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and Bertúlio de Lima Bernardo∗

Departamento de F́ısica, Universidade Federal da Paráıba, 58051-900 João Pessoa, PB, Brazil

Wave-particle duality is certainly one of the most curious concepts of contemporary physics, which
ascribes mutually exclusive behaviors to quantum systems that cannot be observed simultaneously.
In the context of two-path interferometers, these two behaviors are usually described in terms of the
visibility of interference fringes and the path distinguishability. Here, we use quantum information-
theoretic tools to derive quantifiers of these two properties, which accounts for the combined influence
of path probability and polarization, and demonstrate that they satisfy a complementarity relation.
We further show that the derived quantities can work as probes in the study of open quantum
dynamics by revealing interesting facets of environment actions, such as: decoherence, depolarization
and scattering.

PACS numbers:

I. INTRODUCTION

One of the most curious and intriguing features of quan-
tum mechanics is the wave-particle behavior. In 1928,
Bohr called attention to this dual aspect of quantum sys-
tems, which sometimes manifest themselves as waves and
sometimes as particles, depending on the experimental
setup to which they are submitted [1]. In the context
of the double-slit experiment, the complementary wave
and particle behaviors were pointed out by Feynman as
“the only mystery” of quantum mechanics [2]. Later on, a
quantitative approach to this problem was presented by
Wootters and Zurek, who showed that the two comple-
mentary aspects might be simultaneously present [3].

Such ideas were followed by many subsequent works
until Englert, Greenberger and Yasin proposed a simple
complementarity relation expressing the wave behavior
in terms of the visibility V of the interference fringes
produced in the experiment, and the particle behavior in
terms of the distinguishability D between the two possible
paths taken by, e.g., photons in a interferometer. This is
known as the EGY inequality [4, 5]:

D2 + V2 ≤ 1. (1)

Here, we call attention to the fact that the influence of
internal degrees of freedom of the particles, such as spin or
polarization, are not considered in deriving V and D, i.e.,
a beam of polarized particles is assumed as a hypothesis.

In this relation, V = 1 and D = 0 mean maximum
visibility of the interference fringes, and no knowledge
about which path the particles take. This is the case of
complete wave-like behavior. When V = 0 and D = 1,
we have absence of interference pattern, and information
about the path of the particles is totally available. Still,
there are intermediate situations, in which D 6= 0 and
V 6= 0, that indicate partial which-path information and
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interference fringes with limited contrast. Experimental
tests of the complementary behaviors have been realized
with atoms [6], nuclear magnetic resonance setups [7, 8],
and photons [9, 10].

Interestingly, studies of the Bohr’s complementarity
principle have recently gained renewed interest owing in
part to experimental advances in photonic quantum tech-
nologies [10]. It has been demonstrated that the degree
of polarization of the photons emerging from the source
is directly connected to the manifestation of the com-
plementary effects in a two-path interferometer [11–14].
The purity of the source has been theoretically and ex-
perimentally demonstrated to be closely related to the
entanglement between the path and the remaining degrees
of freedom of the particles [15, 16]. In parallel, generaliza-
tions of these developments to the framework of multipath
interferometers have also brought attention [17, 18].

In this work, we provide a different approach to de-
scribe the wave-particle duality in the double-slit scheme,
where the polarization degree of freedom is considered as
a fundamental property to completely define the concepts
of visibility and distinguishability. Namely, we derive
quantifiers of visibility and distinguishability, denoted
respectively by V and D, that embodies both the influ-
ence of the probability of each path and the polarization,
and demonstrate that they satisfy a complementarity re-
lation analogous to the EGY inequality. Additionally,
we propose the use of these quantities to probe system-
environment interactions. We observe that effects such as
decoherence, depolarization and scattering leave observ-
able imprints in the time evolution of V and D.

In the following section we present a density matrix
description of coherence and polarization, which is the
approach we take here. In Sec. III we derive the quan-
tifiers of visibility and distinguishability. In Sec. IV we
demonstrate the complementarity relation involving the
derived quantifiers. Sec. V presents some key examples
that help understanding their physical meaning. In Sec.
VI we investigate how they can be useful in the study of
open quantum systems. Sec. VII then summarizes our
findings and points out some perspectives.
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II. PRELIMINARIES

In this section we present the density matrix formalism
that describes the coherence and polarization properties
of light in the double-slit scenario developed in Ref. [19],
whose classical version was previously proposed by Wolf
[20]. Consider an ensemble of photons submitted to a
double-slit apparatus A, whose position are marked on
a distant detection screen B, as shown in Fig. 1. The
photons arrive at a given point P with a probability that
depends on: i) whether they pass through slit 1 or 2, whose
path states we denote respectively by |1〉 and |2〉, and
ii) the polarization state, here spanned by the horizontal
|H〉 and vertical |V 〉 basis states. These two conditions
are assumed because the formation of interference fringes
is both a path- and polarization-dependent phenomenon.

In order to provide a quantum information-theoretic
description of such an experiment, we introduce the
coherence-polarization density matrix in the form

ρ̂ =

ρ11 ρ12 ρ13 ρ14

ρ21 ρ22 ρ23 ρ24

ρ31 ρ32 ρ33 ρ34

ρ41 ρ42 ρ43 ρ44

 , (2)

which is represented here in the basis
{|H, 1〉 , |H, 2〉 , |V, 1〉 , |V, 2〉}. To clarify the nota-
tion, we have for example that the basis state |H, 1〉
represents the state of a horizontally-polarized photon
that passes through slit 1, and so on. The density matrix
of Eq. (2) can be used to calculate the probability density
ρ(P) of detecting a photon at any point P on the screen.
We do so by using the fact that horizontally-polarized
photons do not interfere with vertically-polarized ones,
which means that the probability density splits into two
independent contributions as follows

ρ(P) = 〈H,P|ρ̂|H,P〉+ 〈V,P|ρ̂|V,P〉 , (3)

where |H,P〉 (|V,P〉) represents the state of a photon at
P with horizontal (vertical) polarization.

FIG. 1: (Color online) Double-slit experiment. Photons tra-
verse a mask A through the slits 1 and 2 with an arbitrary
polarization state to have their position marked at some point
P on the detection screen B.

Now, in considering that the wavelength of the photons
is of the order of the size of the apertures, we can assume

the diffraction limit. In this case, the spatial probability
amplitudes of the photons that emerge from the slits can
be described by spherical waves. Namely,

〈H, 1|H,P〉 = 〈V, 1|V,P〉 =
eikr1

r1
, (4)

〈H, 2|H,P〉 = 〈V, 2|V,P〉 =
eikr2

r2
. (5)

By substitution of Eqs. (4) and (5) into Eq. (3), we
obtain that the probability density of detecting a photon
at P is

ρ(P) = ρ1(P) + ρ2(P)

+ 2
√
ρ1(P)

√
ρ2(P)Re[µeik(r1−r2)], (6)

where ρ1(P) = (ρ11 + ρ33)/r2
1 and ρ2(P) = (ρ22 + ρ44)/r2

2

are the individual probability densities of detecting a
photon at P when they emerge exclusively from slit 1 and
2, respectively. We also have that Re denotes the real
part, and the definition of degree of coherence is given by

µ =
ρ12 + ρ34√

ρ11 + ρ33
√
ρ22 + ρ44

, (7)

which satisfies the relation 0 ≤ |µ| ≤ 1. The cases in
which µ = 0 and |µ| = 1 mean incoherent and coherent
photons, respectively, and when 0 < |µ| < 1 we have
partially coherent photons.

Now we turn our attention to the study of the polariza-
tion. Similar to electromagnetic optics, the polarization
state of the photons can be characterized by the Stokes
parameters, which in the present context are given by the
ensemble average of the (polarization) Pauli operators
associated with each path [21, 22]. As such, the polar-
ization state of the photons that travel through slit 1 is
characterized by the Stokes parameters [19]:

S
(1)
0 = Tr[(|H, 1〉〈H, 1|+ |V, 1〉〈V, 1|)ρ̂] = ρ11 + ρ33, (8)

S
(1)
1 = Tr[(|H, 1〉〈H, 1| − |V, 1〉〈V, 1|)ρ̂] = ρ11 − ρ33, (9)

S
(1)
2 = Tr[(|H, 1〉〈V, 1|+ |V, 1〉〈H, 1|)ρ̂] = ρ13 +ρ31, (10)

S
(1)
3 = −i {Tr[(|H, 1〉〈V, 1| − |V, 1〉〈H, 1|)ρ̂]} = i(ρ13−ρ31).

(11)
Similarly, the corresponding Stokes parameters of the
photons passing through slit 2 are given by

S
(2)
0 = Tr[(|H, 2〉〈H, 2|+ |V, 2〉〈V, 2|)ρ̂] = ρ22 +ρ44, (12)

S
(2)
1 = Tr[(|H, 2〉〈H, 2|−|V, 2〉〈V, 2|)ρ̂] = ρ22−ρ44, (13)

S
(2)
2 = Tr[(|H, 2〉〈V, 2|+ |V, 2〉〈H, 2|)ρ̂] = ρ24 +ρ42, (14)
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S
(2)
3 = −i {Tr[(|H, 2〉〈V, 2| − |V, 2〉〈H, 2|)ρ̂]} = i(ρ24−ρ42).

(15)
Having established these parameters, they can be

used to define the degree of polarization of the pho-
tons that take path j according to the formula pj =√

(S
(j)
1 )2 + (S

(j)
2 )2 + (S

(j)
3 )2/S

(j)
0 , with j = 1, 2. After

some calculation, we find the degrees of polarization asso-
ciated with paths 1 and 2 respectively as

p1 =

√
1− 4(ρ11ρ33 − ρ13ρ31)

(ρ11 + ρ33)2
, (16)

p2 =

√
1− 4(ρ22ρ44 − ρ24ρ42)

(ρ22 + ρ44)2
. (17)

Here, pj = 0 and pj = 1 signify unpolarized and polarized
photons, respectively. The cases in which 0 < pj < 1
correspond to partial polarization. The elements of the
density matrix obey the properties ρnnρmm ≥ |ρnm|2
and ρ2

nn + ρ2
mm ≥ 2ρnnρmm [23], which guarantees that

pj ∈ [0, 1].
In the end, as can be seen from Eqs. (7), (16) and (17),

the coherence-polarization density matrix ρ̂ of Eq. (2) con-
tains all information about the coherence and polarization
of the ensemble of photons.

III. VISIBILITY AND DISTINGUISHABILITY

Visibility is a measure of the contrast of the interference
fringes that appear on the detection screen, being there-
fore expressed in terms of the maximum and minimum
intensities of the fringes [25]. The coherence-polarization
density matrix can provide this information through the
relation

V =
ρmax − ρmin

ρmax + ρmin
, (18)

where ρmax and ρmin are the maximum and minimum
values of the probability density of Eq. (6), which are ob-
tained when the third term in the right-hand side changes
as a consequence of the variation of r1 and r2. Since µ is
a complex number, we can write µ = |µ|eiϕ, which allows
us to rewrite Eq. (6) as

ρ = ρ1 + ρ2 + 2
√
ρ1ρ2|µ| cos[k(r1 − r2) + ϕ], (19)

where we omitted the dependence on P . In this form, we
have that ρmax/min = ρ1 + ρ2 ± 2

√
ρ1ρ2|µ|, which when

substituted into Eq.(18) provides

V =
2
√
ρ1ρ2|µ|

ρ1 + ρ2
=

2r1r2|ρ12 + ρ34|
r2
2(ρ11 + ρ33) + r2

1(ρ22 + ρ44)
. (20)

At this stage, if we consider the visibility in the region
close to the central point of the detection screen, and

that the distance between the mask A and the screen B is
much bigger than the distance between the slits, we can
assume r2

1 ≈ r2
2 ≈ r1r2. Then, using this approximation

and the equality Tr[ρ̂] = 1, Eq. (20) reduces to

V = 2|ρ12 + ρ34|. (21)

This relation is our final result for the visibility of inter-
ference fringes, which considers the polarization degree
of freedom. Note that this is given only in terms of the
elements of the coherence-polarization matrix, ρ̂.

Now we proceed to the derivation of the quantifier of
distinguishability. Here, two physical elements are capable
of providing information about which path the photon
take in the apparatus. Namely, the path probability and
the polarization state in each path. The polarization state
in path j (with j = 1, 2) can be expressed in terms of the
respective Stokes parameters as follows [22]:

ρ̂j =
1

2

3∑
i=0

S
(j)
i

S
(j)
0

σ̂i, (22)

where σ̂i are the Pauli matrices. With this and the results
of Eqs. (8) to (15) we obtain that

ρ̂1 =
1

ρ11 + ρ33

(
ρ11 ρ13

ρ31 ρ33

)
, (23)

and

ρ̂2 =
1

ρ22 + ρ44

(
ρ22 ρ24

ρ42 ρ44

)
. (24)

The difference between the polarization states in each
path can be quantified using the trace distance [26],

T (ρ̂1, ρ̂2) =
1

2
Tr|ρ̂1 − ρ̂2| =

∑
i

|λi|, (25)

with |Â| =
√
Â†Â being the definition of the absolute

value of an operator Â, and λi the eigenvalues of ρ̂1 − ρ̂2.
The second equality of Eq. (25) is valid because ρ̂1 − ρ̂2

is a Hermitian operator. The trace distance T (ρ̂1, ρ̂2) is
a metric on the space of density matrices which obeys
0 ≤ T (ρ̂1, ρ̂2) ≤ 1, with T (ρ̂1, ρ̂2) = 0 iff ρ̂1 = ρ̂2, and
T (ρ̂1, ρ̂2) = 1 iff ρ̂1 and ρ̂2 are orthogonal states.

In order to obtain a distinguishability quantifier that
also accounts for the path probability, we use the gen-
eralized (weighted) trace distance approach, where the
weights are given by the path probabilities I1 and I2 of
the photons pass through slit 1 and 2, respectively.

D = Tr|I1ρ̂1 − I2ρ̂2| = Tr|∆̂|, (26)

where the operator ∆̂ = I1ρ̂1 − I2ρ̂2 is the so-called Hel-
strom matrix [27]. This generalized definition of the
trace distance has recently been used in measures of
quantum non-Markovianity [28, 29]. In terms of the el-

ements of ρ̂, we have that I1 = S
(1)
0 = ρ11 + ρ33 and

I2 = S
(2)
0 = ρ22 + ρ44.
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With this, we find that

D = Tr

∣∣∣∣((ρ11 − ρ22) (ρ13 − ρ24)
(ρ31 − ρ42) (ρ33 − ρ44)

)∣∣∣∣ . (27)

The eigenvalues of this matrix are given by

λ1 =
α+

√
α2 + 4(|β|2 − κ)

2
, (28)

λ2 =
α−

√
α2 + 4(|β|2 − κ)

2
, (29)

with α = ρ11 − ρ22 + ρ33 − ρ44, β = ρ13 − ρ24 and κ =
(ρ11 − ρ22)(ρ33 − ρ44). By using that ρmnρ

∗
nm = |ρnm|2,

and the result of the second equality of Eq. (25), we
obtain

D =
1

2
{|α+ γ|+ |α− γ|}, (30)

where γ =
√
α2 + 4(|β|2 − κ). This is our final expres-

sion for the distinguishability given only in terms of the
elements of the coherence-polarization matrix ρ̂, so that
both the influence of the path probability and the po-
larization state are considered. Note that if we use the
triangle inequality |z+w| ≤ |z|+ |w|, with z = α+ γ and
w = α− γ, Eq. (30) allows to write D ≥ |α|. This means
that D ≥ |I1 − I2|, where the quantity in the right-hand
side of this inequality is the definition of distinguishability
(predictability) given in Refs. [4, 5], in which only the
influence of the path probability is considered. Naturally,
our result is lower bounded by this quantity because we
also included the influence of polarization.

IV. COMPLEMENTARITY RELATION

In this section we show that, similar to the EGY in-
equality shown in Eq. (1), the quantifiers V and D derived
in the previous section satisfy a complementarity relation
of the form D2 +V 2 ≤ 1. To start with, we have that the
square of the visibility quantifier of Eq. (21) provides

V 2 = 4{|ρ12|2 + |ρ34|2 + 2Re(ρ12ρ43)}. (31)

Here, if we use the property |ρnm|2 ≤ ρnnρmm [23], we
can write the inequality

V 2 ≤ 4{ρ11ρ22 + ρ33ρ44 + 2Re(ρ12ρ43)}. (32)

Let us now turn our attention to the square of the
distinguishability quantifier of Eq. (30), which can be
written as

D2 =
1

2
{α2 + γ2 + |α2 − γ2|}. (33)

By expressing the variables β and κ in this equation, we
have that

D2 =
1

2
{2α2 + 4(|β|2 − κ) + |4(|β|2 − κ)|}. (34)

Now, if we use the fact that for any real x we have: i)
x + |x| = 0, if x < 0; and ii) x + |x| = 2x, if x > 0, we
can write the following inequality

D2 ≤ α2 + 4(|β|2 − κ). (35)

In parallel, one can verify that

|β|2 = |ρ13|2 + |ρ24|2 − 2Re(ρ13ρ42), (36)

from which follows that

|β|2 ≤ ρ11ρ33 + ρ22ρ44 − 2Re(ρ13ρ42). (37)

At this stage, if we substitute the expressions of α2, κ
and the right-hand side of the above inequality in place of
|β|2 into the inequality presented in (35), we obtain that

D2 ≤ ρ2
11 + ρ2

22 + ρ2
33 + ρ2

44 − 2ρ11ρ22 + 2ρ11ρ33(38)

− 2ρ11ρ44 − 2ρ22ρ33 + 2ρ22ρ44 − 2ρ33ρ44

+ 4{[ρ11ρ33 + ρ22ρ44 − 2Re(ρ13ρ42)]

− (ρ11ρ33 + ρ22ρ44 − ρ11ρ44 − ρ22ρ33)}.

Now, by summing the inequalities (32) and (38), we verify
that

D2 + V 2 ≤ ρ2
11 + ρ2

22 + ρ2
33 + ρ2

44 (39)

+ 2ρ11ρ22 + 2ρ11ρ33 + 2ρ11ρ44

+ 2ρ22ρ33 + 2ρ22ρ44 + 2ρ33ρ44,

where we used the fact that ρ12ρ43 = ρ13ρ42 [23]. The
above inequality can be rearranged as

D2 + V 2 ≤ (ρ11 + ρ22)2 + (ρ33 + ρ44)2 (40)

+ 2(ρ11 + ρ22)(ρ33 + ρ44)

= (ρ11 + ρ22 + ρ33 + ρ44)2.

Since Tr[ρ̂] = 1, we finally find that

D2 + V 2 ≤ 1. (41)

With this, we prove that our quantifiers of visibility and
distinguishability, V and D, which takes into account
the influences of the path probability and polarization,
satisfy a complementarity relation analogous to the EGY
inequality. Here, it is worthwhile to point out that, since
the polarization degree of freedom is described by an
algebra equivalent to that of a spin-1/2 system [24], all
present results can be extended to the case of spin-1/2
particles in a two-path interferometer.

V. EXAMPLES

The physical meaning of the quantifiers of visibility
and distinguishability derived here can be better under-
stood when applied to some special states. As a first
example we consider the pure state of an ensemble of hor-
izontally polarized photons submitted to the double-slit
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apparatus. The probability amplitudes of the photons
passing through slits 1 and 2 are quantified with the real
parameter a as follows:

|ψ1〉 = a |H, 1〉+
√

1− a2 |H, 2〉 , (42)

with a ∈ [0, 1]. The results for D, V and D2 + V 2 are
shown in Fig. 2. As expected, we have particle-like
behavior (D = 1 and V = 0) for the states |H, 1〉 and
|H, 2〉, i.e., when a = 0 and a = 1, because in these cases
we know the path taken. We have wave-like behavior (D =

0 and V = 1) when the state is 1/
√

2(|H, 1〉+|H, 2〉). Note
that |ψ1〉 satisfies the upper limit of our complementarity
relation, Eq. (41). In fact, D2 + V 2 = 1 for all values of
a. As we shall see, this is a characteristic of pure states.

FIG. 2: (Color online) Behavior of the distinguishability D,
the visibility V and the function D2 + V 2 for the state |ψ1〉 =
a |H, 1〉+

√
1− a2 |H, 2〉, with a ∈ [0, 1]. The limit cases are

D = 1 and V = 0 for a = 0, 1; and D = 0 and V = 1 for
a = 1/

√
2.

Another interesting example concerns the state

|ψ2〉 = a |H, 1〉+
√

1− a2(b |H, 2〉+ i
√

1− b2 |V, 2〉),
(43)

with the real parameters a, b ∈ [0, 1]. When b = 1 we
have |ψ2〉 = |ψ1〉, which is the case shown in Fig. 2. If
b = 0 we have V = 0 and D = 1, ∀a. This case of
complete distinguishability is because the polarization
states in the paths are orthogonal independently of a,
|ψ2〉 = a |H, 1〉 + i

√
1− a2 |V, 2〉). The b = 1/

√
2 case

is especially interesting, and results the for D, V and
D2 + V 2 are shown in Fig. 3. As can be seen, when
a = 1/

√
2 there is partial visibility and distinguishability,

D = V = 1/
√

2. This is the case in which the path
probabilities are equal, but there is horizontal polarization
in path 1 and right circular polarization in path 2, i.e.,
the non-orthogonality of the polarization states gives rise
to this hybrid behavior of particle and wave. Again, since
we are dealing with pure states, the relation D2 + V 2 = 1
still holds.

As a last example, we consider a Werner state involving
the path and polarization degrees of freedom in the form:

ρ̂W = η |ψ(−)〉 〈ψ(−)|+ 1− η
4

Î , (44)

FIG. 3: (Color online) Behavior of the distinguishability D,
the visibility V and the function D2 + V 2 for the state |ψ2〉 =

a |H, 1〉 +
√

(1− a2)/2(|H, 2〉 + i |V, 2〉), with a ∈ [0, 1]. The
limit cases provide D = 1 and V = 0 when a = 0, 1; and
D = V = 1/

√
2 for a = 1/

√
2.

FIG. 4: (Color online) Behavior of the distinguishability D,
the visibility V and the function D2 +V 2 for the Werner state
ρ̂W as a function of the parameter η. There is no visibility in
this case, V = 0, and the maximal distinguishability, D = 1,
only occurs when the state is pure, η = 1.

with 0 ≤ η ≤ 1. The state Î denotes the 4x4
identity matrix in the basis formed by the vectors
{|H, 1〉 , |H, 2〉 , |V, 1〉 , |V, 2〉}, and |ψ(−)〉 = 1/

√
2(|H, 2〉−

|V, 1〉) is the singlet state, corresponding to a maximally
entangled state involving the path and polarization of the
photons. As a matter of fact, Werner demonstrated that
the state ρ̂W is entangled only if η > 1/3 [30]. For this
state, the results for D, V and D2 + V 2 are exhibited
in Fig. 4. Here, we see that the limit D2 + V 2 = 1 is
only attained when the state is pure, η = 1. For the
completely mixed state, ρ̂W = Î/4 (when η = 0), we
have complete absence of visibility and distinguishability,
D = V = 0. That is, the complete lack of phase relation
involving the paths and the polarization components of
the photons prevent us from obtaining any which-path
information and interference pattern. Actually, V = 0 for
all values of η. This is because the state |ψ(−)〉 illuminates
the slits with orthogonal polarizations, therefore, making
impossible the formation of interference.
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VI. BEHAVIOR OF THE
DISTINGUISHABILITY AND VISIBILITY IN

OPEN SYSTEM DYNAMICS

An interesting application of the distinguishability and
visibility quantifiers in the context of the wave-particle
duality is the study of open quantum dynamics. The
scenario in question permits describing the action of envi-
ronments capable of causing decoherence, depolarization,
and scattering events to the photons (system) [31–33], be-
fore they pass through the slits, and investigate how the
quantifiers V and D can provide information about the
system-environment interaction. To depict this situation,
we shall use the operator-sum representation [26]. It is
assumed that the system-environment input state is an
uncorrelated state in the form

ρ̂(0) = ρ̂S(0)⊗ ρ̂E(0), (45)

where ρ̂S is the operator that represents the coherence-
polarization state of the photons, according to Eq. (2),
and ρ̂E is the environment state, which is considered to
be in a general diagonal form, ρ̂E =

∑
i qi|Ei〉〈Ei|, as is

the case of a thermal state, for example [34, 35]. In this
framework, one considers that system and environment
evolve together under a joint unitary operation ÛSE , so
that the reduced state of the system evolves according to
the relation

ρ̂S(t) = TrE

{
ÛSE

[
ρ̂S ⊗

∑
i

qi|Ei〉〈Ei|

]
Û†SE

}
, (46)

where TrE denotes trace over the states of the environ-
ment. This relation can be rewritten as

ρ̂S(t) =
∑
ij

K̂ij ρ̂SK̂
†
ij , (47)

where K̂ij ≡
√
qi〈Ej |ÛSE |Ei〉 are the so-called Kraus

operators, which satisfy the relation
∑

i K̂
†
ijK̂ij = Î [26,

36].
To proceed further, we start studying an example of

system-environment evolution that only involves decoher-
ence, first presented in Ref. [19]. We suppose that they
interact via the following unitary map:

|H, 1〉|E0〉 −→
√

1− P |H, 1〉|E0〉+
√
P |H, 1〉|E1〉, (48)

|H, 2〉|E0〉 −→
√

1− P |H, 2〉|E0〉+
√
P |H, 2〉|E2〉, (49)

|V, 1〉|E0〉 −→
√

1− P |V, 1〉|E0〉+
√
P |V, 1〉|E1〉, (50)

|V, 2〉|E0〉 −→
√

1− P |V, 2〉|E0〉+
√
P |V, 2〉|E2〉. (51)

These relations describe the case of an environment made
up of small refractive particles uniformly distributed in

space that cause random phase shifts to the photons. The
state of the environment is initially |E0〉, which can change
to one of the orthogonal states {|E1〉 , |E2〉}, depending
on which path is taken by the photon. The parameter P
is the probability of occurring an interaction between a
photon and an environment constituent during a given
time interval ∆t.

The set of Kraus operators K̂j = 〈Ej |ÛSE |E0〉 that
rules the dynamics of the photons is

K̂0 =
√

1− P (|H, 1〉〈H, 1|+ |H, 2〉〈H, 2|
+|V, 1〉〈V, 1|+ |V, 2〉〈V, 2|), (52)

K̂1 =
√
P (|H, 1〉〈H, 1|+ |V, 1〉〈V, 1|), (53)

K̂2 =
√
P (|H, 2〉〈H, 2|+ |V, 2〉〈V, 2|). (54)

The substitution of these results in Eq. (47) allows us to
express the state evolution of the system as a function of P .
To describe this evolution as a function of time we assume
that the probability of an interaction event per unit time
is Γ, so that P = Γ∆t� 1 during a short time interval ∆t.
With this, the state evolution of the system after a time
t = n∆t is a result of the application of the map n times
successively. This is an assumption of Markovian system-
environment dynamics, in which the time evolution of
the system at the present time has no memory of the
past [37–39]. This permits us to write the probabilistic

relation (1− p)→ (1− p)n = limn→∞
(
1− Γt

n

)n
= e−Γt,

where ∆t→ 0 was assumed. Taking all these points into
consideration, the time evolution of the photons becomes

ρ̂S(t) =

 ρ11 γρ12 ρ13 γρ14

γρ21 ρ22 γρ23 ρ24

ρ31 γρ32 ρ33 γρ34

γρ41 ρ42 γρ43 ρ44

 , (55)

where γ = e−Γt.

FIG. 5: (Color online) Time evolution of the distinguishability
D, visibility V and the function D2 + V 2 for the state |ψ〉 of
Eq. (56) under the environment action determined by Eqs.
(48) to (51). D is found to be constant and V presents an
exponential decay dynamics.
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Now, to illustrate the time evolution of D and V under
the action of this interaction, it is interesting to choose
an initial state in which these two quantities are non-
zero at the initial time. Here, we assume an ensemble of
photons prepared in an equal superposition of horizontal
polarization in path 1, |H, 1〉, and diagonal polarization

in path 2, |D, 2〉 = 1/
√

2(|H, 2〉+ |V, 2〉). Such a state is
given by

|ψ〉 =
1√
2
|H, 1〉+

1

2
(|H, 2〉+ |V, 2〉). (56)

This is a pure state with partial distinguishability and
visibility. The evolution of these quantities are shown in
Fig. 5. The results are in agreement with what we expect
from Eqs. (48) to (51). Indeed, we obtained an exponential
decay for the visibility, which is a consequence of the
random phase shifts continuously imparted to the photons
by the environment, which causes decoherence. In turn,
the distinguishability has a constant value, D = 1/

√
2.

This is because the path probabilities do not change with
time, since the evolution map does not predict photon
scattering events, and the polarization states associated
with each path are preserved.

FIG. 6: (Color online) Time evolution of the distinguishability
D, the visibility V and the function D2 + V 2 for the state |ψ〉
of Eq. (56) under the environment influence determined by
Eqs. (57) to (60). V presents an exponential decay dynamics,
whereas D exhibits an interesting down-and-up behavior.

Our second example addresses a system-environment
interaction that involves both decoherence and photon
scattering. The dynamics is described by the following
unitary map:

|H, 1〉|E0〉 −→
√

1− P |H, 1〉|E0〉+
√
P |H, 2〉|E1〉, (57)

|H, 2〉|E0〉 −→
√

1− P |H, 2〉|E0〉+
√
P |H, 1〉|E2〉, (58)

|V, 1〉|E0〉 −→
√

1− P |V, 1〉|E0〉+
√
P |V, 2〉|E3〉, (59)

|V, 2〉|E0〉 −→
√

1− P |V, 2〉|E0〉+
√
P |V, 1〉|E4〉. (60)

Here, the environment causes random polarization-
dependent phase shifts and scattering events to the pho-
tons. In practice, this could take place in an environment
composed of small birefringent particles capable of de-
viate the photon trajectories [40]. The relations above
tell us that photons in a given path are scattered to the
opposite path if an interaction occurs. The state of the
environment, which starts out in |E0〉, will change to one
of the orthogonal states {|E1〉 , |E2〉 , |E3〉 , |E4〉}, depend-
ing on the path and polarization of the photons. Again,
the parameter P is the interaction probability during a
time interval ∆t.

With this, the Kraus operators K̂j = 〈Ej |ÛSE |E0〉 that
dictate the photon state evolution are

K̂0 =
√

1− P (|H, 1〉〈H, 1|+ |H, 2〉〈H, 2|
+|V, 1〉〈V, 1|+ |V, 2〉〈V, 2|), (61)

K̂1 =
√
P (|H, 2〉〈H, 1|), (62)

K̂2 =
√
P (|H, 1〉〈H, 2|), (63)

K̂3 =
√
P (|V, 2〉〈V, 1|), (64)

K̂4 =
√
P (|V, 1〉〈V, 2|). (65)

Following the same procedure of the previous example,
and assuming again a Markovian system-environment
interaction, the time evolution of the state of the photons
can be written as

ρ̂S(t) =

 γρ11 + ερ22 γρ12 γρ13 γρ14

γρ21 γρ22 + ερ11 γρ23 γρ24

γρ31 γρ32 γρ33 + ερ44 γρ34

γρ41 γρ42 γρ43 γρ44 + ερ33

 , (66)
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where γ = e−Γt and ε = (1− e−Γt).
For the sake of comparison, here we also use the same

initial state of the previous example, shown in Eq. (56),
to illustrate different aspects present in the open quantum
dynamics described by Eqs. (57) to (60). In this case, the
evolution of the quantifiers D and V , along with the com-
plementarity function D2 + V 2, are shown in Fig. 6. As
before, an exponential decay of the visibility is observed.
However, an interesting down-and-up behavior takes place
for the distinguishability, which is not a characteristic
usually observed in the dynamics of Markovian processes
[41, 42]. In the long-time limit, interference fringes are
no longer observed, V → 0, but the distinguishability is
non-zero, D → 1/2. This is because the long-time state,
despite having the same path probabilities, is unpolar-
ized in path 1 and horizontally-polarized in path 2. This
results in partial which-path information encoded in the
polarization degree of freedom.

VII. CONCLUSION

In conclusion, we have presented an information-
theoretic framework to study the complementarity princi-
ple in the double-slit scenario for photons with arbitrary
path and polarization states. We derived expressions for
the path distinguishability D and interference visibility
V , explicitly in terms of the elements of the coherence-
polarization density matrix, which account for the com-
bined effect of coherence and polarization. The generality
of the obtained expressions makes our approach different

from previous studies of the influence of internal degrees of
freedom on wave-particle duality [12, 13, 43]. Remarkably,
despite the generality, we demonstrated that D and V
satisfy a complementarity relation analogous to the EGY
inequality, D2 +V 2 ≤ 1. The equality in this relation was
observed to be valid only when the coherence-polarization
state is pure.

As a further matter, the simplicity of the present frame-
work allowed us to explore the influence of different en-
vironment actions on the photon states by studying the
dynamics of D and V , where the operator-sum represen-
tation was used. This investigation may reveal important
aspects of system-environment interactions. For example,
it was shown a Markovian dynamics in which the path
distinguishability exhibited an unexpected down-and-up
behavior with time. As such, we believe that the present
work also opens up a new perspective in using optical sys-
tems to inspect open quantum dynamics. In future works,
we intend to test the present viewpoint in non-Markovian
scenarios.
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