{12} cm^{−2} and δne = 3 × 10^{12} cm^{−2}, while the black line corresponds to a thermalized system with a single μ

as derived e.g. in Eqs.8.10 of Ref.68, in Eq.4 of Ref.69 and in Eq.8 in the Supplementary Information of Ref.70. However, the numerical calculation in Fig.13 shows that the quadratic approximation (Eq.52) is much better in the regime where T_e ∼ 1000K and μ ∼ 100meV. Fig.14 shows that, taking into consideration the difference between μ_c and μ_v, for typical values of the photoexcited density, contributes>∼ 15% to c_v.

The number of photoexcited electron-hole pairs per unit area in the time interval dt is given by the number of absorbed photons in the same time interval per unit area, i.e. (dn_e + dn_h)/2 = (P/A)/(h̄ω_0)dt. In the steady state, the energy delivered by the pump is transferred into the phonon modes. Hence, we identify the electron-hole recombination time with τ. We then get: 1 2 ( dn_e dt + dn_h dt ) = 1 h̄ω_0 P A − 1 2 [n_e(μ_c, T_e) + n_h(−μ_v, T_e)] − (n^{(0)}e + n^{(0)}_h ) τ . (54)

In the steady state this becomes:

n^{(0)}_e + n^{(0)}_h = n_e(μ_c, T_e) + n_h(−μ_v, T_e) − 2τ h̄ω_0 P A . (55)

Combining Eqs.50,55, we find:

δn_e = τ h̄ω_0 P A . (56)

To calculate E_F (e.g. for a n-doped sample) one needs to solve Eqs.48, 49, 50 with μ_c = μ_v = E_F , T_e = 0, and n^{(0)}_h = 0, finding E_F = h̄v_F √ πn_e. This relation can be safely used at T_e = 300K and electron densities n^{(0)}_e >∼ 10^{11} because the density of thermally excited holes is negligible. Indeed, experimental measurements of the carrier density of n-doped SLG at room temperature routinely neglect the hole population contributions. In a photoexcited SLG, even after the recombination of the photoexcited electron-hole pairs, the T_e dependence of μ cannot be ignored. In this case, to calculate μ, one needs to solve Eqs.48,49, 50 with μ_c = μ_v = μ and n^{(0)}_h = 0 as a function of T_e. This gives μ = E_F [1 − π^2T^2_e /(6T^2_F)] for T_e <∼ T_F and μ = E_F T_F/(4ln2 × T_e) for T_e >∼ T_F[71], where T_F = E_F/K_B, with K_B the Boltzmann constant. For a typical case of E_F =200meV and T_e =1500K, we have μ ∼ 0.3 − 0.5E_F .

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

We acknowledge funding from EU Graphene Flagship, ERC Grant Hetero2D, EPSRC Grants EP/K01711X/1, EP/K017144/1, EP/N010345/1, and EP/L016087/1.

[1] Y. R. Shen, The principles of nonlinear optics (John Wiley & Sons, New York, 1984).

[2] The second and third order nonlinear optical susceptibilities are often reported in electrostatic units (esu). The relation between esu and standard units (SI) is[72]: χ^n(SI) χ^n(esu) = 4π (10^{−4} c)^{n−1}

where c = 3 × 10^8 .

[3] P. A. Franken, A. E. Hill, C. W. Peters, and G. Weinreich, Phys. Rev. Lett. 7, 118 (1961).

[4] R. H. Stolen, J. E. Bjorkholm, and A. Ashkin, Appl.

Phys. Lett. 24, 308 (1974).

[5] J. A. Armstrong, N. Bloembergen, J. Ducuing, and P. S.

Pershan, Phys. Rev. 127, 1918 (1962).

[6] G. Steinmeyer, D. H. Sutter, L. Gallmann, N. Matuschek, and U. Keller, Science 286, 1507 (1999).

[7] J. J. Chang, B. E. Warner, E. P. Dragon, and M. W.

Martinez, J. Laser Appl. 10, 285 (1998). [8] E. Garmire, Opt. Express 21, 30532 (2013). [9] G. D. Miller, R. G. Batchko, W. M. Tulloch, D. R. Weise, M. M. Fejer, and R. L. Byer, Opt. Lett. 22, 1834 (1997).

[10] G. Cerullo, and S. De Silvestri, Rev. Sci. Instrum. 74, 1 (2003).

[11] W. R. Bosenberg, L. E. Myers, R. L. Byer, A. Drobshoff, and J. I. Alexander, Opt. Lett. 21, 1336 (1996).

[12] P. Corkum, Phys. Rev. Lett. 71, 1994 (1993). [13] P. B. Corkum, and F. Krausz, Nat. Phys. 3, 381 (2007). [14] B. Ferguson, and X.-C. Zhang, Nat. Mater. 1, 26 (2002). [15] R. W. Boyd, Nonlinear Optics (Academic Press, London, 2008).

[16] M. R. Shcherbakov et al., Nano. Lett. 14, 6488 (2014). [17] R. Chen, D. L. Lin and B. Mendoza, Phys. Rev. B 48, 11879 (1993).

[18] T. Y. F. Tsang, Opt. Lett. 21, 245 (1996). [19] B. Corcoran, C. Monat, C. Grillet, D. J. Moss, B. J.

Eggleton, T. P. White, L. O’Faolain and T. F. Krauss, Nat. Photon. 3, 206 (2009).

[20] K. L. Seyler, J. R.Schaibley, P. Gong, P. Rivera, A. M.

Jones, S. Wu, J. Yan,D. G. Mandrus, W. Yao and X. Xu, Nat. Nanotech. 10, 407 (2015).

[21] E. Hendry, P. J. Hale, J. Moger, A. K. Savchenko and S.

A. Mikhailov, Phys. Rev. Lett. 105, 097401 (2010) [22] G. Wang, X. Marie, I. Gerber, T. Amand, D. Lagarde, L. Bouet, M. Vidal, A. Balocchi, and B. Urbaszek, Phys. Rev. Lett. 114, 097403 (2015).

[23] H. Liu, Y. Li, Y. S. You, S. Ghimire, T. F. Heinz, and D. A. Reis, Nat. Phys. 13, 262 (2017).

[24] A. Saynatjoki, L. Karvonen, H. Rostami, A. Autere, S.

Mehravar, A. Lombardo, R. A. Norwood, T. Hasan, N. Peyghambarian, H. Lipsanen, K. Kieu, A. C. Ferrari, M. Polini, Z. Sun, Nat Comms 8 DOI: 10.1038/s41467-017- 00749-4 (2017) [25] J. Klein, J. Wierzbowski, A. Steinhoff, M. Florian, M.

Rsner, F. Heimbach, K. Mueller, F. Jahnke, T. O. Wehling, J. J. Finley, and M. Kaniber, Nano Lett. 17, 392 (2017).

[26] Z. Sun, T. Hasan, F. Torrisi, D. Popa, G. Privitera, F.

Wang, F. Bonaccorso, D. M. Basko, and A. C. Ferrari, ACS Nano 4, 803 (2010).

[27] F. Bonaccorso, Z. Sun, T. Hasan, and A. C. Ferrari, Nat.

Photon. 4, 611 (2010).

[28] S. A. Mikhailov, Phys. Rev. B 84, 045432 (2011). [29] J. J. Dean, and H. M. van Driel, Phys. Rev. B 82, 125411 (2010).

[30] Y. Q. An, F. Nelson, J. U. Lee, and A. C. Diebold, Nano Lett. 13, 2104 (2013).

[31] Y. Q. An, J. E. Rowe, D. B. Dougherty, J. U. Lee, and A. C. Diebold, Phys. Rev. B 89, 115310 (2014).

[32] J. L. Cheng, N. Vermeulen and J. E. Sipe, New J. Phys.

16, 053014 (2014).

[33] J. L. Cheng, N. Vermeulen and J. E. Sipe, Phys. Rev. B 91, 235320 (2015);

[34] S. A. Mikhailov, Phys. Rev. B 93, 085403 (2016). [35] H. Rostami and M. Polini, Phys. Rev. B 93, 161411 (2016).

[36] H. Rostami, M. I. Katsnelson and M. Polini, Phys. Rev.

B 95, 035416 (2017).

[37] N. Kumar, J. Kumar, C. Gerstenkorn, R. Wang, H.- Y. Chiu, A. L. Smirl and H. Zhao, Phys. Rev. B 87, 121406(R) (2013).

[38] K. Alexander, B. Kuyken, D. Van Thourhout, N. A.

Savostianova and S. A. Mikhailov, arXiv:1704.08567 [physics.optics] (2017).

[39] S.-Y. Hong, J. I. Dadap, N. Petrone, P.-C. Yeh, J. Hone and R. M. Osgood, Jr., Phys. Rev. X 3, 021014 (2013).

[40] A. H. Castro Neto, F. Guinea, N. M. R. Peres, K. S.

Novoselov, and A. K. Geim, Rev. Mod. Phys. 81, 109 (2009).

[41] C. Casiraghi, A. Hartschuh, E. Lidorikis, H. Qian, H.

Harutyunyan, T. Gokus, K. S. Novoselov, and A. C. Ferrari, Nano Lett. 7, 2711 (2007).

[42] By definition, μe = σ/(ne) where n is the carrier density and σ = D/(πΓ) is the Drude conductivity of graphene in which D = e^2EF/h̄[73] is the Drude weight. From Eq.5 we get nπ = [EF/(h̄vF)]^2, Γ = eh̄v^2_F/(μeEF). Note that this relation is not valid for the undoped limit when EF/Γ → 0, where inter-band effects are dominant and the Drude modeling is not sufficient.

[43] Sa sourced from UQG Optics, http://www.uqgoptics.com. This gives a transmission∼85% between∼400nm and ∼5μm. The dielectric constant of sapphire is 11.5/9.4 when parallel/perpendicular to the Sa C-axis. Here we use∼10.

[44] A. Saeynaetjoki, L. Karvonen, H. Rostami, A. Autere, S.

Mehravar, A. Lombardo, R. A. Norwood, T. Hasan, N. Peyghambarian, H. Lipsanen, K. Kieu, A. C. Ferrari, M. Polini, and Z. Sun, Nature Comms (2017).

[45] D. Brida, A. Tomadin, C. Manzoni, Y.J. Kim, A. Lombardo, S. Milana, R.R. Nair, K.S. Novoselov, A.C. Ferrari, G. Cerullo, and M. Polini, Nature Comms. 4, 1987 (2013) [46] M. Lazzeri, S. Piscanec, F. Mauri, A.C. Ferrari, and J.

Robertson, Phys. Rev. Lett. 95, 236802 (2005) [47] S. Piscanec, M. Lazzeri, F. Mauri, A.C. Ferrari, and J.

Robertson, Phys. Rev. Lett. 93, 185503 (2004) [48] K. F. Mak, M. Y. Sfeir,2Y. Wu, C. H. Lui, J. A. Misewich, and T. F. Heinz, Phys. Rev. Lett. 101, 196405 (2008).

[49] R. Kronig, J. Opt. Soc. Am. 12, 547 (1926). [50] X. S. Li, W. W. Cai, J. H. An, S. Kim, J. Nah, D. X.

Yang, R. Piner, A. Velamakanni, I. Jung, E. Tutuc et al., Science 324, 1312 (2009).

[51] A. C. Ferrari and D. M. Basko, Nat. Nanotechnol. 8, 235 (2013).

[52] A. C. Ferrari, J. C. Meyer, V. Scardaci, C. Casiraghi, M.

Lazzeri, F. Mauri, S. Piscanec, D. Jiang, K. S. Novoselov, S. Roth and A. K. Geim, Phys. Rev. Lett. 97, (2006).

[53] L. G. Cancado, A. Jorio, E. H. Ferreira, F. Stavale, C.

A. Achete, R. B. Capaz, M. V. Moutinho, A. Lombardo, T. S. Kulmala and A. C. Ferrari, Nano Lett. 11, 3190 (2011).

[54] M. Bruna, A. K. Ott, M. Ijäs, D. Yoon, U. Sassi, and A.

C. Ferrari, ACS Nano 8, 7432 (2014).

[55] F. Bonaccorso, A. Lombardo, T. Hasan, Z. Sun, L.

Colombo, and A. C. Ferrari, Mater. Today 15, 564 (2012).

[56] A. Das, S. Pisana, B. Chakraborty, S. Piscanec, S. K.

Saha, U. V. Waghmare, K. S. Novoselov, H. R. Krishnamurthy, A. K. Geim, A. C. Ferrari et al., Nat. Nanotechnol. 3, 210 (2008) [57] D. M. Basko, S. Piscanec and A. C. Ferrari, Phys. Rev.

B 80, 165413 (2009).

[58] K. S. Novoselov, D. Jiang, F. Schedin, T. J. Booth, V.

V. Khotkevich, S. V. Morozov, and A. K. Geim, Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A 102, 10451 (2005).

[59] J. Xia, F. Chen, J. Li2, and N. Tao, Nat. Nanotechnol.

4, 505 (2009).

[60] V. Dominic, S. MacCormack, R. Waarts, S. Sanders, S.

Bicknese, R. Dohle, E. Wolak, P.S. Yeh and E. Zucker, Electron. Lett. 35, 1158 (1999).

[61] Symphony II 1024 x 256 Cryogenic Open-Electrode CCD Detector Quantum Efficiency and grating (300 gr/mm , Blazed 600 nm 510 19 140) relative efficiency from user manual and specifications available from Horiba website.

[62] Y. R. Shen, Annu. Rev . Phys. Chem. 40, 327 (1989). [63] J. D. Jackson, Classical Electrodynamics (John Wiley & Sons, New York, 1998).

[64] A. Tomadin, D. Brida, G. Cerullo, A.C. Ferrari, and M.

Polini, Phys. Rev. B 88, 035430 (2013).

[65] G. Grosso, and G. Pastori Parravicini, Solid State Physics (Academic Press, Oxford, 2000) [66] C.H. Lui, K.F. Mak, J. Shan, and T.F. Heinz, Phys. Rev.

Lett. 105, 127404 (2010).

[67] D. Sun, G. Aivazian, A.M. Jones, J.S. Ross, W. Yao, D.

Cobden, and X. Xu, Nature Nanotech. 7, 114 (2012).

[68] G. F. Giuliani and G. Vignale, Quantum Theory of the Electron Liquid (Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2005).

[69] T. Low, V. Perebeinos, R. Kim, M. Freitag, and P.

Avouris, Phys. Rev. B 86, 045413 (2012).

[70] K.J. Tielrooij, J.C.W. Song, S.A. Jensen, A. Centeno, A.

Pesquera, A. Zurutuza Elorza, M. Bonn, L.S. Levitov, and F.H.L. Koppens, Nat. Phys. 9, 248 (2013).

[71] E.H. Hwang and S. Das Sarma, Phys. Rev. B 79, 165404 (2009).

[72] P. N. Butcher, and D. Cotter, The Elements of Nonlinear Optics (Cambridge university press, London, 1991).

[73] S. H. Abedinpour, G. Vignale, A. Principi, M. Polini, W.- K. Tse, and A. H. MacDonald, Phys. Rev. B 84, 045429 (2011).