arXiv:2305.00657v1 [cond-mat.mtrl-sci] 1 May 2023

Subcycle control of valley-selective excitation via dynamical Franz-Keldysh effect in WSe_2 monolayer

Shunsuke Yamada,^1 Kazuhiro Yabana,^2 and Tomohito Otobe^1 1Kansai Photon Science Institute, National Institutes for Quantum Science and Technology (QST), Kyoto 619-0215, Japan 2Center for Computational Sciences, University of Tsukuba, Tsukuba 305-8577, Japan (Dated: May 2, 2023)

This study performed first-principles calculations based on the time-dependent density functional theory to control the valley degree of freedom relating to the dynamical Franz-Keldysh effect (DFKE) in a monolayer of transition metal dichalcogenide. By mimicking the attosecond transient absorption spectroscopy, we performed numerical pump-probe experiments to observe DFKE around the K or K^′ valley in WSe2 monolayer with a linearly-polarized pump field and a circularly-polarized probe pulse. We found that the circularly-polarized probe pulse with a given helicity can selectively observe the transient conductivity modulated by DFKE in each valley. The transient conductivity and excitation probability around each valley oscillate with the pump field frequency Ω. The phases of the Ω oscillation for the K and K^′ valleys are opposite to each other. Furthermore, the pumpdriven DFKE alters the absorption rate of WSe2 monolayer and yields the valley-dependent Ω oscillation of the electron excitation induced by the pump plus probe field. With a simplified twoband model, we identified the Ω oscillation of the off-diagonal conductivity caused by the band asymmetry around the valleys as the physical mechanism responsible for the valley-selective DFKE.

I. INTRODUCTION

Valleytronics has emerged as an active area of research for controlling the valley degree of freedom in certain semiconductors that contain multiple valleys in their electronic band structure^{1,2}. The fundamental goal in valleytronics research is to lift the valley degeneracy and create valley polarization to store and manipulate the bits of information. In general, two-dimensional (2D) hexagonal lattice materials possess two valleys at the K and K^′ points in the 1st Brillouin zone, and constitute a promising direction in valleytronics^{3–7}.

Recently, ultrafast valley control techniques in 2D materials using optical pulses have been actively investigated for potential applications in ultrafast signal processing^{8–18}. In particular, transition metal dichalcogenide (TMDC) monolayers are attractive for practical applications owing to their broken inversion symmetry and strong spin-orbit coupling (SOC)^5. SOC lifts the spin degeneracy in the K and K^′ valleys and yields the opposite spin angular momenta owing to the timereversal symmetry. The spin-valley locking and the interplay of the valleys yield the valley-dependent optical selection rules^{5,19}. Specifically, the interband transition at the K (K^′) valley is exclusively coupled to the left (right) circularly polarized light resonant with the bandgap.

In addition to the ultrafast optical valley control, there is another active area of research for developing ultrafast signal processing. The dynamical Franz-Keldysh effect (DFKE) is a phenomenon that occurs in dielectrics under the irradiation of an alternating electric field with an off-resonant frequency^{20–26}. Upon applying a strong alternating electric field to a crystalline dielectric, it causes an intraband motion of charges and induces a transient change in the optical response, which oscillates at a frequency of multiples of the field frequency. Unlike resonant processes, DFKE is an ultrafast nonresonant process that does not excite real carriers. Recent advancements in experimental techniques such as the attosecond transient absorption spectroscopy (ATAS)^{27–32} have enabled the observation of DFKE in the petahertz regime (femtosecond time scales)^{33–41}. Therefore, DFKE is expected to be a potential candidate for ultrafast optical switching in future petahertz signal processing. In recent years, subcycle DFKE in 2D materials^{42–44} as well as solids^{45–47} has been theoretically investigated.

This study explored the potential for combining these two research areas by investigating the applicability of DFKE for ultrafast valley switching in TMDC monolayers. We performed first-principles calculations based on the time-dependent density functional theory (TDDFT)^{48} to explore the possibility of valleyselective ultrafast optical switching using DFKE in a laser-irradiated TMDC monolayer. We focused on WSe_2 monolayer and considered a control technique of the phase of the DFKE oscillation depending on the valley degree of freedom. To mimic measurements of ATAS, we conducted numerical pump-probe experiments similar to that in previous theoretical studies^{42,45–47}. A semiinfinite monochromatic light with an off-resonant frequency was employed as the pump field and a left (right) circular-polarized ultrashort pulse was used as the probe field to observe DFKE around the K (K^′) valley. From the band asymmetry around the K and K^′ valleys, it may be expected that the phase of the DFKE oscillation near the bandgap is inverted depending on the left or right circular polarization of the probe pulse. Furthermore, DFKE may alter the absorption rate of WSe_2 monolayer and yield the valley-dependent oscillation of the electron excitation induced by the pump plus probe field. Using a simplified two-band model, we discussed the physical mechanisms behind the valley-selective phase inversion of the DFKE oscillation.

FIG. 1. (a) Atomic configuration, (b) Brillouin zone, and (c) band structure of WSe2 monolayer.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: The theoretical formalism of real-time TDDFT calculations along with the simplified two-band model are presented in Sec. II. The results derived from the real-time first-principles and two-band model calculations are presented and discussed in Sec. III. Lastly, the conclusions of this study are summarized in Sec. IV.

II. THEORETICAL FORMALISM

In this section, we present the theoretical framework aiming to describe the valley-selective DFKE in a TMDC monolayer driven by an intense light field. We focus on WSe_2 monolayer and consider its transient optical properties in time-dependent calculations mimicking pumpprobe measurements.

First, we look at the electronic structure of the WSe_2 monolayer to devise a strategy. The atomic configuration, Brillouin zone, and band structure of the WSe_2 monolayer are presented in Fig. 1(a), (b), and (c), respectively. The band structure in Fig. 1(c) is depicted along the x axis, i.e., zigzag direction in real space. The high-symmetry points K and K^′ correspond to the direct bandgaps, and all bands are split by the intrinsic spin-orbit coupling, except at the time-reversal invariant Γ and M points. Although the band structure near the K (K^′) point is asymmetric with respect to the K (K^′) point, the entire band structure is reflection symmetric with respect to the M point in the x-axis. Moreover, a normally incident circularly-polarized light exclusively excites electrons near the K or K^′ valleys depending on the left or right circular polarization^{5,19}.

Based on this perspective, the valley-selective DFKE can be achieved by the procedure stated as follows. First, the WSe_2 monolayer is irradiated with a monochromatic x-polarized light with a frequency substantially lower than the bandgap. The light field induces an oscillation of the optical property change in the temporal domain because of DFKE around the K and K^′ valleys. According to the reflection symmetry of the band structure in the x-axis, the phases of the DFKE oscillation in the K and K^′ valleys may be opposite to each other. Upon further applying a normally incident probe pulse with left or right circular polarization to the system, we may obtain the transient optical response corresponding to the K or K^′ valley. As the DFKE oscillations around the K and K^′ valleys may exhibit phases opposite to each other, the phase of the transient optical response is inverted depending on the left or right polarization of the probe pulse. This phase flip corresponds to the selection of the K and K^′ valleys, and thus, the valley-selective DFKE may be realized by the x-polarized pump and circularlypolarized probe light fields.

In the present study, we perform numerical pumpprobe experiments for the valley-selective DFKE in the WSe_2 monolayer using two computational methods: a first-principles method based on TDDFT and a simple two-band model described below. Based on time profiles of the current density induced by the pump and probe electric fields, we extract the transient optical properties including the DFKE oscillation. To this end, we discuss the optical conductivity tensor of the TMDC monolayers and develop a procedure for extracting the transient optical properties from the calculation results.

A. TDDFT

To realistically simulate pump-probe measurements for DFKE, we apply a TDDFT formalism for electron dynamics in presence of an electric field^{49,50}. We consider electron motion in a TMDC monolayer under irradiation of the electric field E(t) = −(1/c)dA(t)/dt in the dipole approximation. The time-dependent Kohn-Sham (TDKS) equation for the Bloch orbital u_{b,k}(r, t) (a twocomponent spinor, where b denotes the band index and k indicates the 2D crystal momentum of the 2D material) is described as follows: iℏ ∂ ∂t u_{b,k}(r, t) = [ 1 2m ( −iℏ∇ + ℏk + e c A(t)

)_2

−eφ(r, t) + v̂^{k+ eℏc A(t)} NL + v_{xc}(r, t) ] u_{b,k}(r, t), (1)

where the scalar potential φ(r, t) includes the Hartree potential from the electrons and the local component of the ionic pseudopotentials and we have defined v̂^k_{NL} ≡ e^{−ik·r}v̂_{NL}e^{ik·r}. Here, v̂_{NL} and v_{xc}(r, t) represent the nonlocal component of the ionic pseudopotentials and exchange-correlation potential, respectively. The spinorbit coupling is incorporated through the j-dependent nonlocal potential v̂_{NL}^{51}, and the Bloch orbitals u_{b,k}(r, t) are defined in a box containing the unit cell of the TMDC monolayer sandwiched by vacuum regions.

The 2D current density (electric current per unit area) J(t) is derived from the Bloch orbitals as follows:

J(t) = − e m ∫ dz ∫ Ω dxdy N_kΩ occ∑ b,k u^†_{b,k}(r, t) × [ −iℏ∇ + ℏk + e c A(t) + m iℏ [ r, v̂^{k+ eℏc A(t)} NL ]] u_{b,k}(r, t), (2) where Ω denotes the area of the 2D unit cell and N_k denotes the number of k-points. The sum is taken over the occupied bands in the ground state. The excited electron population is defined as,

ρ_k(t) = ∑ c,v | | | | ∫ Ω d^3r u^†_{v,k}(r, t) u^{GS}_{c,k+} e_{ℏc A(t)}(r) | | | | 2 , (3)

where v and c denote the indices for the valence and conduction bands, respectively, and u^{GS}_{b,k}(r) = u_{b,k}(r, t = 0) indicates the Bloch orbital in the ground state.

The number of excited electrons around the K point is defined as follows:

n_{ex,K} (t) = 1 N_k ∑ |k−k_K |<k_{rad} ρ_k(t), (4)

where the sampling points are considered within a radius of k_{rad} = 0.15 a.u. and k_K represents the k-vector corresponding to the K point. The definition for the K^′ point is the same as Eq. (4) but with k_K′ .

In this paper, the first-principles TDDFT calculations are performed using SALMON code^{52,53}. The calculation conditions are almost the same as those employed in Refs. 54 and 55. The lattice constant of WSe_2 monolayer is set to a = b = 3.32 Å. The adiabatic local spin density approximation with Perdew-Zunger functional^{56} is used for the exchange correlation. A slab approximation is used for the z axis with a distance of 20 Å between the atomic monolayers. Although the dynamics of the 24 valence electrons are treated explicitly, the effects of the core electrons are considered through norm-conserving pseudopotentials from the OpenMX library^{57–59}. The spatial grid sizes and k-points are optimized according to the converging results. The determined parameter of the grid size is 0.21 Å, and the optimized k-mesh is 16 × 16 in the 2D Brillouin zone.

B. Two-band model

Although the TDDFT-based first-principles calculations provide realistic and reliable descriptions for our problem, the TDDFT results cannot be meaningfully interpreted without simplifying the physical process. To obtain insights into the physical mechanisms determining the TDDFT results, we perform model calculations using a minimal band model^{19,54,60–64}. The model Hamiltonian including the second-order coupling for the lowenergy physics prevailing in the K (K^′) point is described as follows:

H^{τ,s}[k] =

[_Δ 2 at̃(τk_x − ik_y) at̃(τk_x + ik_y) −^Δ_2 ]

+a^2 [ γ_1k^2 γ_3(τk_x + ik_y)^2 γ_3(τk_x − ik_y)^2 γ_2k^2 ]

+ [ 0 0 0 τsλ ] , (5)

where τ = +1 (−1) denotes the pseudo-spin index and we have redefined the k-vector as k − k_K (k − k_K′ ) −→ k. The first and second terms denote the massive Dirac Hamiltonian and its second-order correction, respectively. The third term represents the spin-orbit coupling Hamiltonian, and s = ±1 indicates the spin index. The parameters a, Δ, t̃, and λ represent the lattice constant, bandgap, hopping parameter, and spin-orbit splitting of the valence band, respectively. The parameters γ_1 and γ_2 represent the breaking of the electron-hole symmetry, and the parameter γ_3 is responsible for the band asymmetry. These parameters are determined by fitting the band structure calculated using SALMON^{54}.

The electron dynamics in the presence of the electric field E(t) = −(1/c)dA(t)/dt can be described using iℏ d dt ψ^{τ,s}_k (t) = H^{τ,s} [ k + e ℏc A(t) ] ψ^{τ,s}_k (t), (6)

where ψ^{τ,s}_k (t) = (ψ^{τ sk}_1 (t), ψ^{τ sk}_2 (t))^T denotes the timedependent wavefunction. The initial value of the wavefunction is set to the valence band wavefunction at the ground state. The 2D current density is expressed as follows:

J(t) = − c N_k ∑ τ,s,k ⟨ψ^{τ,s}_k (t)| ∂H^{τ,s} [k + (e/ℏc)A(t)] ∂A(t) |ψ^{τ,s}_k (t)⟩, (7) where the k-point sampling is within the radius of k_{rad} = 0.15 a.u. around k = 0 and N_k denotes the number of the sampling points. The number of excited electrons or excitation probability from the valence band to the conduction band is derived as

n^τ_{ex}(t) = 1 N_k ∑ s,k | |⟨ϕ^{τ,s}_{c,k+} e_{ℏc A(t)}|ψ^{τ,s}_k (t)⟩ | |^2 , (8)

where ϕ^{τ,s}_{c,k} denotes the conduction band wavefunction at the ground state.

C. Transient optical properties with pump-probe calculations

Herein, we review a procedure for calculating the transient optical properties of a laser-irradiated material by numerical pump-probe experiments^{45}. To observe

DFKE, the optical absorbance of a material is measured in the ATAS experiments, and it is proportional to the real part of the optical conductivity. In the absence of an intense laser field, the optical conductivity tensor σ_{αβ} (ω) of a 2D material is defined by the following constitutive relation:

J_α(ω) = ∑ β σ_{αβ} (ω)E_β (ω), (9)

where E(ω) and J(ω) denote the Fourier transforms of the electric field and 2D current density, respectively, in the linear regime. This optical conductivity in the ground state can be evaluated by a linear response method of TDDFT for 2D materials^{65}.

To investigate the transient change in the optical properties of the laser-irradiated material, we consider electron dynamics under pump E^{pump}(t) and probe E^{probe}(t) electric fields. As the probe field E^{probe}(t), we apply an ultrashort pulse of sufficiently short duration to observe the pump-driven conductivity change with the subcycle temporal resolution. The timing of the probe pulse relative to the pump field is specified by the delay time T_{delay}. By solving the time-evolution equation (1) or (6) considering both the pump and probe fields, we obtain the current density induced by the electric fields, which is hereinafter referred to as pump-probe current density J^{pump+probe}(t). Moreover, we can evaluate the current density under only the pump field, denoted as the pump current density J^{pump}(t). To extract the current density induced by the probe field in the presence of the pump field, the probe current density J^{probe}(t) is defined as follows:

J^{probe}(t) = J^{pump+probe}(t) − J^{pump}(t). (10)

The transient conductivity σ_{αβ} (ω, T_{delay}) in the presence of the pump field can be related as follows:

J^{probe} α (ω) = ∑ β σ_{αβ} (ω, T_{delay})E^{probe}_β (ω), (11)

where J^{probe}(ω) and E^{probe}(ω) represent the Fourier transforms of the probe current density and probe electric fields, respectively; J^{probe}(ω) and E^{probe}(ω) implicitly depend on T_{delay}. In the absence of the pump field, σ_{αβ} (ω, T_{delay}) should be equal to the ordinary conductivity tensor σ_{αβ} (ω) in Eq. (9).

In this study, we use a circularly-polarized light pulse as the probe field. We consider the probe electric field E^{probe±}(t) and probe current density J^{probe±}(t) in the TMDC monolayer with the circular (±) polarization. Using the unit vectors for the left (+) and right (−) circular polarization directions, ê_± = (x̂ ± iŷ)/ √ 2, the “circular” components of a vector or tensor can be derived. The circular components of the transient conductivity can be expressed as follows:

σ_{±±}(ω, T_{delay}) =

J^{probe±} ± (ω) E^{probe±} ± (ω) = [J^{probe±} x (ω) ∓ iJ^{probe±}_y (ω)]/ √ 2 [E^{probe±} x (ω) ∓ iE^{probe±}_y (ω)]/ √ 2 = 1 2 [σ_{xx}(ω, T_{delay}) ± iσ_{xy}(ω, T_{delay})

∓iσ_{yx}(ω, T_{delay}) + σ_{yy}(ω, T_{delay})] , (12)

where ω > 0 and we have used E^{probe±}_y (ω) = ±iE^{probe±} x (ω) and Eq. (11). Without the pump field, σ_{±±}(ω, T_{delay}) should be equivalent to the ground state conductivity σ_{xx}(ω) = σ_{yy}(ω), where the off-diagonal elements are zero in the ground state^{66,67}.

D. Consideration for experiments

For future experimental measurements, we consider the observable quantities in the proposed framework. The transient absorbance of a target material is measured in the ATAS experiments. In particular, the absorbed energy of the probe pulse, or the work done by the probe pulse, at each time delay can be derived as

W^{probe±}(T_{delay}) = ∫ dt J^{probe±}(t) · E^{probe±}(t) = 2 ∫_∞ 0 dω π | |E^{probe±} x (ω) | |^2 Re σ_{±±}(ω, T_{delay}). (13)

Based on this relation, a transient absorption spectrum measured by the ATAS experiments is proportional to Re σ_{±±}(ω, T_{delay}). The difference in the absorbed energy between the left and right polarization is stated as follows:

W^{probe+}(T_{delay}) − W^{probe−}(T_{delay}) = 2 ∫_∞ 0 dω π | |E^{probe+} x (ω) | |^2

× Re [σ_{++}(ω, T_{delay}) − σ_{−−}(ω, T_{delay})] = 2 ∫_∞ 0 dω π | |E^{probe+} x (ω) | |^2

× Im [σ_{yx}(ω, T_{delay}) − σ_{xy}(ω, T_{delay})] . (14)

As this value should be zero in the absence of the pump field^{67}, it can be regarded as a characteristic observable quantity in the pump-probe system. Note that a firstprinciples study has been reported for the circular dichroism in transient absorption spectra for a 2D topological insulator with a circularly-polarized pump pulse^{68}.

Furthermore, the valley polarized excitation induced by both the fields in the pump-probe system can be directly measured using the free-carrier valley Hall effect^{7,69,70}. DFKE induced by the pump field may alter the absorption rate of the TMDC monolayer and yield a valley-dependent oscillation of the excited electron population relating to the probe pulse. Considering the excited electron population instead of the conductivity change, the proposed system is more suitably defined as a “double-pump experiment” rather than a “pumpprobe experiment,” because the excitation by the probe pulse may be relatively intense compared to that by the pump field. This is because the pump (1st pump, to be precise) pulse is a strong but off-resonant x-polarized field, whereas the probe (2nd pump, to be precise) pulse is a weak but on-resonant circularly-polarized field. At the end of Sec. III A, we discuss the valley polarized excitation induced by the “double-pump” pulses.

E. Pulse settings

In the present calculations, we focus on DFKE around the bandgap in the WSe_2 monolayer. As the pump field, we use a semi-infinite monochromatic light with a frequency below the bandgap. To observe the DFKE oscillation of the transient conductivity, we apply an ultrashort circularly-polarized pulse as the probe field. The frequency range of the probe pulse should be wellseparated from that of the pump field to obtain clear DFKE signals^{71}.

The vector potential for the x-polarized pump field is expressed as

A^{pump}(t) = − cE^{pump}_{max} Ω f(t) sin {Ω (t − T^{pump})} x̂, (15)

where ℏΩ = 0.3 eV and T^{pump} = 25 fs. E^{pump}_{max} is set to provide the peak intensity of I^{pump} = 5 × 10^{10} W/cm^2. f(t) refers to an envelope function defined as follows:

f(t) = 0, t < 0, sin^6 (_{πt} 2T^{pump} ) , 0 < t < T^{pump}, 1, T^{pump} < t.

(16)

The vector potential for the circularly-polarized probe pulse is expressed as

A^{probe±}(t) = − cE^{probe}_{max} ω cos^6 { π T^{probe}

(t − T_{delay}) } × [x̂ sin {ω (t − T_{delay})} ± ŷ cos {ω (t − T_{delay})}] , ( −T^{probe}/2 < t − T_{delay} < T^{probe}/2 ) ,(17)

where ℏω = 2 eV and T^{probe} = 10 fs. E^{probe}_{max} is set to provide the peak intensity of I^{probe} = 10^{10} W/cm^2.

The Fourier transform of the probe current density is defined as follows:

J^{probe}(ω) =

∫_{Tstart +T} ′

T_{start}

dt e^{iωt}J^{probe}(t)F ( t − T_{start} T^′ )

(18)

FIG. 2. (a) Real part of the xx component of the conductivity of the WSe2 monolayer calculated by TDDFT and the twoband model. (b) Time profiles of the pump and probe electric fields with T_{delay} = 50 fs. (c) Number of excited electrons near the respective valleys caused by the pump field (TDDFT).

where T_{start} = T_{delay} − T^{probe}/2 and T^′ = 20 fs. We have used a smoothing function F (x) = 1 − 3x^2 + 2x^3. The Fourier transform of the probe electric field is defined in the same manner.

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

A. TDDFT results

First, we discuss the results obtained by TDDFT. Figure 2(a) shows the real part of the conductivity, Re σ_{xx}(ω), of the WSe_2 monolayer calculated by the linear-response TDDFT method in the absence of an external field (red-solid line). For comparison, we illustrate the results obtained by the two-band model (blue-dotted line) as well, which is scaled up by an arbitrary factor. Figure 2(b) shows the time profile of the pump electric field (black line) defined in Eq. (15) and that of the probe electric field with T_{delay} = 50 fs (red and blue lines) defined in Eq. (17). Figure 2(c) shows the TDDFT results for the number of excited electrons around the K and K^′ valleys [Eq. (4)] in the presence of only the pump field. Although the number of excited electrons incrementally increases by small degrees owing to the multiphoton absorption, the amount of excitation is extremely low because the pump field is nonresonant. As expected for the pump field with the linear polarization, the deviation between the K and K^′ valleys is almost negligible.

FIG. 3. Transient conductivity change calculated via TDDFT as a function of the time delay T_{delay} and the photon energy ℏω of the probe pulse. (a) Left-circular polarization result Re σ++(ω, T_{delay} ). (b) Right-circular polarization result Re σ−−(ω, T_{delay} ). (c) Difference between the two Im [σyx(ω, T_{delay} ) − σxy(ω, T_{delay} )]. (d) Applied pump field E^{pump} x (t).

Furthermore, we irradiate the system with the circularly-polarized probe pulse and calculate the pumpmodulated transient conductivity using TDDFT. Figure 3 shows the transient conductivity change from the ground state value, calculated using TDDFT and via Eq. (12), as a function of the time delay T_{delay} and the photon energy ℏω of the probe pulse. Figure 3(a) and (b) show the real part of the circular conductivity, Re σ_{±±}(ω, T_{delay}), for the left and right circular probe pulses, respectively [refer to Eq. (13)]. Figure 3(c) presents the difference between Fig. 3(a) and (b) corresponding to the circular dichroism [refer to Eq. (14)], and is given by the imaginary part of the off-diagonal conductivity Im [σ_{yx}(ω, T_{delay}) − σ_{xy}(ω, T_{delay})]. Figure 3(d) shows the applied pump field E^{pump}_x (t) for comparison. We note that the the bandgap is 1.5 eV and the time period of the pump field is T_Ω = 2π/Ω = 13.8 fs. In Fig. 3(a,b), the oscillation of the transient conductivity along the axis of the time delay behaves as a superposition of the Ω and 2Ω oscillations. The blue region around the bandgap indicates the peak reduction

FIG. 4. Tensor components of the conductivity change calculated via TDDFT. (a,b) Real part of the diagonal components. (c,d) Imaginary part of the off-diagonal components.

by pump-driven DFKE, whereas the red region below the bandgap implies the red-shift of the absorption edge. In Fig. 3(c), the off-diagonal transient conductivity exhibits the Ω (3Ω) oscillation above (below) the bandgap. Generally, the nΩ oscillation (n is an odd number) of the transient conductivity in ATAS is a characteristic property of non-centrosymmetric systems because odd-order harmonics are forbidden in centrosymmetric systems^{71}. Although the the Ω oscillation phase near the bandgap correlates with the pump electric field phase, it gradually shifts as the photon energy moves farther from the bandgap. As desired, the phase of the Ω oscillation is flipped depending on the left or right polarization of the probe pulse. Thus, this phase-flipped oscillation is regarded as the valley-selective DFKE.

Figure 4 shows the tensor components in the Cartesian coordinate calculated by using Eq. (11) from the same data. The upper panels (a) and (b) [lower panels (c) and (d)] are the real (imaginary) part of the diagonal (off-diagonal) components. While the oscillation of the diagonal components is mainly the 2Ω oscillation, that of the off-diagonal components is mainly the Ω (3Ω) oscillation above (below) the bandgap. These observations are consistent with a symmetry consideration for DFKE with the reflection symmetry in the x axis^{71}. From Eq. (60) [Eq. (61)] in Ref. 71, the diagonal (off-diagonal) elements of the transient conductivity show oscillation with an even (odd) multiple of the frequency Ω for the pump field polarized along the reflection symmetry axis. From Eq. (12), we consider that the phase-flipped Ω oscillation of the circular components originates from the Ω oscillation of the off-diagonal components of the transient conductivity.

Subsequently, we discuss the valley polarization of the excited electron population by the pump plus probe field. As discussed earlier, although we use the term “pumpprobe,” both pulses act as pump fields for the excited electron population. Figure 5(a) shows the time-delay

FIG. 5. (a) Difference of the number of excited electrons between the K and K^′ valleys induced by the pump plus probe field [Eq. (19)]. The red (blue) line corresponds to the case of the left (right) circular polarization. The black thin line is for the pump-only case. (b) The same as (a) but subtracting its mean value from each result. The sign is inverted for the right-circular result. (c) Applied pump field E^{pump}_x (black line) and corresponding vector potential (red line), where the latter is scaled up by an arbitrary factor.

dependence of the following time-averaged value:

∫_{Tend +T} ′

T_{end} dt T^′ [n^{pump+probe} ex,K (t) − n pump+probe ex,K^′ (t)], (19)

where T_{end} = T_{delay} + T^{probe}/2 (end time of the probe pulse) and T^′ = 20 fs. Here, n^{pump+probe}_{ex,K} (t) [n^{pump+probe}

ex,K^′ (t)] denotes the number of excited electrons

near the K (K^′) point by the pump plus probe field calculated via Eq. (4). This difference value means an imbalance, or valley polarization, of the electron excitation between the K and K^′ valleys. The red-solid (blue-dotted) line corresponds to that with the probe pulse of the left (right) circular polarization. For comparison, the value for the pump-only case [deviation between the lines in Fig. 2(c)] is plotted by the black-thin line. The left (red line) and right (blue line) circular cases exhibit Ω oscillation with respect to the mean values, whereas the pump-only case (black line) is almost zero. The mean values of the red and blue lines are caused by the valleyselective excitation with the circular polarization. The Ω oscillation of the red and blue lines originates from the variations in the transient absorption by DFKE, as

FIG. 6. The same as Fig. 3 but for the two-band model.

depicted in Fig. 3(c). The phase of the Ω oscillation corresponds to that of the vector potential of the pump field [red line in Fig. 5(c)].

In Fig. 5(b), to emphasize the oscillation behavior, we plot the same data but subtracted its mean value over the time delay axis from each result, where the sign for the right-circular result is inverted. The red-solid (blue-dotted) line in Fig. 5(b) describes the amount of change in the valley polarization induced by DFKE relative to the the K (K^′) valley, where the left (right) circular probe pulse is coupled to that valley. As indicated in Fig. 5(b), the valley polarization change exhibits opposite phases depending on the helicity of the probe pulse. Thus, the results in Fig. 5(b) supports that the left (right) circular result corresponds to DFKE in the K (K^′) valley and the valley-selective DFKE has been achieved by the pump-probe calculations.

B. Model results

To elucidate the key elements causing the valleyselective DFKE, we perform the same calculations as earlier but with the two-band model in Sec. II B. Figure 6 shows the transient conductivity change and is the same as Fig. 3 but for the two-band model. Unlike the

FIG. 7. The same as Fig. 4 but for the two-band model.

TDDFT results, the transient conductivity in Fig. 6(a,b) mainly exhibits the 2Ω oscillation but the Ω oscillation is very weak. However, the off-diagonal conductivity in Fig. 6(c) is qualitatively the same as that in Fig. 3(c). Except for the strong 2Ω oscillation, the two-band model results qualitatively reproduce the TDDFT results.

Figure 7 is the same as Fig. 4 but for the two-band model. As in the case of TDDFT, the oscillation of the diagonal (off-diagonal) components is primarily the 2Ω oscillation (Ω oscillation). Using the two-band model, we have successfully reproduced the valley-selective DFKE in the TDDFT case.

To identify the key elements for the valley-selective DFKE, we eliminate the second-order Hamiltonian [the second term in Eq. (5)] and re-evaluate the pump-probe calculations. In this case, we confirmed that the Ω oscillation in the transient conductivity disappears and the offdiagonal elements, σ_{xy}(ω, T_{delay}) and σ_{yx}(ω, T_{delay}), are equal to zero. The diagonal elements contain only the 2Ω oscillation. Therefore, as expected, the phase inversion of the Ω oscillations in the valley-selective DFKE is caused by the band asymmetry represented by the second-order Hamiltonian in the two-band model.

Finally, we observe the number of excited electrons for the two-band model [Eq. (8)]. Figure 8(a) is the same as Fig. 5(a) but for the two-band model. Unlike the TDDFT results, the two-band model primarily demonstrates the 2Ω oscillation. As the 2Ω oscillation is insignificant in the valley-selective DFKE, we shall extract the Ω oscillation. The deviations between the data in Fig. 8(a) and that obtained without the second-order Hamiltonian are depicted in Fig. 8(b), where the sign of the right-circular result is inverted similar to that in Fig. 5(b). Although the oscillation behavior in Fig. 8(b) is dirty due to higher-order nonlinear terms, the Ω oscillation is qualitatively similar to that in the TDDFT case of Fig. 5(b). Similar to Fig. 8, the results for a weaker pump field of I_{pump} = 5 × 10^9 W/cm^2 are illustrated in Fig. 9. In Fig. 9(b), the higher-order oscillations are suppressed and the similarity of the Ω oscillation to the

FIG. 8. (a) The same as Fig. 5(a) but for the two-band model. (b) Difference between the same data as (a) and the data without the second-order Hamiltonian. The sign of the right-circular result is inverted as Fig. 5(b). (c) The same as Fig. 5(c).

FIG. 9. The same as Fig. 8, but with Ipump = 5×10^9 W/cm^2.

TDDFT case [Fig. 5(b)] becomes apparent.

As discussed earlier, the limitation of the two-band model is exposed by Fig. 6(a,b) and Fig. 8, where the higher-order oscillations are apparent compared to the TDDFT case. Originally, the two-band model Eq. (5) has aimed to describe the low energy physics around the K or K^′ valley. Unsurprisingly, the two-band model fails to quantitatively reproduce the nonlinear excitation in the first-principles calculations because the model cannot represent the effects of multiple bands nor the entire Brillouin zone. Nevertheless, the two-band model can reproduce the qualitative behavior of the TDDFT results and reveal the physical mechanisms governing the valleyselective DFKE.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

In summary, this study performed first-principles calculations based on TDDFT to ensure the feasibility of pump-probe measurements for the valley-selective DFKE in TMDC monolayers. The numerical pump-probe experiments for the WSe_2 monolayer demonstrated that the valley-selective DFKE oscillation in the transient conductivity was achieved by the linearly-polarized pump field and the circularly-polarized probe pulse. The results revealed that the transient conductivity and excitation probability around each valley oscillate with the same frequency Ω as that of the pump field, and the phases of the oscillation for the K and K^′ valleys are opposite to each other. The helicity of the probe pulse corresponds to the valley selection and controls the phase flipping of the DFKE oscillation. For the transient conductivity, the phase-inverted oscillation of the circular components is caused by the odd-order oscillations in the off-diagonal components. Moreover, the valley polarization of the excited electron population exhibits the phaseinverted Ω oscillation owing to the transient absorbance change induced by the valley-selective DFKE. Using the simplified two-band model, we qualitatively reproduced the TDDFT results and identified the band asymmetry around the K or K^′ valley as the key element causing the valley-selective DFKE. Thus, the present findings established the valley-selective optical switching using DFKE in TMDC monolayers for future research and development in this area.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This research was supported by JST-CREST under grant number JP-MJCR16N5, and by MEXT Quantum Leap Flagship Program (MEXT Q-LEAP) Grant Numbers JPMXS0118068681 and JPMXS0118067246, and by JSPS KAKENHI Grant Number 20H2649. Calculations were performed on Fugaku supercomputer with support from the HPCI System Research Project (Project ID: hp220120), SGI8600 at Japan Atomic Energy Agency (JAEA), and Wisteria at the University of Tokyo under Multidisciplinary Cooperative Research Program in CCS, University of Tsukuba.

1 K. Behnia, Nat. Nanotechnol. 7, 488 (2012). 2 C. E. Nebel, Nat. Mater. 12, 690 (2013).

3 D. Xiao, W. Yao, and Q. Niu, Phys. Rev. Lett. 99, 236809 (2007).

4 W. Yao, D. Xiao, and Q. Niu, Phys. Rev. B 77, 235406 (2008).

5 X. Xu, W. Yao, D. Xiao, and T. F. Heinz, Nat. Phys. 10, 343 (2014).

6 J. R. Schaibley, H. Yu, G. Clark, P. Rivera, J. S. Ross, K. L. Seyler, W. Yao, and X. Xu, Nat. Rev. Mater. 1, 16055 (2016).

7 S. A. Vitale, D. Nezich, J. O. Varghese, P. Kim, N. Gedik, P. Jarillo-Herrero, D. Xiao, and M. Rothschild, Small 14, 1801483 (2018).

8 H. Zeng, J. Dai, W. Yao, D. Xiao, and X. Cui, Nat. Nanotechnol. 7, 490 (2012).

9 K. F. Mak, K. He, J. Shan, and T. F. Heinz, Nat. Nanotechnol. 7, 494 (2012).

10 H. Yuan, X. Wang, B. Lian, H. Zhang, X. Fang, B. Shen, G. Xu, Y. Xu, S.-C. Zhang, H. Y. Hwang, and Y. Cui, Nat. Nanotechnol. 9, 851 (2014).

11 F. Langer, C. P. Schmid, S. Schlauderer, M. Gmitra, J. Fabian, P. Nagler, C. Schüller, T. Korn, P. G. Hawkins, J. T. Steiner, U. Huttner, S. W. Koch, M. Kira, and R. Huber, Nature 557, 76 (2018).

12 S. A. Oliaei Motlagh, J.-S. Wu, V. Apalkov, and M. I.

Stockman, Phys. Rev. B 98, 081406 (2018).

13 S. A. Oliaei Motlagh, F. Nematollahi, V. Apalkov, and M. I. Stockman, Phys. Rev. B 100, 115431 (2019).

14 F. Nematollahi, S. A. Oliaei Motlagh, J.-S. Wu, R. Ghimire, V. Apalkov, and M. I. Stockman, Phys. Rev. B 102, 125413 (2020).

15 Á. Jiménez-Galán, R. E. F. Silva, O. Smirnova, and M. Ivanov, Nat. Photonics 14, 728 (2020).

16 Á. Jiménez-Galán, R. E. F. Silva, O. Smirnova, and M. Ivanov, Optica 8, 277 (2021), arXiv:2005.10196.

17 P. Kumar, T. M. Herath, and V. Apalkov, J. Appl. Phys. 130, 164301 (2021).

18 M. S. Mrudul, Á. Jiménez-Galán, M. Ivanov, and G. Dixit, Optica 8, 422 (2021).

19 D. Xiao, G.-B. Liu, W. Feng, X. Xu, and W. Yao, Phys. Rev. Lett. 108, 196802 (2012).

20 Y. Yacoby, Phys. Rev. 169, 610 (1968).

21 A. P. Jauho and K. Johnsen, Phys. Rev. Lett. 76, 4576 (1996).

22 K. B. Nordstrom, K. Johnsen, S. J. Allen, A.-P. Jauho, B. Birnir, J. Kono, T. Noda, H. Akiyama, and H. Sakaki, Phys. Rev. Lett. 81, 457 (1998).

23 A. Srivastava, R. Srivastava, J. Wang, and J. Kono, Phys. Rev. Lett. 93, 157401 (2004).

24 Y. Mizumoto, Y. Kayanuma, A. Srivastava, J. Kono, and A. H. Chin, Phys. Rev. B 74, 045216 (2006).

25 S. Ghimire, A. D. DiChiara, E. Sistrunk, U. B.

Szafruga, P. Agostini, L. F. DiMauro, and D. A. Reis, Phys. Rev. Lett. 107, 167407 (2011).

26 A. H. Chin, J. M. Bakker, and J. Kono, Phys. Rev. Lett. 85, 3293 (2000).

27 E. Goulielmakis, Z.-H. Loh, A. Wirth, R. Santra, N. Rohringer, V. S. Yakovlev, S. Zherebtsov, T. Pfeifer, A. M. Azzeer, M. F. Kling, S. R. Leone, and F. Krausz, Nature 466, 739 (2010).

28 H. Wang, M. Chini, S. Chen, C.-H. Zhang, F. He, Y. Cheng, Y. Wu, U. Thumm, and Z. Chang, Phys. Rev. Lett. 105, 143002 (2010).

29 M. Holler, F. Schapper, L. Gallmann, and U. Keller, Phys. Rev. Lett. 106, 123601 (2011).

30 M. B. Gaarde, C. Buth, J. L. Tate, and K. J. Schafer, Phys. Rev. A 83, 013419 (2011).

31 A. R. Beck, D. M. Neumark, and S. R. Leone, Chem. Phys. Lett. 624, 119 (2015).

32 M. Wu, S. Chen, S. Camp, K. J.

Schafer, and M. B. Gaarde, J. Phys. B At. Mol. Opt. Phys. 49, 062003 (2016).

33 M. Schultze, E. M. Bothschafter, A. Sommer, S. Holzner, W. Schweinberger, M. Fiess, M. Hofstetter, R. Kienberger, V. Apalkov, V. S. Yakovlev, M. I. Stockman, and F. Krausz, Nature 493, 75 (2013).

34 M. Schultze, K. Ramasesha, C. D. Pemmaraju, S. A.

Sato, D. Whitmore, A. Gandman, J. S. Prell, L. J. Borja, D. Prendergast, K. Yabana, D. M. Neumark, and S. R. Leone, Science (80-. ). 346, 1348 (2014).

35 H. Mashiko, K. Oguri, T. Yamaguchi, A. Suda, and H. Gotoh, Nat. Phys. 12, 741 (2016).

36 M. Lucchini, S. A. Sato, A. Ludwig, J. Herrmann, M. Volkov, L. Kasmi, Y. Shinohara, K. Yabana, L. Gallmann, and U. Keller, Science (80-. ). 353, 916 (2016).

37 A. Moulet, J. B. Bertrand, T. Klostermann, A. Guggenmos, N. Karpowicz, and E. Goulielmakis, Science (80-. ). 357, 1134 (2017).

38 F. Schlaepfer, M. Lucchini, S. A. Sato, M. Volkov, L. Kasmi, N. Hartmann, A. Rubio, L. Gallmann, and U. Keller, Nat. Phys. 14, 560 (2018).

39 M. Lucchini, S. A. Sato, F. Schlaepfer, K. Yabana, L. Gallmann, A. Rubio, and U. Keller, J. Phys. Photonics 2, 025001 (2020).

40 M. Lucchini, S. A. Sato, G. D. Lucarelli, B. Moio, G. Inzani, R. Borrego-Varillas, F. Frassetto, L. Poletto, H. Hübener, U. De Giovannini, A. Rubio, and M. Nisoli, Nat. Commun. 12, 1021 (2021).

41 B. Buades, A. Picón, E. Berger, I. León, N. Di Palo, S. L.

Cousin, C. Cocchi, E. Pellegrin, J. H. Martin, S. Mañas- Valero, E. Coronado, T. Danz, C. Draxl, M. Uemoto, K. Yabana, M. Schultze, S. Wall, M. Zürch, and J. Biegert, Appl. Phys. Rev. 8, 011408 (2021).

42 S. A. Sato, H. Hübener, U. De Giovannini, and A. Rubio, Appl. Sci. 8, 1777 (2018), arXiv:1809.01408.

43 G. Cistaro, L. Plaja, F. Martín, and A. Picón, Phys. Rev. Res. 3, 013144 (2021).

44 F. Dong and J. Liu, Phys. Rev. A 106, 063107 (2022).

45 T. Otobe, Y. Shinohara, S. A. Sato, and K. Yabana, Phys. Rev. B 93, 045124 (2016), 1504.01458.

46 T. Otobe, Phys. Rev. B 94, 165152 (2016). 47 T. Otobe, Phys. Rev. B 96, 235115 (2017). 48 E. Runge and E. K. U. Gross, Phys. Rev. Lett. 52, 997 (1984).

49 G. F. Bertsch, J.-I. Iwata, A. Rubio, and K. Yabana, Phys. Rev. B 62, 7998 (2000), arXiv:0005512v1 [arXiv:cond-mat].

50 T. Otobe, M. Yamagiwa, J.-I. Iwata, K. Yabana, T. Nakatsukasa, and G. F. Bertsch, Phys. Rev. B 77, 165104 (2008).

51 G. Theurich and N. A. Hill, Phys. Rev. B 64, 073106 (2001).

52 http://salmon-tddft.jp, SALMON official website. 53 M. Noda, S. A. Sato, Y. Hirokawa, M. Uemoto, T. Takeuchi, S. Yamada, A. Yamada, Y. Shinohara, M. Yamaguchi, K. Iida, I. Floss, T. Otobe, K.-M. K.-M. Lee, K. Ishimura, T. Boku, G. F. Bertsch, K. Nobusada, and K. Yabana, Comput. Phys. Commun. 235, 356 (2019), arXiv:1804.01404.

54 A. Hashmi, S. Yamada, A. Yamada, K. Yabana, and T. Otobe, Phys. Rev. B 105, 115403 (2022).

55 A. Hashmi, S. Yamada, A. Yamada, K. Yabana, and T. Otobe, Appl. Phys. Lett. 120, 051108 (2022).

56 J. P. Perdew and A. Zunger, Phys. Rev. B 23, 5048 (1981).

57 T. Ozaki, Phys. Rev. B 67, 155108 (2003). 58 T. Ozaki and H. Kino, Phys. Rev. B 69, 195113 (2004). 59 https://www.openmx-square.org/vps_pao2019/, database of pseudopotentials for OpenMX.

60 H. Rostami, A. G. Moghaddam, and R. Asgari, Phys. Rev. B 88, 085440 (2013).

61 A. Kormányos, V. Zólyomi, N. D. Drummond, P. Rakyta, G. Burkard, and V. I. Fal’ko, Phys. Rev. B 88, 045416 (2013).

62 G.-B. Liu, W.-Y. Shan, Y. Yao, W. Yao, and D. Xiao, Phys. Rev. B 88, 085433 (2013).

63 T. C. Berkelbach, M. S. Hybertsen, and D. R. Reichman, Phys. Rev. B 92, 085413 (2015).

64 A. Kormányos, G. Burkard, M. Gmitra, J. Fabian, V. Zólyomi, N. D. Drummond, and V. Fal’ko, 2D Mater. 2, 022001 (2015).

65 S. Yamada, M. Noda, K. Nobusada, and K. Yabana, Phys. Rev. B 98, 245147 (2018).

66 J. Have, N. M. R. Peres, and T. G. Pedersen, Phys. Rev. B 100, 045411 (2019).

67 F. Caruso, M. Schebek, Y. Pan, C. Vona, and C. Draxl, J. Phys. Chem. Lett. 13, 5894 (2022).

68 O. Neufeld, N. Tancogne-Dejean, U. D.

Giovannini, H. Hübener, and A. Rubio, npj Comput. Mater. 9, 39 (2023).

69 K. F. Mak, K. L. McGill, J. Park, and P. L. McEuen, Science (80-. ). 344, 1489 (2014).

70 Y. Liu, Y. Gao, S. Zhang, J. He, J. Yu, and Z. Liu, Nano Res. 12, 2695 (2019).

71 S. Yamada and K. Yabana, Phys. Rev. B 101, 165128 (2020).