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Pulse propagation in a dressed, degenerate system
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We study the propagation of coherent light pulses in a medium of three-level atoms with degenerate ground- and
excited-state sublevels in an electromagnetically induced transparency (EIT)-type configuration. Both the strong
control field and the weak probe pulse have elliptical polarization, which gives rise to concurrent multipath cou-
plings between the ground-state sublevels and the auxiliary stable state. We derive the probe field susceptibility
and show that in general, the probe field propagates in two separate polarization modes, one of which is attenu-
ated, the other of which displays EIT. This generic result is valid provided the atomic medium is prepared to be in
a pure quantum state over the ground-state sublevels initially. We also investigate the case when the initial state of
the medium is described by an incoherent mixture of ground-state sublevels and show how EIT-like pulse
propagation degrades. The possibility of controlling the probe susceptibility matrix with control field
polarization provides a convenient tool for probing the quantum state of the medium on the degenerate
ground-state sublevels. © 2013 Optical Society of America

OCIS codes:  020.1670, 190.4180, 270.5530.

1. INTRODUCTION

It has been known for nearly two decades that coherence be-
tween atomic states changes dramatically the susceptibility of
a medium: an absorbing medium becomes transparent for a
weak probe field in the process of electromagnetically induced
transparency (EIT) [1-5]. Based on EIT a number of interesting
and important applications have been developed: matched
pulse generation in a lambda system [6-10], enhanced non-
linear frequency conversion and field generation [11-20], crea-
tion and recall of spatial excitation distribution in dielectric
media [21,22], and coherent quantum memory for photons
[23,24]. For recent review on EIT-based applications see [25].

The control over the susceptibility of the medium can be
further enhanced by extending the EIT concept to multistate
systems, such as the double-lambda configuration: two
ground states are coupled to two excited states with four co-
herent laser fields. It has been shown that in a double-lambda
one can implement amplification without inversion [26], EIT
and matched pulse generation [27,28], resonantly enhanced
parametric nonlinear optical processes [29], and phase-
dependent resonant nonlinear optics [30].

Another multistate system, which is still simple enough to
describe as a combination of lambda systems, is the tripod con-
figuration in which two lower states are coupled to a common
excited state with weak probe fields, which is coupled further
to an auxiliary state with a strong control field. The tripod sys-
tem has been analyzed from the point of view of adiabatic state
preparation [31], where dark states [32] emerge naturally. Pulse
propagation in the tripod system has been studied extensively:
the nonlinear coupling between the weak fields has been con-
sidered in [33,34]. The propagation of adiabatically varying
pulsed fields has been discussed in [35], while propagation
of quantized fields under EIT condition has also been studied
[36]. The application of the tripod configuration for quantum
storage of few photon pulses has been proposed as well [37].
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EIT has also been investigated in a number of cases when
the states of the lambda atom have Zeeman degenerate sub-
states. A lot of these studies (e.g., [38]) were motivated by the
true level structure of alkali atoms, which are used extensively
in EIT and related experiments. In [39], it was assumed that
the probe and control fields are of identical circular polariza-
tion. In this case, the degenerate multilevel system reduces to
a set of concurrent simple EIT systems because of selection
rules, but the coupling strength of the fields are different
for each one due to the difference in Clebsch—-Gordan coeffi-
cients. It was shown that the multilevel system can be trans-
formed into a simple three-level system under adiabatic
conditions. In [40], the effects of Zeeman degeneracy was in-
vestigated on the storage of light pulses that can be achieved
in lambda systems under EIT conditions. In [41,42], the pro-
pagation of adiabatons was investigated for the case of
Zeeman degenerate substates of the lambda system, while
light propagation in degenerate two-level systems showing
EIT and electromagnetically induced absorption phenomena
was investigated in [43,44].

In the previous paragraph we have listed several works
in which EIT and related phenomena have been studied in
systems with degenerate energy levels. However, none of
these works considered the situation in which the populated
ground-state space is degenerate, and its sublevels are
coupled to the auxiliary states(s) through multiple, concur-
rent pathways. Hence, in this paper we study an EIT-like
scheme, in which the ground and excited states are formed
of degenerate atomic Zeeman sublevels, and there is a single
auxiliary state. Initially the ground-state space is populated.
The ground-state and excited-state sublevels are coupled
by an elliptically polarized weak probe field, whereas the ex-
cited-state sublevels are coupled to the auxiliary state by a
strong, elliptically polarized control (dressing) field. We have
studied various coherent population transfer methods in this
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level configuration in some of our previous works [45-48],
however, field propagation effects have not been considered.
The consequence of such a complex scheme is increased con-
trollability: the susceptibility for the probe field is controlled
by not only the strong coupling field, but by the initially pre-
pared ground state of the system as well, which can be a pure
or a mixed quantum state. In Section 2, we define the model
system. We provide a qualitative analysis of the probe field
propagation in Section 3. We derive analytically the probe
field susceptibility matrix in Section 4. We show the behavior
of the susceptibility through specific examples in Section 5.
Finally, the results are summarized in Section 6.

2. MODEL SYSTEM

We consider the coupling configuration shown in Fig. 1: three
sets of angular momentum states are coupled by elliptically
polarized CW light fields in a generalized lambda configura-
tion. A probe light field couples the degenerate angular
momentum states of the g-set (J, = 2) to those of the e-set
(J. = 1). The states of the e-set are coupled by a strong con-
trol field to a single J, = 0 auxiliary state. Initially the system
is prepared in the coherent superposition of the states from
the g-set with Mg =-2,0,+2.
The coupling fields may be decomposed as

E.(t) = %([e_c‘l’f(t) + e EE (He it + c.c.), (1

where k stands for the control (¢) or probe (p) fields, respec-
tively. Here, e, is a unit polarization vector, of helicity ¢ = +1
(e, =-(&+ %) /~/2 and e_ = (& - i4))/+/2), as is appropriate
for the expression of elliptical polarization as a combination
of circular polarizations o_ and o [49,50]. The atomic energy
eigenstates are denoted by |b,J,, M), where the label b =
a, g, e identifies the atomic energy level and J;,, M, are the
usual angular momentum quantum numbers. Using the
Wigner-Eckart theorem [50,51], the Rabi frequencies %eMg
associated with the electric dipole transitions between the
atomic energy eigenstates |g,J,, M,) and |e,J,,M,) are de-
fined through the relation

iy, () = =E4O)e. o Moldeg|g, Ty, M), = hQ (O)E); e
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Fig. 1. (Color online) Scheme of the coupling configuration. The
ground-state manifold g consists of the sublevels of a five-fold degen-
erate J, = 2 state. The sublevels are coupled by an elliptically polar-
ized weak probe field to the excited-state manifold e, which consists
of the sublevels of a J, = 1 state. The probe field is detuned by A,
from exact resonance. The excited-state manifold e is coupled further
by an elliptically polarized strong control field to a J, = 0 auxiliary
state. The control field is detuned by A, from exact resonance.
The circles on the M, = -2,0,+2 sublevels represent the initial
occupations.
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with fM being a Clebsch-Gordan coefficient L_?M
M, lq|J M,) [51], d is the electronic dlpole operator
For J =2 and J,=1 we have &} =¢H=¢=,/6/10
and 50 =& 1 _50 v/1/10. The phase ¢, is the sum of
the phases associated with the field amplitude &%(f) and
the reduced matrix element d = (e,J,||d||g.J,). The Rabi
frequencies Qj ,, for the transitions la,J . My )<>e,d,, M,)
are defined in a similar way:

nQy (1) = -E5(){e.J 0. Me|degla. . M), = hQg(1)Cy e
3

with (M J M, 1qlJ.M,). For J, =0 and J, = 1 we have
&Gl= CO = 1. The definition of 9, is similar to that of ¢,.
The system is described by the Master equation

d

1
p7i —ng,Q]JrllR(a) + L4(0). @
In the Hamiltonian only the relevant states are included from
the degenerate angular momentum energy levels. In the
ordered basis {|a,0), e, -1), |e, +1), |9, -2}, |g,0). |g. +2)} (for

brevity we introduce the notation |b,J;,, M) = |b,M,)) the
Hamiltonian is given by
0 1ot o0
H=n|iQ Al 10¢ |, ®)
0 lor sl

where I,, are identity matrices of dimension 7, the detunings
are defined as A, = wey — @y, A; = Wpq — W, 6= AB; = Ay;
wqp = (&, — &) /1, €, being the energy of the level n. The con-
trol field coupling matrix reads

Q° éfl 61'49,
Cc 0%
@ = o | @
whereas the probe field coupling matrix is given by

oo [Ede e 0]

0 Qb gletor  QPeleiv- ™

The radiative decay term Lg(¢) in the Master equation (4) is
defined by

F .
£al0) = [2 3 M0 - e)elo- clel el
q=0,%
+ % [2 Y NyeNi - le)(ele - cle) (el} ®
q=0,%

where the matrices M, (N,) describe spontaneous decay from
the degenerate manifolds e to g (e to the state a). They have
the property ZqM M, = |e)(e| and ZQN;N‘Z = |e){e|, where
le}{el = >y le. M,) (e, M,|. We do not need their explicit form
in the rest of the calculations. The quantities I',, and I',, are
decay rates from the state manifold e to @ and g, respectively.
The dephasing term L(¢) of Eq. (4) describes phase decay
between the manifolds a<>g, e<>g, and e<>a. It reads
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L4(0) = —-[2l9){glelg) (gl - 19} (gle - ¢lg){gl]

¢
+ Fz—a[zla) (alela){al - |a)(ale - ela){al],  (9)

where FZ,Q are dephasing rates. The projector |b)(b| is defined
as

b)(BI = |b. M) (b, M. (10)

M,

In the following we shall use the notation ¢;, which refers to a
submatrix of ¢ given by ¢, = |a){(a|eo|b)(b].

3. QUALITATIVE DESCRIPTION IN THE
COUPLED-UNCOUPLED STATE PICTURE

In this section we present a qualitative picture about the ex-
citation process from the atomic point of view. Our approach
is based on the Morris—Shore (MS) transformation [52], which
is applied now to the control field transition. The MS transfor-
mation renders the complex coupling between two degener-
ate state manifolds (ground and excited states) to a set of two
level coupled systems and uncoupled states. This is achieved
by redefining the basis vectors for the ground and excited
states, separately. In our system, for the control field MS trans-
formation, the auxiliary state |a) plays the role of the ground
state and the excited states are |e, +=1). The structure of the
MS unitary transformation matrix U is rather simple:

10 0
U=|0 A o | (11)
0 0 I

where A is a 2 x 2 unitary matrix, the precise definition is
not needed for the qualitative analysis. In the basis defined
by Eq. (11), the atomic Hamiltonian reads

0 lofa 0
Hys = U'HU = h| 1ATQc "AJd, laiQr |0 (12)
0 lora Tl

The matrix A is chosen such that the control field coupling
matrix takes the simple form

QC C
[ 0 ] = ATQe, (13)

i.e., we have a coupled and an uncoupled state in the excited-
state manifold. Simultaneously, the probe field coupling matrix
gets redefined, QP = ATQP. In general, all six matrix elements
of the 2 x 3 matrix QP are nonzero. The result of the so defined
MS transformation is depicted in Fig. 2: the auxiliary state is
coupled to one of the transformed excited states |€}), which is
coupled further to all three initially populated ground states
with the probe field. The other transformed excited state
|€,) is coupled only to the ground states. There are two typical
coupling schemes present simultaneously: (1) an EIT-like
lambda-coupling configuration |a)«>|e})<>|gstates), and
(2) a coupled two-level system |g states)<>|e}).

In this paper we are going to study the propagation of a
weak probe pulse while the control field is kept constant.
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Fig. 2. (Color online) MS transformation for the control field
transition results in a pair of coupled—uncoupled excited states to
the auxiliary state.

The field components associated with the two-level system
get absorbed in the course of propagation, whereas the field
components contributing to the lambda system display EIT-
type propagation. In the next section we derive explicitly
the susceptibility of the dressed system in the weak probe
field limit.

4. CALCULATION OF THE PROBE FIELD
SUSCEPTIBILITY

The atomic response to the probe field is a microscopic po-
larization. In our case, the polarization induced by the probe
field differs significantly from the polarization of the bare
atoms due to the interaction with the strong control (dressing)
laser. The probe field consists of ¢, components; therefore,
the induced atomic polarization also has these two compo-
nents. Starting from the definition

pP= %[PW + P9 = N Triedl, (14)

one finds that both components of the atomic polarization
consist of the sum of two terms: for the 6. component, the
sum includes the contributions of the coherences between
the states |e,-1)<>|g,0) and |e, +1)<>|g, +2), whereas for
the ¢, component, it includes the coherences between the
states |e, —1)<>|g, -2) and |e, +1)<>|g, 0). Therefore, the slowly
varying positive frequency components ’P(;“)(t, z) of the
atomic polarization vector, P(;) (t,z) = Pf) exp(ifkyz -
wyt]) and P (t,2) = PP (1, 2)e, + P (t,2)e_, are given by
the equations

P(_+)(t, 2) = 2Nd(§(l)ge,1.go + gégeﬂ,gﬂ)v (153)

P(J:r)(t’ z) = ZNd(géQ&l-!sz + fégeﬂgo)’ (15b)

where N denotes the atomic density, Oc,1.9,, ATE slowly varying
density matrix elements. The CG coefficients in front of the
atomic coherences multiply the reduced dipole moment ma-
trix element d to yield the dipole moment strength associated
with the particular transition. We conclude that in order to
obtain the linear susceptibility matrix for the probe field
we have to calculate four coherences of the atomic system.

As we have said in the introduction, it is assumed that the
probe field is much weaker than the control field. Further-
more, initially only the ground-state manifold ¢, is populated.
Therefore, in case of CW excitations both for the control and
probe fields, in order to obtain the steady-state solution of the
Master equation (4), it is sufficient to take into account the
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effect of the probe field up to first order. The structure of the
equations for the matrix elements of the density matrix imply
that up to first order in the probe field amplitude, the ground-
state manifold g, is preserved, the coherences g, and g,, de-
pend linearly on the probe field, finally the matrix elements
Qces Qeas Quq are all equal to zero. Therefore, we can establish
alinear relation between the atomic coherences and the probe
field strengths. Consequently, we can define a linear suscept-
ibility matrix y for the probe field through the relation

[PH)(W;AP)}_S [;(__ ;{_ﬂ[ﬁz(t,z;%)} (16)
'P(++)(l,z;Ap) - Xi- X4+ ﬁ(t’z;Ap) |

where ¢, denotes the vacuum permittivity. Here, the argument
A, signifies that the quantities are evaluated at a certain fre-
quency w,,, which corresponds to the probe field detuning A4,,,
defined under Eq. (5).

It follows from Eq. (4) that the equations for the relevant
density matrix elements are given by

l&gaovg-z = égi Qe_i.g., + égi Qe g ~ (6 + 7’7/‘19)@0041-2’
(17a)

.0 1., 1., .
2&000»90 = QQQ Qe_y 99 + EQ?F Qe yg0 ~ (5 + 2}/Zl);‘l)()ao-!lo’ (17b)
d 1 1
y — C%k C% y d)
v & (I é Q7 Qe_i.9,s + é QEF Q19,0 ~ (5 + 1‘7’19)@0«0’9&’
(17¢)
.0 1 1 1
1 &Qe,l.g,g = é Qggag,g,z + §91—)§(1]an-972 + é Qﬂfé@g,z,g,g
+ (8, —irlglec. g (17d)
.0 1 1 1
v & Qe1.g0 = é Qianvgo + é Qef(l)ggo,go + §Q{)F§%ngz,go
+[8, - iriglec., g, (17e)
.0 1 1 1
z&geﬂ-go = é Qﬁ—gaofgo + éggééggwago + QQI-)FS(I)QQO»QO
+ [Ap - iygjy]QeH,ggs (171)

.0 1 1 1
lageﬂ.gﬂ = §Qigao-g+z + 59135%@9”»94@ + égﬂg(l)ggn-gn

+ 8y — irlloc,, g, (179)

where yfg =Ty + I‘g)/Z, yfg = (F,‘;s + FZ)/Z, and we have ta-
ken into account the vanishing of ¢, ¢,., and ¢, to first order
in Qf. We are looking for the steady-state solution of this set
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of equations for fixed parameters, hence we set the left-hand
sides to zero. Then one can easily solve Egs. (17a)—-(17¢).
Substituting these results to the remaining four equations
for ¢,, ,,, We arrive at the steady-state solutions

1
Qe g, = 5 {_Y ' (leg(l)ggnyq + mgéggfz’!hz)
+Z- (Qljféggﬁ,g,z + Qﬁé(l]gynyfz)}’ (183)

1
Qe g0 = B{_Y' (lef(l)ggo.go + Qﬁfégg.z‘go)
+Z- Q80,4 + 1850500} (18b)

1
Qe,190 = B{_X' (Qpifégg%go + Qﬁg(l)(’go,go)
+2Z"- (Qgg(l)ggo-go + Qgééggfz-go)}’ (18c)

1
Qe+1-!]+z = B{_X ) (Qpifé()gu‘gw + Qiféggoagu)
+ z"- (Qef(l)g!]o-gw + Qﬁé%()g,z,g“)}v (18d)

where D = 2B(AB + |Q°>/4), X = AB + |Q°|?/4, Y = AB +
Q% |2/4, Z = Q°Q% /4, with A = 5 + iyzg, B=A,- iy‘éfq, and
|Q°12 = |Q°|2 + |Q¢ |2, In the above equations for the density
matrix elements ¢,,, we have a linear dependence for the
probe field and the ground-state populations and coherences
are also included.

We can insert the coherences of Egs. (18) into (15).
Comparing Egs. (15) and (16) one finds the following explicit
expressions for the susceptibility matrix elements:

Nd?

X = @{X : (gé)2gg+2‘g+z +Y. (5(1))29‘(]0\(]0
- Zf(l)féggﬂ.gg - Z*g(l)ééggo.gﬁ }a (193)
Na?
Xt = hegD {Xféféggomz + Y&56505.,.9,
-Z- ('f(l))zggg.go -Z"- (5%)2Qg_2‘g+2}7 (lgb)
Nd?
X = @{Xgéé(l)gmm!}o + Ygééég.l]uﬂfz
~Z-(£3)%0g,09, ~ Z* - (£0)*Cgp00 )+ (19¢)
Nd?

X+ = hegD X (5(1))29‘!]0190 +r (éé)ZQg’z'g’z

- Zf(l)ééggofgfz -z g(l)féggaﬂo } (19(1)

For the propagation of electromagnetic waves in a medium
consisting of the multilevel system under consideration, we
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employ the slowly varying envelope approximation and the
emerging equation is transformed to a retarded frame,
T =1t-2/c. We arrive at the expression

O Ewzby) | _ kol x— x || E(.24)) 20)
oz | & (r.z; 1)) 2 | tee xet || &G zAy) |

The solution of this equation is simply
- k -
&' (z,2;A,) = exp (@EO" (2 - zo))é’p(r, 20:4,), (2D

where £ (z,2;A,) = [E2(r,2;4,) E.(z,2;A,)]". Using the
eigensystem of the susceptibility matrix y, the evaluation of
the above equation can always be done in a straightforward
manner. In general, the susceptibility matrix Eq. (19) is
non-Hermitian. Therefore, it has different right and left eigen-
systems, which form an orthonormal basis

2(8,)SF(A,) = 78T (A,), (22a)
ST (A (A,) = 78T (A)), (22b)
S7(4,) - SFA,) = 5, (22¢)

for 7 = 0, 1. Expanding the susceptibility matrix in this basis,
the solution Eq. (21) of the propagation equation for a pulsed
initial field reads

1
E(r,2)= /dAp {Z exp (i%}(j(Ap). (z—zo))Sf(Ap)oS?(Ap)}
7=0

& (1,20:)), 23)

where 2oy denotes the diadic product of two vectors. The
mode functions S? (A,) depend on the probe field detuning
A,; therefore, if a narrow bandwidth pulse is injected into
the medium, the transmitted component of the field will have
a frequency-dependent polarization. In the next section we
shall study some special examples to field propagation in
our system.

5. FIELD PROPAGATION

The susceptibility matrix of Eq. (19) can be controlled in two
ways: (1) changing the polarization state of the control field,
(2) changing the initial quantum state on the ground-state
manifold. There are a number of proposals and some experi-
mental works for preparing pure states in Zeeman sublevel
manifolds [45-48,563-58]. Hence, first we study some special
cases of the susceptibility matrix for pure initial ground state,
then we turn to the case of general, nonpure initial state.

A. Pure Initial Ground State

For pure superposition initial ground state ¢y, = |w,)(w,l,
where y, = [cgizcgoch]T and the state is normalized
> mlCq, [> = 1, the susceptibility matrix Eq. (19) can be written
in the form
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2 2 _a*
_Nd [ABU1+|a| ABuv, ab] @24)

% = he,D | ABvS —ab*  ABvy + [b]?

with vy = (&)%I¢y,, I* + (69)%[eg, I, V3= (£)*[ey, I* + (£0)%ley, I,
vy =& (Cg,C5., +€4,€5), = (Q806q, - ngécgﬁ)/z’ b=
(Q&lcy, —Q4 Ebc, ) /2. The characteristic polynomial of the
susceptibility matrix in Eq. (24) determines the main features
of the propagating modes

2% =x-[AB- (v; +v3) + |al* + [b]*] + (AB)?[v103 - [05/*]
+ AB - [v3]al® + v1|b[* + veab* + via*b] = 0, (25)

where the prefactor N'd?/he,D is omitted. In many experi-
mental cases it is a good approximation to set yﬁ’g = 0. In this
limit, the parameter A is equal to the two-photon detuning,
A = 4. Hence, at two-photon resonance A = 0, the character-
istic polynomial of Eq. (25) takes the simple form

2=z llaP + [b]] = 0. (26)

It follows that the eigensystem for the susceptibility matrix
of Eq. (24) at two-photon resonance reads

> 1 b
w0 Sl e
and
Nd? > 1 a*
2= a2 4 o). s=—[ ] @)
' heD L VBt P LY

provided that ¢ and b do not vanish simultaneously. Since in
this special case the susceptibility matrix is symmetric, the
left- and right-hand-side eigenvectors coincide. The eigenvec-
tors define the polarization state of the propagating modes. In
accordance with the qualitative analysis in Section 3, we find a
zero and a nonzero eigenvalue. The field mode assigned to the
eigenvalue zero is characterized by the associated eigenvector
Sy This field mode propagates without attenuation. The other
field mode is assigned with a nonzero, complex eigenvalue y;.
The real part of y; describes a phase shift, whereas the ima-
ginary part an attenuation, such as in a two-level system.

The two field modes are orthogonal to each other; hence, in
principle they can be distinguished with measurements. The
upper/lower components of the eigenvectors in Egs. (27a) and
(27b) define the left-/right-circular-polarization components of
the modes, respectively. In Table 1 we show the Stokes para-
meters associated with the modes in Egs. (27a) and (27b) for
unit field intensity. We use the definitions @ = -2R
(EP*ER Y /TP, U =23{EP*ER} /TP, and V = (|EP% - |&4 ) /TP,
with 7?7 = |€2|? + |4 |?. We conclude that the two modes
are clearly distinguishable.

If both a@ and b vanish simultaneously, the characteristic
polynomial Eq. (25) takes the form

22 =x-[AB- (v + v3)] + (AB)*[v1v3 - [02]*] = 0. (28)

The condition for this situation can be summarized in the
relation
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Table 1. Stokes Parameters Associated
with the Polarization States in Eqs. (27a)
and (27b)

mode, mode;
Q -[2/(lal® + [b)]R{b*a} Qo
U 2/(al* + [b)]3{b*a} -Uy
4 (bl = lal?)/(jaf® + ] -V

1 1
Qf  SC _ 520
c gl it :
Qf 520972 50090

(29)

The second equation implies 6¢, Cy,, 0!2,05. At two-photon
resonance A = 0, Eq. (28) simplifies to 72 =0, ie., we have
full transparency: the probe field propagates without attenua-
tion irrespective to its polarization state.

An interesting special case occurs when fécgiz = f%cg+2 =

+&cy,, ie, ¢, =¢,, = /1/8 and ¢, = +./6/8. Then a =
+(Q4FQ%)+/3/160 = Fb, v; = v3 = v, =v = 3/20, and the
characteristic polynomial in Eq. (25) simplifies to

22—y [AB-3/10 + (Q,FQ°)%-3/80]=0.  (30)

This equation is valid for any value of A (6); therefore, one of the
modes propagates without attenuation and phase shift (y, = 0
for any 6), i.e., the group velocity is equal to the speed of light.
The polarization state of the y, = 0 mode reads

S - 1 [ sin ¢°F cos ¢°e’™ ]
0 V2(IF sin(2¢°) cos(8)) L F(sin ¢ F cos ¢e')

4[4

where 9° = 99 - 9%. The Stokes vector associated to this
polarization state is given by [@, U, V] = [+1, 0, 0], i.e., we have
a linearly polarized field, parallel to the § (@ = -1) or &
(@ = +1) axis, respectively. This result is wvalid for
Qf # +Qf . The situation Q¢ = +QF is the special case of
vanishing a and b, which was studied in the previous para-
graph. In this latter case, one of the eigenvalues is equal to
zero yo = 0 for any A, this mode is decoupled from the atomic
system. The other one for A, = 0 reads

A2 — ‘9‘)+m
2 2 p( D pYey
4 =/\/dAB 3Nd (32)

1 ‘o 27
fl&‘oD 20h€0 Az( ) + (|Q A2)

which, apart from a constant multiplier, is precisely the same
as the susceptibility for the three-level nondegenerate EIT.

In summary, for the special atomic superpositionc, , = ¢, , =

\/f7§ and ¢,, = £,/6/8, and specific control field Q¢ = +Qf,
there is a fast and a slow mode in the medium. The group
velocity for the fast mode is the speed of light, whereas for
the slow mode it can be significantly less than the speed of
light, determined by Eq. (32). This behavior is very similar
to the pulse propagation in a tripod system under EIT
conditions [35,36].
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In order to illustrate the behavior of the susceptibility we
made a series of plots shown in Fig. 3. For the simulations
we chose the parameters I',, = 0.4, I',, = 0.6, Q° = 2T,
yag =0, and A, = 0. First we have checked the validity of
the approximate analytical solutions for the density matrix
elements in Eqgs. (18a)-(18d): to this end, we solved numeri-
cally the full Master equation (4), and compared the obtained
density matrix elements with the analytical ones Egs. (18a)-
(18d). In the test runs we have varied the polarization state of
both the control and probe fields. The polarization state of the
control field is defined through the relations &¢ =
E° cos(p)e™ and &% = &% sin(¢)e’s. We chose ¢° in the
range (0.05z---0.45x), so between a nearly circularly polar-
ized and linearly polarized fields, and we set 9 = 0. In these
runs we have set Q = 0.05I',. We have performed several
dozen of runs and found agreement between the analytical
and numerical solutions within a few percents. Then we
turned to the computation of the susceptibility of the system.
In the ground state we chose the maximal coherence super-
position state w, = [1/4/3 1/4/3 l/f]T In Fig. 3(a) the
control field is nearly circularly polarized ¢° = 0.05z, whereas
in Fig. 3(b) the control field is linearly polarized ¢¢ = 0.25x.
In both cases there is a mode which gets absorbed and an-
other mode which exhibits the typical EIT characteristics.
In the first part of this section we have derived an analytical
expression for the susceptibility at two-photon resonance
(6 = 0): these results fully support those findings. In Fig. 3(c)
we havesety, =[1/+/8 ,/6/8 1/+/8]" and ¢ = 0.257. As
we have described earlier in this section, for this special
choice of the ground-state superposition state, one of the
probe field modes is decoupled from the atomic system for
any value of the probe field detuning 4,,. The susceptibility
for the other mode exhibits the EIT characteristic behavior.

We also show the dependence of the eigenmode vectors
S; +(Ap) on the probe field detuning in Fig. 4. We made these
plots for ¢° = x/8, the initial ground-state superposition is
w,=1[1/v/3 1/4/3 1//3]", the rest of the parameters
are defined as in Fig. 3(a). In column (a), the absorption and
phase shift curves are shown, respectively. In column (b), we
depict the V component (ellipticity) of the Stokes vectors
associated with the polarization vectors of the two modes,
the @ and U components (relative phase) do not represent
relevant information now. Around two-photon resonance,
the change of the ellipticity is quadratic, hence its dependence
is weak on field detuning,.

B. General Case

If the ground state of the atomic system is not in a pure state,
then the susceptibility matrix Eq. (19) cannot be decomposed
to the product form of Eq. (24). Instead, one has to keep the
density matrix elements g, ,,,, and the susceptibility matrix
reads

N [ABv; +R,;+ ABvy - Ry
X = heoD [Asz ~R,- ABvs+ Ry, } (33)
where we made the replacements
= (6)%¢g.09,, T (€0)*Cgqg0- (34a)
3 = (£3)%0g.., T (£5)%Cgy g0 (34b)
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Fig. 3. (Color online) Linear susceptibility of the six-level system for the probe field. In the horizontal axis the probe field detuning A,, is measured
in I, units. The absorption (upper panels) and phase shift (lower panels) associated with the modes are shown in arbitrary units. The susceptibility
curves for one of the modes are drawn with solid green lines, whereas that for the other modes are drawn with dashed red lines. The parameters for

the plots are given in the text.

vy = E Y (g gy F Qyn)- (34c)
Raa = [|Qi|2(§(1))2990,gn + |Qi|2(§%)zgg+2,g+2
— (Z&4€304..,.9, + C-C)/4, (34d)
Ry, = 192 P(60) g9y T 19417170, 0.,
- (Zé(l)fégyg,g_z +c.c)l/4. (34e)
Rab* = [_|Q€|2§(l)§%gg+2190 - |Q€i—|2§(l)§%ggo,g,2
+ Z(83)%0g,9., + 27 ()%, 0 )/4 (340)

and R, = R},.. The characteristic polynomial of the suscept-
ibility matrix in Eq. (33) is given by

22 =1 [AB- (v + v3) + Ry + Rype] + (AB)?[105 — [v2]*]
+AB - [U3R 0 + U1 Ryp + V2Rope + V3 Rep] + By Ry
- R, Ry =0, (35)

(@)
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Fig. 4. (Color online) In column (a) the absorption and phase shift
curves are shown for the two modes in a system with ¢¢ = z/8. The
rest of the parameters are the same as in Fig. 3(a). In colurn (b) the
ellipticity parameter V is depicted for the modes.

where the prefactor N'd? /heyD is omitted, as before. In case of
the pure initial state, the last term R, Ry, — R, Ry Was
missing. At two-photon resonance A = 0, the characteristic
polynomial Eq. (35) simplifies to

}(2 X [Raa* + Rbb*] +Raa*Rbb* _Ra*bRab* =0. (36)

The two roots of this equation is given by

po = B TE0  2 Rupe ~ Ry AR Ry (3T)
The discriminator cannot reach the value of the sum
Ry, + Ry,+; hence, none of the roots is equal to zero. There-
fore, both two modes undergo absorption in the medium. It is
also not possible that both R, Ry;+, and R« get zero simul-
taneously. Therefore, there is no way to obtain a zero eigen-
value of the susceptibility matrix. We conclude that there is no
“perfect” transparency if the ground state of the system is not
a pure state.

In order to show the impact of the decrease of atomic
coherences on the susceptibility of the medium, we have
replotted Figs. (3) in (5), in which the only change is that
we reduced the values of the ground-state coherences to half
of the pure-state values. As one expects, features related to
atomic coherence start to diminish: there is no longer a mode
exhibiting “perfect” transparency. The high slope of the cor-
responding phase shift curves also get reduced, which implies
higher group velocity.

6. SUMMARY

We have studied the propagation of a coherent probe light
pulse in a medium consisting of effective three-level atoms.
The degenerate ground- and excited-state sublevels are
coupled by the nearly resonant probe pulse, while the excited-
state sublevels are coupled further to an auxiliary state by a
strong control (dressing) CW field. The linkage scheme resem-
bles the EIT configuration; however, now the ground and ex-
cited levels are degenerate. Both the probe and control fields
are elliptically polarized. We have determined the susceptibil-
ity matrix of the system for the probe field. We have shown
that an incoming field was split to two components with
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different propagation properties: the components are defined
by the eigenmodes (eigenstates) of the susceptibility matrix.
We have shown that under rather general conditions, for a
pure ground-state superposition, there was one mode exhibit-
ing EIT characteristic behavior. In general, the other mode
gets absorbed, or for a special combination of the control field
polarization state and the ground-state superposition ampli-
tudes, the mode propagates without attenuation and phase
shift for any value of the detuning from resonance. We have
also studied the propagation of the probe pulse in the system
with nonpure initial atomic state. We have shown that the
conditions for “perfect” EIT could not be fulfilled; hence, both
components of the probe pulse suffered attenuation.

The transmission properties of the system are sensitive
to the initial ground-state superposition state. Hence, the
proposed setup can be a useful tool to test the accuracy and
reliability of state preparation methods.
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