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() Abstract

N We discuss dferent proposals for the degree of polarization of quantuldsfieThe simplest approach, namely making a direct
O _analogy with the classical description via the Stokes dpesais known to produce unsatisfactory results. Stillangue that these
@ operators and their properties should be basic for any meagyolarization. We compare alternative quantum degaeesput

(/) forth that they order various statesferently. This is to be expected, since, despite being raotéte Stokes operators, each of

these measures only captures certain characteristiceefohe, it is likely that several quantum degrees of pokitn will coexist,

A each one having its specific domain of usefulness.
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1
E 1. Introduction All this seems to call for a proper description and quantiiiica
of polarization for quantum fields: our aim here is to make, at
Far from a source, all propagating electromagnetic field$east, a rudimentary overview of such recent developments.
can be treated, to a very good approximation, like plane siave  The paper is organized as follows. In Sectidn 2, we de-
—'As a consequence, for a monochromatic component at a fixegtripe the simplest “translation” from a classical to a duem
o\ Space point, the tip of the electric field vector describeglan  gescription in terms of Stokes operators. We point out té-pr
lipse in the plane transverse to the propagating direcfidnis  |ems arising in this approach, mainly due to the fact thatgela
geometric observation has led to the concept of light prdari et of states are classified as unpolarized, although they ca
tion, which was laid down already in 1852 in the seminal workggme polarization information. In consequence, we deléea
O) of Stokes|[1]. the conditions for the appearance of this “hidden” poldiiza
(V) = Polarization is important in a variety of classical optical |n sectiorB, we discuss criteria and desiderata for anytgnan
LD. phenomena, which are used in many applications including rémeasure of polarization. We apply them in Secfibn 4 to some
O Mmote sensllnd:[Z]l, light scattering [3], thin-film ellipsomef4],  gistance-based measures, examining how they may be modi-
and near-field microscopy/[5], to cite only some relevantexa fied to avoid potential shortcomings. In terms of these new
] Ples. measures, we investigate the degree of polarization fori-max
-> The description of polarization for quantum fields has a|50mally polarized pure states. For completeness, we also trea
.= attracted a great deal of attention in recent years![6] 7, 8, Qher non-distance-based degrees of polarization. Iidsd5t
>< [10,[14], mainly due to the rapid growth of quantum informa- e speculate about how nonlinear transformations wofiiéta
E tion science. Light is an excellent information carrier B8 t gome aspects of this picture. Finally, in Secfibn 6, we ronind

coded information remains relatively intact upon propegat ihe exposé with some general remarks and conclusions.
since photons are very resilient against (unwanted) iotienas

with the environment. For example, for visible light at room o o
temperature, the ratibw/kgT is approximately equal to 80, so 2- Stokesdescription of polarization
thermal noise is negligible. In addition, in an optical fibte

absorption is only about 50% per 10 km of propagation dislancz'l' Stokes parame_ters a_nd ope_rators )
at wavelengths around 1.5&n. Let us start by briefly discussing some basic concepts about

Since photon polarization is a property that can be accuclassical and quantum polarization. We assume a monochro-
rately, rapidly, and almost losslessly manipulated, ihsvari- ~ Matic plane wave, whose electric field lies in the plane perpe
able of choice in many experiments and demonstrations in-quadicular to its direction of propagation. Under these cdod,
tum optics. Examples include quantum key distributiod [12,the field can be represented by two complex amplitudes dénote
[13], quantum dense codirg [14], polarization entanglefigjt by En andEy when using the basis of linear horizontal and ver-
guantum teleportatior%ﬂ, guantum tomograpm? [17], +ota tical polarizations. The Stokes parameters are then defised
tionally invariant states [18], and phase super-resalufd®].
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thatPs can be recast als [11]

S (S _ 2
So=E,En+EyEy.,  Sy=EnE;+E;Ey, pg = V(So(So+2) - (57 @)
(1) (So)
S, = i(ExES, — E;,Ey) S, = E;,En - ESEy. which shows that it can be expressed either in terms of the av-

erage Stokes vector or its fluctuations.

In case of stochastic fields, one usually uses the averagesral ~ \We observe th_f:@o = Ny+Ny, whereNy (Ny) is the photon
given by the corresponding statistical mixture of deteigtic  number operator in mode (V) and that

waves. For quantum fields, the amplitudgs andEy are rep- 5. 8 =0 9
: : [So,§] =0, 9)
resented by complex amplitude operators, denotedbwrid ) ]
ay. They obey the bosonic commutation relations so each energy manifold can be treated separately. To buing o
) this point more clearly, it is advantageous to relabel thadrd
[3),8]] = o, ke {H,V}. (2)  two-mode Fock basis as

The Stokes operators are subsequently introduced as the qua K, N = k) = [K)y ® [N = K)v, k=0,1....,N, (10)

tum counterparts of the classical variables, nan@ [20] so that, for each fixed total number of photdwisthese states

S, = é‘LéH n éz,év, S, = éHé\T, i é‘Lé‘V’ span an SU(2) invariant subspace of dimendion 1.

. () 2.2. Hidden polarization
Sy=i(ana) -aLa). S.=alas-alay, As noticed early on, there are problems with the definition
(@). For example, this approach assigns zero degree ofipmlar
tion to pure fields that carry polarization information. s
referred to as “hidden polarizatior] [6, 7], but perhaps dtud
be better to say that such states have higher-order pdiariza
1S, gy] = 2i§,. (4) Classical fields can also have significant higher-ordgrrpxzia
tion correlations. There are, for example, stochasticsas
and cyclic permutations. The noncommutability of these op{ields that can be seen as statistical mixtures of fully podar
erators precludes the simultaneous exact measuremeng of tbtates, and simultaneously be unpolarized according &vés
corresponding physical quantities. Among other consecggn age Stokes vector. In order to fully characterize such idaks
this implies that no field state (leaving aside the two-maate v mixtures, one would need higher-order moments of the Stokes
uum) can have definite nonfluctuating values of all the Stokesperators.
operators simultaneously. This is expressed by the urniogrta In the literature it becomes quite clear that the vast major-
relation ity of physicists view the classical counterpart of Ed. (6jee
(AS? = (AS,)2 + (ASV)? + (AS,)2 > 2(80) 5) degree of polqrization of a plf’me-wave classical field. & th
- X v 7). =490/ quantum physics community it has been common to measure
where the variances araX)? = (X2 — (X)2. This reflects the .hi.g.her-order moments, anq henc_e, th_e inadequa_cies of the de
fact that, contrary to the classical optics descriptioagkectric  inition (8) has been more visible in this community. However
field of a monochromatic field never describes a definitesdlip 's aSSigns a relevant degree of polarization to every pure stat

and their mean values correspond to the Stokes paramélgys (
(S)), whereS = (Sx, Sy, S;). The Stokes operators satisfy the
SU(2)-like commutation relations:

in its quantized description. in classical optics, whereas this is not the case in quanfim o
Using Stokes operators, the standard degree of polarizé'-cs- )

tion employed in classical optics can be generalized to fuan For a state to hav@s = 0, the expectation values of the

fields through the definition [21] Stokes vectos must vanish. To derive the set of pudephoton

states that are unpolarized according to the Stokes definiat

K5 V802 + (52 + (57
S=—F— = —

(So) (So)
We will refer to this definition as the Stokes degree of pati  jenote a general, normalized, pitehoton state. Sind@Lé\/) _
tion, since it is the length of the normalized Stokes vecsor ( (3yaly*, we find that
0 < Ps < 1). Expression[{6) is undefined f¢8y) = O, i.e., &
when both modes are in the vacuum state. However, in order ot N-1 X
to simplify our discussion below, we complement definiti@ ( (Pnlayav¥n) = Z GCa Vk+DIN-K) =0  (12)
with Ps = 0 for the two-mode vacuum. We also note in passing k=0
thatPs depends exclusively on the first moments of the Stokess a necessary andficient condition foxS,) and(S,) to van-

N N
(6) Why =D ek N=k), > lad?=1. (11)
k=0 k=0

operators. However, it follows from the relation ish simultaneously. To achie® = 0, we must also have
& =5y(So +2 7 A N
o(So +2) @ (INIS ) = D led?(2k - N) = 0, (13)
k=0



Equations[(IR)E(1I3) are thus necessary arfficsent conditions 1.0——
for the Stokes degree of polarization of a piphoton state to I
vanish. ClearlyN-photon states that have photon-distribution

—(12:/372)

probabilities with the horizontal-vertical symmetey? = |cy_«/? 0.8- Cl3:O /N 1
satisfy(S,) = 0. Examples of Stokes unpolarized states with [ \\\\
this symmetry in any odd manifold > 5 and any even mani- f Tl \\\\
fold are given by states satisfying O-Gj \\\ ]
L R \\
cn-k = #(-1)ficy, (14) a, — /Stokes S\
. 0.4~ unpolarized *\ || 1

where the upper or lower sign is used forlglandc.1)2 = 0 — states L

for oddN. For even\, the solutions corresponding to the upper I A\

and lower sign imply argn,2 = (N — 1+ 2)n/4 and ar@y;2 = 0.2 — ﬁ\\\\\\ ]
(N + 1 + 2)7/4, respectively. [ s \ ]

In excitation manifoldN = O there exists only one state, 0 e (1/\/5’0) ]
the two-mode vacuum staf@, 0), and it fulfills Egs. [IR) and ]
(@3) and thus haBs = 0 in accordance with our complement 8-0 0.2 0.461 06 08 1.C
to definition [6). 0

All pure single-photon states lie on the surface of the Poin-F_ 1. Permissable state brobabili tudes fomdhree-ohoton stat
caré sphere. That s, the corresponding vectSyshave unit th'g;‘;?e étoi;”;'iiiogrsizaeg_ probability amplitudes foeghree-photon states
length and are thus fully polarizet?{ = 1). Hence, no Stokes
unpolarized pure state exists in maniftld= 1.

Since an overall phase factor has no physical significance, From the examples given so far, one may be led to believe
Egs. [12) and(13) imply that any Stokes unpolarized pute sta that Stokes unpolarized states have a symmetry with regpect

in manifoldN = 2 can be written as permutation of the horizontally and vertically polarizedaes.
” _ " This is a chimera, however, as is seen in excitation manifold
ae’|0,2) +1V1-2a71,1) + ae |2, 0), (15 N = 3. In this manifold, there exists no unpolarized pure

state with only one nonzero probability amplitude or exactl
one vanishing probability amplitude. In order to find the un-
polarized states, let us express the probability amplguske
Ck = axexpbk), whereay andgy are reala, is non-negative,
and we sefy = 0 to remove an unimportant overall phase.
From Egs.[(IR) and{13), one can then derive the relations

wherea and @ are real numbers and 8 a < 1/Vv2. That
is, they are of the fornT{14). Although all unpolarized state
have vanishing Stokes parameters according to the defirufio
Ps, the corresponding fluctuations are, in general, anis@rop
Explicitly, the state[(15) has the variances

(AS,)? = 4-4a’(1-cosd), (16a) a2 o0 o oz
(AS,)? = 4-4a%(1+cosd), (16b) ay = m, ag = m. (18)
(AS)? = 8a (16c) 2 2

These equations can be used to delineate limitajaand a,
This shows that Stokes unpolarized states can have “hiddery looking at the values for whick, = 0 andag = 0, respec-
polarization properties that are not quantified by the apoad-  tively. These limits are shown in Fig] 1, where the axes repre
ing degree of polarization. As exemplified above, also puresent the additional limitag = 0 anda = 0. To satisfy Eq.[(112),
states can carry hidden polarization in quantum opticschvhi one can view the terms/3aga; exp(-iés), 2a:a, expli(61 —62)],
is in contrast to classical optics. and V/3ayaz expli(62—6s)] as three vectors in the complex plane

When the Stokes parametg(S,), (S,), and(S,) are all ~ forming a triangle when Eq[{12) is fulfilled. This is only pos

zero, it also follows from relatior[{7) that Stokes unpatad  sible if the triangle inequality is satisfied, i.e., the lémgf any

N-photon states satisfy one vector cannot be larger than the sum of the lengths of the

5 5 5 remaining two vectors. The borders of these inequalitiasea
(ASx)” + (ASy)” + (AS)” = N(N +2). (A7) written as

_The only states of the for (IL5) that have isotropic flucturadi a = 3, (19a)

i.e., satisfy ASx)? = (AS,)? = (AS,)? = 8/3, are seen to be o + arccosy?

those characterized by,@) = (1/ V3, (2m + 1)r/4), where a = -V3a- \/écos{fao), (19b)

m e {0, 1, 2, 3}. These are equipartition states in the considered

basis, and consequently can be seen as relative-phase eigen _ 7 + arccosv2ag

states |_L_2|253]. We also note that tke y-, andz-variances & = V3a- Veco 3 ’ (19¢)

vanish for &,6) = (1/ V2,7/2), (& 6) = (1/ ¥2,0), anda = 0, , _ , "

respectively. Hence, these states only have one or two nenval" Fig.[1, these borders form the innermost, sail-shapeairiir

ishing components in the horizontal-vertical Fock basis. gle” with vertices (00), (1/ V2,0), and (32, ‘/é_/z)- This area
comprises the allowed values fag and ap, ultimately given



by Eq. [12). For any permissible pa#ig(ay), one can obtain  which is orthogonal to the originad, 1) [IZ]. Hence, despite
the values ofa; andag through the relationg(18). Then one being unpolarized, the stafte 1) can be transformed into a per-
can arbitrarily chosé; and subsequently find the four pairs of fectly distinguishable state by a simple geometrical fotat
values of9, — 8, andd, — 63 that make the vectors correspond- This is due to the fact that this change cannot be detected by
ing to the three terms in EJ._(IL2) form a triangle. When oneany linear combination of the Stokes operators, as it reguir
of the triangle inequalities is exactly satisfied, i.e., wine are  higher-order field correlation measurements. The claasific

on one of the borders of the sail-shaped area in[Hig. 1, theref states according to Stokes degree of polarization isénanc

are only two solutions fof, andf; once6; is chosen, namely suficient already in excitation manifold = 2.

(62,03) = (201 + 7,301 + m) and (D, — &, 30, — ). For exam-

ple, on the left border described by Hg. (19a), the statesttek 3 pegiderata for a quantum degree of polarization

form
3.1. SU(2)-invariant quantum states

0.3 +d% |3 1 5 19 As we have shown in the previous section, one is ill advised
20l0, 3) + 4 |11, 2) to describe polarization properties of quantum fields byraadi
analogy with the classical description. Af@irent starting point

N (eizel V3ap|2, 1) + ¥ /1 2|3, 0)], (20)  Is needed.
4 In this respect, we recall that (linear) polarization tfans

where 0< ag < 1/2 mations are generated by the Stokes operafdrs (3). However,
For an ar_bitrar.y three-photon unpolarized pure state thgo induces only a common phase shift to all the states in any
variances of the Stokes operators are ' 7 given subspace, and below we will argue that such phases do

not change the polarization and can thus be omitted. Thexefo

(ASyy)? = 3+4(a2+ad) we restrict ourselves to the SU(2) transformations, geeeiay
N Sx, Sy andS;. In fact, since each of these operators is propor-
+4 V3 [208, COSO2 + 8183 COSP3 — 61)] tional to the commutator of the others, two generatofca
(21a)  Itis well known thatSy generates rotations around the direction
(AS)? = 9- 8(a§ + aﬁ), (21b)  of propagation, whereds, represents dierential phase shifts

between the modes. Any polarization transformation is thus
wherex andy correspond to the plus and minus sign, respecphoton-number preserving and can be expressed as
tively. Equations[(21lb) an@ (1L8) give the curves

Upo(e,,7) = "> e, (23)
& = /352 — (AS,)?>-3 22) This also means that they can be realized with linear optics.
2= % 4 Experimentally, birefringent plates in rotation mounts &ne
on whichAS, is constant. In particular, the stat&s](20) corre-ONly components needed, and consequently these transforma
spond to AS,)? = 3 tions can be simply and inexpensively achieved in a laboyato
2)°=3.

Using relations{T8), it can also be verified that the symme- ' N€re is a consensus that the SU(2)-invariant states, which
try conditionay = ay_ is equivalent t(ng + a% = 1/2. Hence, SatISfyUp0|O'Up0| re unpolarlzed. These states are known
states whose probability amplitudes have this symmetrjoare be of the form|[25, 26, 27]:
cated on the dashed circle arc in Hifj. 1, which has the vertex N - A
(a0, @) = (1/ V2,0) as one of its end points. 7= @ NON» (24)

We note that ifcy = uy, Yk, is a solution of Eqs[{12J=(13), N=0
thenck = ug_,, VK, is a solution too. In manifoléN = 3, any
such pair of solutions that do not have the symmagry an-k,
will correspond to one point on each side of the dashed cir- &N = 1 iy, (25)
cle arc. For example, the states corresponding to the two ver N+1
tices (Q0) and (¥2, V3/2) can be seen as such “mirror im- Here, 1y is the projector onto thil-photon subspace, namely
ages” of each other. It is clear from FIg. 1 that the vertices o N
the sail-shaped area correspond to states with only twoamenv iy = Z Ik, N = ky(k, N — K| . (26)
ishing components in the used basis. The states correspond- pary
ing to the mirror-image vertices are given by EQ.1(20), andpne notices that if a pure state is written®_o Cnklk, N — k),
the states corresponding to the remaining vertex &8+  then coherence terms of the form -
exp(63)|3, 0]/ V2, which indeed have the discussed symmetry. . L

Above, we have seen that states that are unpolarized ac- CnkCr ek N = KK, N™ = K| (@7)
cording to the Stokes definition can have anisotropic podari for N # N’, can neither be induced nor measured by the Stokes
tion fluctuations. Perhaps a more dramatic example is demomyperators. In consequencee appears as a direct sum over the
strated by the unpolarized stdatel) correspondingta = 0in  excitation manifolds in Eq[{24) and any common phase to all
Eqg. (I%). A rotation by 45 degrees around its axis of propagathe states in any given excitation manifold is inconseqgaént
tion transforms this state into§(2+i)[0, 2)+( V2-i)|12,0)]/ V6,  for any polarization characteristics.

wherery is the probability of finding the state ih excitation
manifoldN, ando?y is the only unpolarizedl-photon state




3.2. Requirements for polarization measures where the ideal non-selective measurement of the totalophot

Before discussing specific quantum measures of polariziumber is described by the map

tion, it is worthwhile to look at requirements and desiderfar o0

such measures. Z Inody. (34)
Requirement 1 A first requirement for any reasonable de- N=0

gree of polarizatiot is This is a quantum channéﬂ28] preserving both the polariza-

P@) =0 o pisunpolarized (28)  fion properties and the photon-number distribution of tfages
0, and provides an operational meaning for the channel. Al-

This immediately rules out the possibility of defining the- de ternatively, the maiB can be viewed as randomization of the
gree of polarization as a function of the purity @), "The state  phases between superpositions of states fierint excitation
|0,0) is pure and unpolarized, while a two-mode thermal statgnanifolds. Using this map, requirement 3 can be expressed as
(with the same mean photon number in each mode) is maxi-
mally mixed (under the constraint of a fixed average number P(o) = P(B[2]) - (35)
of photon number) and likewise unpolarized. Also, any state

Pol0. 00, 0 + pnALn/(N + 1), wherepo and py are both non- ;0 0t manifolds but fulfill requirement 2 can be made to ful-

vanishing, is unpolarized and mixed, but not maximally rdixe fill Eq. @5) by applying the measure to the channel output as
(under the same constraint). Hence, unpolarized quanfatasst will be done below in EqL(39)

span the whole purity scale.
Requirement 2A second requirement is SU(2) invariance

Polarization measures that depend on coherences between

Notice that some polarization-measure candidates (such as
the entropys) are only positive semidefinite, so thak(5(0) <

] o0. In this case, a common “remedy” is to normalize the mea-

P(G) = P(Upoid U;m) . (29)  surethrough the transformati®n= S/(1+5), which guarantees
the condition
Hence, the measure is invariant under polarization transio
tions. For instance, the Stokes degree of polarization(é)i$ 0<P()<1. (36)
this condition.

Requirement 3A third requirement that has been put for-
ward is that the measure should not depend on the coheren
between dierent manifolds|_L_1|1]. The basis for this require-
ment is that sinc&S, commutes with all Stokes operators, a
polarization measurement (a measurement of any linear lc:ombde
nation of the Stokes operators) on an arbitrary state

Such a rescaling keeps the “ordering” of states intact. édde
the induced ordering of states is more important than theamum
G831 value, especially when the measure does not have a clear
operational meaning.

The requirements 1-3 can be supplemented by a number of
siderata. The most common, in particular among experimen
talists, is thatP should be operational and easily measurable.

© N N Theoreticians, on the other hand, desire that the measeasys
= Z Z ZQNKN/ka N — k)}(k', N - K|, (30) to compute. Unfortunately, in general, these wishes are con
N,N"=0 k=0 k'=0 flicting.

From an experimental point of view, the measure may favor
a number of diferent operational characteristics. One could,
e.g., quantify the maximum visibility achievable in a paar
Pn = ZQNk,Nk (31) tion interference measuremelﬂ[ZQ] Such a measure would
fulfill all three requirements and would also have a direct op
and the measurement outcome will not depend on any cohefrational meaning, but it would not be easily measurable, in
ences between the manifolds. general, as one would not know what are the polarizatiorstran
On the other hand, a von Neumann measurement of thfermations that yield the maximum and minimum interference
number of photons gives an outcorhewith probability py ~ INtensity.

does not on average alter the photon-number distribution

and, at the same time, the statedllapses into thé\-photon One could alternatively determine how close a given state is
state to a polarization minimum uncertainty state/[30]. Such amea
N sure would also fulfill the requirements and have a relativel
" 1 , , clear operational meaning, but it would require polarizato-
ON = PN k; eninielk N =k, N = K. (32) mography, a complicated measurement procedure, to be deter
mined.
Considering all possible outcomes, we obtain the blocktatial Another possibility is to evaluate the polarization fluctua
state tions. In this case, it would probably make sense to assess
oo the fluctuations along the polarization coordinate tha¢githe
Blo] = @ PN ON » (33) smallest fluctuations. This would give an idea about the lsmal

est detectable polarization transformations and hence aav
operational meaning. However, for a general state, the uneas



would be dificult to determine and, in general, alséfidult to ~ wheredy, are the eigenvalues Qﬁ‘andé—‘f\f’ = Z,’fzo Axp- These

compute. measures fulfill our three requirements for a degree of paar
In summary, we see that there are many possibilities ofion. ObviouslyPgp(0) < Pcp(0).

defining a measure of polarization. We have argued that our Any pure stat@ = |¥)(| satisfies Ti¢?) = 1 in each man-

three requirements are reasonable conditions for any suchi@ld with nonzero excitation probability. Hence, for anych

measure. Note that all are closely related to the propesfies N, one of the eigenvaluek,, equals unity and the rest of them

the Stokes operators, which we have taken as our startimg. poi vanish. The degrees of polarization are thus given by

Any ensuing degree of polarization will have their partaul

merits and drawbacks. Puoer(l¥)) = 2 N 41
wolV) = QB (41a)
4. Quantum degrees of polarization o0 L2
_ Pep(¥) = 1- [Z Nle} : (41b)
4.1. Distance-based measures e

After our discussion in Sectidn 3.1, it seems sensible to de-
fine the degree of polarization as the shortest distancedestw Pen(1¥))
the considered state and the $£bf unpolarized states given
in Eq. (24). Similar notions have been successfully appiied These expressions involve only the excitation probaedii .
other key concepts such as nOﬂClaSSiC%%hL—SIZ, 33arent Thus, for pure states, the block-diagonal distance degrkes
glement|[34] and quantum informatidn | 87, 38]. polarization are insensitive to the form(s)a@{."In the special
Several distance measures have been proposed, such as ¢age of a purél-photon state = |y )('n|, the above expres-
Hilbert-Schmidt and Bures distanc@[lO]. We also inclide t  sions simplify toPysy(Pn)) = Pen(¥Pn)) = N/(N + 1) and
Cherndf distance, recently used to quantify the nonclassicalityPg,(|¥n)) = 1 — (N + 1)~Y/2. All of them tend to unity for large
of Gaussian state5 [39] and polarizatibn [40]. For an ahjtr N.

0o S
o 1-1/s
1- nf Lz:;) pr(N + 1) } . (41c)

stateo, these measures are given by It is clear that for a fixed excitation manifold, pure states
. . .. have a higher degree of polarization than any mixed state, as
_ _ 2
Pus0) = inf Tri(e-o)7]. (378)  one would intuitively expect. Using Lagrange multipliersda
Pe(d) = 1-supyVE@®.5). 37b numerical optimization, we have derived the block-diadstwies
5() 5—515) ©.9) (37b) that for a given average photon numiéhave the highest de-
R _ eals grees of polarization [42]. For the Hilbert-Schmidt measur
Pc(@) = 1- §€U(LF()L€|[(1)T1] Tr@° )| . (37¢)  these maximally polarized states are of the form
where the infimum in Eq[{3Yc) is taken over a function that is [N]_— N |0, 0%0, O] + i_ ¥ | (42)
. : o N ’ ’ N7 INZCE N
continuous with respect m[@]], and the fidelity is [N [N
F(0,5) = (Tr(6Y266Y2)/2])2 . (38) if N> VINJ(LN] + 2), and of the form
While all these d_efinitions seem s_e_nsible, they do not gatisf lim ( M-N I )P |+ N - LNJ vy Pull , (43)
requirement 3; that is, they are sensitive to coherenceslest Moo\ M — [N] M —[N]

different excitation manifolds [11]. To bypass this drawback
we apply requirement 3, i.e., we replace the states by thre-cor
sponding block-diagonal density matrices:

if N < VINJ(LN] + 2). Ijere,rl\ﬁ denotes the smallest integer
larger than or equal t&, whereag N| is the largest integer
smaller than or equal tdl. Hence, the maximal polarization

Pz(0) = Pz(B[o]), Z < {HS,B,C}. (39) degree s given by the somewhat “rounded” staircase fumctio
These measures can thus be seen as applying the original mea- L—m, N < vINJ(IN] +2),
. max [NJ+1
sures on the block-diagonal output state of the photon-mumb Phsp = @ - (44)
measurement channél{34), whose input staie i€)Sing the INTTNT+1)° N> VINJ(N] +2).
fact thatB[o] and ¢ commute, we find the following general If instead the Bures or Cherfianeasure is used, the maxi-
formulas: mally polarized states are given by
Pasd) = 3 (§<Nz> . ﬁ ) (40a) ('NT = N) M- E -l (N + 1= TNT) P (i [(45)
N=0 " and the corresponding degrees of polarization are
. - 2 —
Pen(@) = 1- {Z o (60) } : (40b) e 2[N1 - N
N=0 Pg, = 1- TN ’ (46)
. S [NT(TNT + 1)
N a 1-1/s ( A9\ /8 max  _  q _ i NT= (TNT = N
Pe) = 1- inf ;J Pu(N + 1)/ (0 } , PE = 1= jnf [INTZ(INT-N)

(40¢) +(NT+ 1) L+ N =N (47)
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Figure 2: The maximal degree of polarization vs. the averaygon num- Figure 3: The maximal degree of polarization vs. the avegsyson num-

ber for the block-diagonal Hilbert-Schmidt (dashed), Buf@ash-dotted), and  ber for theQ function-based measuig (solid line), the measure based on

Cherndf measures (solid). SU(2)-induced distinguishability, and the purity-based meastitg (dashed
coincident lines).

Plots of PPEX, PR, andPZa* are shown in Fid.J2. We note that
any pureN-photon staté¥y ) is maximally polarized according This degree favors polarization minimum uncertainty state
to any of these three measures. We also noteRfjgt has a it measures the “area” d, but is insensitive to its shape or

strictly positive derivative with respect td, whereaf}ax and  orientation. The measure can be obtained experimentaity, b

PT2 have non-negative but discontinuous derivatives. only through rather involved polarization tomography.
For an SU(2) coherent stafeg(IN; Q)) = [N/(N+1)]%. As
4.2. Other quantum polarization measures the SU(2) coherent states are polarization minimum uniceyta

Several other quantum degrees of polarization have beegtates they are maximally polarized according to the déinit
proposed. One of them is based on the SWgAunction [30],  of Po. For an average photon numbeér the superposition, or

which is defined as mixture, of the SU(2) coherent stafes- 1; Q) and|n; ), with
© N4l probabilitiesp,-; = n— N andp, = 1+ N —n, respectively, are
Q:(Q) = Z (N; QIoIN; Q) = Qg5 () . (48) the states with the maximél-degree of polarization.
= 4 Another proposed polarization measure is givelﬂh [29]. Us-

Here,Q = (9, ¢) andd andy are the polar and azimuthal angles N Tr(0102) as the overlap for mixed states, the definition for
over the unit 2-spher8?, and|N; Q) are theN-photon SU(2) Pure states in Refl [29] is generalized to

coherent statesN y k . Pg@@) = Pg(Blo])
) _ N 9 AR ik . = ~ Tt v
IN; Q) = g( K ) (COSE) (sm E) eIk, N-k).(49) = |1- bnfI Z pNTr(@NUDOIéNUFLoI) . (53)
- pol NZO

For any unpolarized state (24), ti@gfunction takes the con-
stant value (4)~%. Apart from the unpolarized vacuum state,
any SU(2) coherent state haQdunction that is highly peaked
around some angy. For example, for a SU(2) coherent state
centered around = 0, that is, the stat@N; 0), we have

This definition is based on the probability averaged minimal
overlap between a state and all of its SU(2) transformedstat
Hence, it gives the (square root of the) maximum visibility
one can achieve by using a polarization interferometer. The
problem in this case is to find and implement the polarization
N+1 92N projection and the subsequent polarization transformatiat

A ( ) (50)  achieves the maximum polarimetric visibility. In contréséall
. . . ) the previous measures in this sectipmay assign the degree
The idea behind & function-based measure 1 0 assess _th%f pglarization unity for states with afiniteﬁverage exm'n'na_%t
spread ofQ over the sphere by comparing with a uniform dis- has been shown that any pure state having an odd photon num-

Qn:oy () =

tribution: ber is maximally polarized in the sense tifat= 1 [43]. One
Do) = 4 (O 1P 40 may conjecture that pure states with an even number of photon
Q@) = 4r | Q) - A (excluding the vacuum state) also are maximally polarized a

cording to this definition, but to the best of our knowledge no
4 fQS(Q) de - 1. (51)  proof thereof exists, except fot = 2.
) R ) The last speculation makes it tempting to define a degree
However, since & Dq(0) < oo, the associated degree of polar- ot polarization in terms of the state purities in every extiitn
ization is defined as

Pq(0) = Po(8la]) =

Dq(0)

Do@) + 1 2)



manifold, as follows: which is close to half the value @iq(|¥1)) whenN = N” > 1.
oo 2N Hence,IP’Q(l‘I’l)) > ]P)Q(llPZ»
Pp(0) = Pp(Bl0]) = Z PN (N + DTron) 1, (54) Perhaps, superior future technology will make it natural to
N . . . .
N=1 view also nonlinear Stokes operator induced transformatis

where we need the additional definitidg(0, 0)) = 0. Again, “proper" polari;ation transfprmations, in contrast to delfin?—

the maximally polarized states are the pure states in ariy exdion. _Suc_:h a view would distance the quantum description of

tation manifold or any mixture, or superposition, therebie  Polarization even further from the classical one.

measure makes no direct use of the Stokes operators (except

for being a direct sum over manifolds). This indicates thatt 6. Discussion and conclusions

measure quantifies a distinguishability under a generabgne

preserving unitary transformation rather than the distisiga- As we have seen, defining a quantitative measure of po-

bility under the more restrictive unitary polarizationrisfior-  larization for quantum fields is a task without any obvious or

mationsUpo. Should the conjecture in the previous paragraptunique solution. As a consequence, no universally accepted

prove false, this measure seems questionable. A measuremafew on how to quantify the polarization of such fields exists

will unfortunately be dificult since the purity essentially must and the prospects of this happening seem bleak.

be assessed through polarization tomography. In[Eig. 3, the In this paper, we have advocated the view that the Stokes

maximum degree of polarization for the measufgsPq, and  operators should be central to any quantum polarization the

P, are plotted. ory. Three of the central requirements for a quantitativgree

of polarization are based on their properties. Adherindiis t

view would ascertain at least partial correspondence lmtwe

classical and quantum concepts and descriptions of palariz
Above we have defined the set of “proper” polarization trangion. A consequence of this view is the definition of a polafiz

formations in Eq.[(23) as all linear transformations getegtdy  tion transformation. This is a unitary transformation geited

the Stokes operators. Such a viewpoint has a basis bothsin claby any linear combination of the Stokes operators. Another

sical and quantum optics. Of course, one could think in moréather unavoidable consequence is the definition of an anpol

general terms and allow nonlinear (energy-preservingsfar-  ized quantum state as a state where each excitation marsfold

5. Nonlinear polarization transformations

mations, which can be represented as invariant under any polarization transformation.
- 068 Itis clear from our discussion of maximally polarized ssate
Up = e85, (55)  thatthe proposed measures order the degree of polariZation

whereg is an arbitrary nonlinear function. Such a set of trans-States dterently. This is to be expected since each measure fo-
formations includes a variety offfects such as polarization CUSES on one specific polarization property. For examplata s
squeezing|E4] and excitation manifold-dependent tramséo that_can become_ self-orthogonal under a polarization foans
tions. However, one could argue that both polarization sgue mation, thu; havin@’s = 1 may not be.even close to a pola_r-
ing and manifold-dependenttransformations can changeeist ization minimum uncertainty state, which are states forolhi
degree of polarization, as we shall give an example of belowf @ IS large. We therefore conjecture thaffefent degrees of
Another reason for excluding such transformations is thegt Pelarization will coexist, and that they will find applicafis in
are very dificult to implement experimentally. different polarization contexts. _ _

If one allows nonlinear polarization transformatioBig,will We have also shown in Sectibh 5 that allowing nonlinear

no longer fulfill Eq. [29). For example, the sta#g) = (IN, 0)+ transformations as “proper” polarization transformasiamill
IN’,0))/ V2, whereN, N’ # 0 has aQ function that is concen- lead to profound dferences in the way we view quantum polar-

trated on the north pole and whose dispersion is ization. As long as_such tra_nsformations_are essentiallyide
) ) , the real_m of what is experlmentglly re_allzable for fe_w photo
Do(1¥1)) LI(N+1) (N +1) states, it seems reasonable to stick with the set of linaastr
4 2N +1 2N’ +1 formations.
(N + 1)(N’ + 1) We have only discussed polarization properties for two-enod
+2——=—| -1 (56)  fields. In principle, the formalism above will apply to anyaw

N+N +1

With a nonlinear polarization transformation it is possilib
transform the statfN’, 0) to |0, N’), that is, to rotate this state
to the south pole of the representation sphere withfiattng
the stateN, 0). However, the statgF2) = (IN.0) +10,N")/ V2 couid, in analogy with the development in classical optitatt
has the dispersion to define polarization concepts and degrees of polarizétion
Do(|¥2)) = three-dimensional fields [45,146,/47] (e.g., in stronglyused
beams of light), or for polarization-entangled, four-msties.
2 ’ 2 | ’ |
1(N+1) + (N /+1) + 2(N il 1)'(/N al ?)' —1, Attempts in this direction have been made![48, 49,50, 51].
4[2N+1 2N +1 (N+N"+1)! 7 However, such generalizations of the basic concepts aea oft

8

harmonic oscillators, but if we want to retain some conmecti
to the classical concepts of polarization, the two modesilsho
be monochromatic, co-propagating, approximately planega
in approximately the same temporal modes. Of course one




difficult to interpret and to give an operational meaning. Hencej30]

it is probably more fruitful to refer to such general multideo  [31]
characteristics as field- or mode-correlations, withoirigithe [32]
word polarization. [33]
(34]
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