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Abstract

This work introduces and characterizes a theoretical model of a reflective polarimetric mea-

surement technique determining the surface stress of a dielectric material, e.g. glass. We have

developed a procedure to reconstruct the actual stress state, which is the orientation and value of

the principal axes of stress, from the calculated Stokes vector components that would appear as

polarization signals in a measurement. We consider a special geometry of the principle stress axis,

where we chose one of them to be perpendicular to the surface and relaxed to a zero value. Our

new approach of reconstructing surface stress states from reflected polarization states embraces

the determination of the reflection Müller matrix. With that and an initial Stokes vector, the

resulting reflected Stokes vector is calculated to create a database. The database represents the

dependence of the resulting Stokes vector on the initial Stokes vector and the stress states included

in the reflection matrix, which is iteratively calculated for several stress components and its orien-

tations. Introducing a model for the dependency of the reflected Stokes vector components on the

stress states and fitting it to the database results in a system of equations of those dependencies

which are solved for the stress state components and orientation. Finally, we found a theoretical

determination accuracy of the model for surface stress magnitude to be of the order of a few MPa.

I. INTRODUCTION

Glass has developed throughout its more than 5000-year manufacturing history to be a

versatile high-tech material, which is used in a wide range of applications, such as smart

device displays or safety glass in general [1–3]. Especially in the automotive sector an in-

creasing amount of sensors is nowadays included in windshields, drastically increasing the

complexity in production [4], as well as their costs. A sufficient quality control to minimize

the failure of expensive glass panes and to save resources and energy is of great interest. In

the production of safety glass, residual stresses are purposely introduced during the temper-

ing process to increase their stability and control their behavior at rupture [5]. An important

part of quality control in the automotive industry is the prevention of glass pane break due

to unintended residual stress distributions. Therefore, a quantitative, large-scale inline mon-

itoring of the stress distribution is desirable.
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The measurement of the stress distribution in glass panes is an indirect measurement and

is based on the change of the light polarization when polarized light interacts with an

anisotropic medium, where the anisotropy arises from stress. This is the well-known effect

of photoelasticity, first discovered by Brewster in 1816 [6]. Currently, there are two com-

mercially available devices that exploit this effect to estimate the surface stress of glass. On

the one hand, the grazing angle surface polarimeter (GASP) measures the surface stress on

the tin-doped side of uncoated thermally treated float glass [7]. The tin-doped side emerges

from the nature of the float glass production process, which is based on liquid glass floating

on liquid tin. That is why this well-tried method has the restriction to its application on

the tin-doped side of that special type of glass. Additionally, the exit and entrance prisms

of the GASP have to be in contact with the glass surface using an immersion fluid, which

complicates the handling and the scan over the glass pane, especially if it is curved, which is

typically the case for automotive glass. On the other hand, the scattered light polariscope

(SCALP) measures the depth-dependent polarization changes of the backscattered light of

a laser beam with an oblique incidence and extrapolates the fitted behavior to the surface

[8]. Although it is also a well-established and typically used method, the following problems

arise for the operation on the production line. First, the SCALP also includes an exit and

entrance prism in contact with the glass surface using an immersion fluid, which causes

the same problems as for the GASP. Second, the resolution of the stress measured with

this technique and the applied fitting procedure is not completely sufficient for all types of

glasses, especially for those with low residual stresses, e.g. laminated glasses, as typically

used for windshields. Third, the spatial orientation of the stress state inside the glass pane

is not evaluated by this method.

In this work, we have developed a theoretical model for an experimental technique that uses

the polarization state of the reflected beam to determine the surface stress conditions of an

arbitrary dielectric material, on the example of glass.

The paper is organized as follows. First, we will give an introduction to the model and

geometric considerations before explaining the creation of the database. We then quantify

the model and consider the accuracy of the model before concluding the paper with a short

outlook.
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II. INTRODUCTION TO THE MODEL-BUILDING PROCEDURE

The comparison of the polarization state of the reflected to the incoming light beam con-

tains information about the stress-optical properties of the sample. In order to reconstruct

the stress state from a measured polarization state, we developed a formalism that can de-

scribe the dependence of the polarization state on the stress conditions. The polarization

state is represented by a Stokes vector in this theoretical work as well as in the experimental

application. A phenomenological fitting procedure applied to that dependency enables us to

create a system of equations that are solvable for the stress state, starting from the measured

polarization states.

The procedure of determining the stress state can be tested by evaluating the fitting pa-

rameters from a theoretical database, which includes the originating stress states and the

expected Stokes vector components. The database is generated by systematically calculat-

ing the expected polarization state of a measurement for several combinations of the stress

state in the surface of the dielectric sample.

For each data set, the Stokes vector components of a certain polarization state can be cal-

culated using the Müller-formalism [9] for the modeled setup of polarization optics and

an optically anisotropic reflecting sample. There, the polarization states are represented

by a Stokes vector, and the optical components, including the reflecting dielectric sample,

are represented by a Müller matrix. The reflection matrix can be calculated first in the

Jones-formalism [10] for the special geometry of the stressed dielectric sample based on

the 2× 2-matrix formalism for the general interface transition of light between two biaxial

dielectric media, as shown by Abdulhalim [11]. Afterwards, the reflection matrix can be

transferred to the Müller-formalism using the transformation in [12]. The work of Abdul-

halim [11] uses the 2×2-matrix formalism considering not only the transmission, as was the

case for multilayer systems in former publications [13–15]. The 2 × 2-matrix formalism is

used instead of the original 4×4-matrix formalism, e.g. published by [16–18] to simplify the

eigenvalue problems of those matrices, which especially improves the application on more

complicated anisotropic geometries and for non-perpendicular incident angles.

In the following, we will apply the formalism of Abdulhalim [11] to our geometry of stress-

induced anisotropy. We introduce thereby a Müller-matrix representation of the reflecting

sample. The resulting data will be fitted and the dependency function will be evaluated on
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its applicability to quantify optical polarization measurements with the originating stress

state of the dielectric sample.

III. MÜLLER-MATRIX OF THE REFLECTING MODEL SAMPLE

For the calculation of the polarization states after the reflecting sample the Müller-Stokes-

formalism is used considering the Stokes-vector of the incoming beam shaped by the Müller-

matrices of the optical components as well as the Müller-matrix of the reflecting sample.

The sample’s reflection Müller-matrix corresponds directly to the Fresnel-matrix in the Jones

formalism. Our approach to find the matrix representation for our reflection geometry is

thereby inspired by Abdulhalim [11].

A. Special geometry of a medium stressed along two directions in the xy-plane

and relaxed in z-direction

The reflecting medium is a non-magnetic, dielectric, and non-absorbing material, which

shows an optical anisotropy due to certain stresses. For the application of surface stress

measurements, we simplified a general geometry considering a relaxed stress direction per-

pendicular to the surface. That defines the third principle axis of stress σ3 = 0 perpendicular

to the xy-surface-plane. However, the other generalities remain, resulting in the other two

principle axes σ1 and σ2 being arbitrarily rotated by an azimuth angle φ in the xy-plane.

Along those principal axes, the refractive indices n1, n2 and n3 are present. The geometry

of the corresponding index ellipsoid is sketched in Fig. 1. For the depicted geometry the

stress optical law simplifies to [19]:

n1 = n0 + C1σ1 + C2σ2 (1a)

n2 = n0 + C1σ2 + C2σ1 (1b)

n3 = n0 + C2 (σ1 + σ2) , (1c)

where n0 is the refractive index of the material in a relaxed isotropic state, while C1 and

C2 are the photoelastic constants. This defines the diagonalized refractive index tensor

corresponding to the principal axes coordinates. For our calculations, we use n0 = 1.52,

measured for the soda-lime glass used in the intended experiments, as well as the parameter
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Figure 1: Index ellipsoid of an optically anisotropic medium with a special geometry of

the anisotropy axes corresponding to the surface. The third principle axis of the refractive

index n3 or the permittivity ε3, respectively, aligns with the z-axis perpendicular to the

xy-surface plane, while n1 and n2 are arbitrarily rotated by φ in the xy-surface-plane. The

blue lines indicate the incoming and reflected beams, respectively, defining the plane of

incidence in the xz-plane with the incidence angle γ.

set C1 = −0.65 × 10−12 Pa−1 and C2 = −4.22 × 10−12 Pa−1 for vitreous silica, taken from

Primak and Post [20]. In Cartesian coordinates the refractive index tensor has to be rotated

from the main axes coordinates around the azimuth angle φ using the rotation matrix Rz(φ)

relative to the plane of incidence. Moreover, the plane of incidence can also be rotated from

the xz-plane around the z-axis by ϑ. That rotation is in general subtracted from the azimuth

angle φ regarding the xyz-coordinates resulting in the rotation matrix Rz(φ− ϑ). Figure 1

shows the case with ϑ = 0. Thus, in the coordinates of the plane of incidence the permittivity

tensor of a non-magnetic, dielectric, and non-absorbing material becomes [21]

ε↔ = n↔2

= R(φ− ϑ)n↔diagR(−φ+ ϑ)R(φ− ϑ)n↔diagR(−φ+ ϑ)

=


cos2(φ− ϑ)n2

1 + sin2(φ− ϑ)n2
2 sin(φ− ϑ) cos(φ− ϑ)(n2

1 − n2
2) 0

sin(φ− ϑ) cos(φ− ϑ)(n2
1 − n2

2) cos2(φ− ϑ)n2
2 + sin2(φ− ϑ)n2

1 0

0 0 n2
3

 , (2)
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transforming the diagonal matrix in the principle axes coordinates by the rotation matrix

around the coinciding z-axis.

B. Reflection matrix of a biaxial medium with two principal axes arbitrarily ro-

tated in the surface plane

The calculation of the reflection matrix for the special case of a biaxial medium with two

principal axes arbitrarily rotated in the surface plane is calculated in the same way as shown

for other cases by Abdulhalim in [11]. There, a certain condition for the electromagnetic

fields of a light wave hitting an interface of, in general, two different optically anisotropic

media is described. From [11] and private communications with the author Abdulhalim

[22] the relation between the electric field state ψe = (
√
ε0Ex,

√
ε0Ey)

T exp ikzz and the

2× 2-matrix G is given by:

Gψe = 0 (3a)

G =

−(εyx + bxεyz + bxνyνz + νxνy) ν
2
x + ν2z − byνyνz − byεyz − εyy

εxx + bxεxz + bxνxνz − ν2y − ν2z εxy + byεxz + byνxνy + νxνy

 , (3b)

where νp for p ∈ {x, y, z} are the k-vector components normalised by k0, εpq for p, q ∈

{x, y, z} are the components of the permittivity tensor ε↔ in Cartesian coordinates and

bx/y =
εzx/zy + νx/yνz
ν2x + ν2y − εzz

. (4)

The magnetic field state ψh = (
√
µ0Hx,

√
µ0Hy)

T exp ikzz corresponds to

ψh = Qψe (5a)

with Q =

 bxνy byνy − νz

νz − bxνx −byνx

 , (5b)

to the electric field [11].

The solutions νzji with j ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4} and i ∈ {m,n} of Eq. (3) and the corresponding

eigenvectors Ve/h,1/3,m/n and Ue/h,2/4,m/n for the particular medium and mode span the field
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vectors [11]

ψe,m/n(r, t) =
(
Ve1,m/n Ue2,m/n

)A1x

A2y


+
(
Ve3,m/n Ue4,m/n

)A3x

A4y

 (6a)

and

ψh,m/n(r, t) =
(
Vh1,m/n Ue2,m/n

)A1x

A2y


+
(
Vh3,m/n Uh4,m/n

)A3x

A4y

 , (6b)

where

Vh,1/3 = QVe,1/3, Uh,2/4 = QUe,2/4 (7)

and

Ajl = Ejl exp(ik0(νjxx+ νjyy + νjzz)− iωt) (8)

are the amplitudes of the eigenmodes with j ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4} and l ∈ {x, y}. Using the conti-

nuity conditions for the electroagnetic field, the Fresnel reflectivity matrix results in

Rmn =
(
E−1

12mE34m −H−1
12mH34m

) (
H−1

12nH12m − E−1
12nE12m

)
(9)

with

Eij,m/n =
(
Vei,m/n Uej,m/n

)
and (10a)

Hij,m/n =
(
Vhi,m/n Uhj,m/n

)
. (10b)

Considering the transition of an isotropic medium m, e.g. air or vacuum, to an anisotropic

and biaxial dielectric material n, different modes have to be considered for the transmitted

light wave in the anisotropic medium n due to birefringence [11]. Figure 2 schematically

shows the situation for refraction. In the isotropic medium m, the incoming and reflected

waves are in the same mode for both directions of polarization. The incoming wave mode

can be described by its k-vector k⃗1m = k⃗2m and the reflected by k⃗3m = k⃗4m. Both waves

are directed along the same angle γm to the interface normal due to the law of reflection.

The transmitted wave is divided into two modes k⃗1n and k⃗2n with the corresponding angles

8



Figure 2: For the transition from an isotropic medium m such as air or vacuum, into an

anisotropic n such as stressed glass, the reflection of a light beam consists of one mode

while for the transmitted beam an additional mode appears due to birefringence. For both

modes of the transmitted beam, the x-component of the k-vector stays the same as for the

incoming beam, but the z-component differs for both modes. The sketch of the transition is

a special case for m isotropic and the plane of incidence coinciding with the xz-plane. The

continuity and Maxwell’s equations define the reflection and transmission coefficients in

the Fresnel-matrices. The reflection matrix is transformed to the Müller-matrix-formalism

in order to calculate the expected reflected Stokes vectors for a certain stress state.

γ1,n and γ2,n to the interface normal. In that special case of materials and with the geometry

described in Section IIIA on page 5, a few simplifications directly arise. Since the plane of

incidence is in the xz-plane, the y-component of the wave vector k⃗/k0 becomes νy = 0. Even

if the plane of incidence is rotated by ϑ around the z axes in Fig. 1, it can be considered as a

additional rotation to the azimuth φ−ϑ instead of an additional y-component. Equation (2),

describing the geometry of the permittivity, defines εxz = εzx = εyz = εzy = 0 and εxy = εyx.

With those simplifications, in Eq. (4), it directly follows that by = 0. Hence, Eqs. (3) and (4)

result in

Gn =

 −εxy ν2xn + ν2zn − εyy

εxx + bxνxnνzn − ν2zn εxy

 (11a)

with bxn = νxnνzn
ν2xn−εzz

(11b)
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and Eq. (5b) becomes

ψh = Qψe (12a)

with Q =

 0 −νzn
νzn − bxnνxn 0

 . (12b)

The eigenvalues νzn as solutions of det(Gn) = 0 are presented in [11] and simplify to

νz1n =

√
−bn −

√
b2n − 4dn
2

(13a)

νz2n =

√
−bn +

√
b2n − 4dn
2

(13b)

with

bn = −εxx − εyy + ν2x,n

(
1 +

εxx
εzz

)
(13c)

dn = εxxεyy − εxyεyx + ν2x,n

(
εxyεyx
εzz

− εxx

)
+
ν2x,n
εzz

(ν2x,nεxx − εxxεyy) (13d)

νx,n = νx,m = sin γm. (13e)

The eigenvectors should be determined under the consideration, that for the special case

where the first principle axis is parallel to the x- and the second parallel to the y-direction,

i.e. εxy = εyx = 0, the components g11 and g22 are not the denominator. Furthermore, the

convention ensures that the odd modes become p-polarised and the even modes s-polarised

in that special case. Considering those conditions, the relevant solutions of Eq. (11) are

Ve1,n = N−1

 1

−g11
g12

 with N =

√
1 +

(
g11
g12

)2

(14a)

Ue2,n = M−1

−g22
g21

1

 withM =

√
1 +

(
g22
g21

)2

(14b)

in the biaxial medium n with the third principle axis in z-direction. For an isotropic medium

m, e.g. air or vacuum, the G-matrix in Eq. (3) becomes

Gm =

 0 ν2xmν
2
zm − n2

m

n2
m + ν2zm

ν2xm−1
ν2xm−n2

m
0

 . (15)
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and the eigenvectors become

Ve,1/3,m =
(
1 0

)T

and (16a)

Ue,2/4,m =
(
0 1

)T

(16b)

for the eigenvalues νz,1/2,m = nm cos γm and νz,3/4,m = −nm cos γm with nm = 1 , which

result from the 2× 2-matrix formalism the same as expected from the sketch in Fig. 2. In-

cluding these solutions in the Eqs. (6) to (10) one gets the reflection Fresnel matrix Rmn in

the basis of the modes. It can be transferred to the sp-basis by the transformation shown in

[11] equation (22) and then translated to the reflection Jones matrix in the Müller-formalism

[9] as conventionally done, for example in [12].

The resulting Müller-matrix RMüller(σ1, σ2, φ) is used to perform step by step numerical

calculations in order to predict measured data from the reflection matrix. Those calcula-

tions start from Eq. (1) in order to determine the stress dependence of the reflection matrix

Rmn(σ1, σ2, φ) in Eq. (9). The reflection Müller-matrix RMüller(σ1, σ2, φ), given in the ap-

pended material in Eq. (A.8), directly results from the stress-dependent Rmn(σ1, σ2, φ) when

one considers the solutions of the eigenvectors Ve/h,1/3,m/n and Ue/h,2/4,m/n. Their solutions

for air in Eq. (16) lead to the electric and magnetic field matrices Eij,m and Hij,m for air in

Eq. (A.1). Also, for anisotropic material n the eigenvector solutions in Eq. (14), given in

Eqs. (A.2) and (A.3) with all the information inserted, deliver the matrices Eij,n and Hij,n

for the anisotropic material n in Eq. (A.4). From there, it is explained in the appended sup-

plemental material how the reflection Müller-matrix RMüller in Eq. (A.8) is finally calculated.

IV. CREATING A DATABASE AND FITTING THE THEORETICAL MODEL

With the Müller-Stokes-formalism the expected reflected polarisation states represented

by a Stokes-vector can be determined by multiplying the Müller-matrix of the reflecting

sample RMüller with the Stokes-vector before the sample [23]

S⃗ = RMüller(σ1, σ2, φ)S⃗init. (17)

The initial Stokes-vector represents a −45◦-polarised light beam and is multiplied by the

Müller-matrix of a compensator with its slow axis oriented at 0◦, respectively. Thus, the
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initial polarisation state becomes [23]

S⃗init =
(
1 0 − cos δ sin δ

)T

, (18)

where δ is the retardation of the optional compensator resulting in cos(δ = π/2) = 0

and sin(δ = π/2) = 1 for a quarter wave plate compensator and cos(δ = 0) = 1 and

sin(δ = 0) = 0 for no compensator. The latter is the case in this work.

The resulting Stokes vector S⃗ is calculated for each reflection Müller-matrix
↔
R(σ1, σ2, φ) of

each stress state (σ1, σ2, φ). By that a database is created for the sweeps of σ1, σ2 between

−15MPa and 15MPa in 1MPa steps and between −5MPa and 5MPa in 0.2MPa steps,

while φ is iterated between 0◦ and 90◦ in 1◦ steps. Additionally, the database is generated

for the geometry shown in Fig. 1 as well as for the plane of incidence turned by ϑ = −45◦ or

the sample axes turned by 45◦, respectively. The database is then separated into different

signal types for the first two Stokes-vector components ι ∈ {0, 1} and the orientation of the

plane of incidence ϑ ∈ {0◦,−45◦}. For each of the four signal types S0/1,0◦/−45◦(σ1, σ2, φ),

those Stokes-vector components show a nearly linear relation to σ1 and σ2 for each fixed φ.

This behaviour can be described with

S(σ1, σ2, φ) = Aσ1 +Bσ2 + c. (19)

For different azimuth angles φ the slopes A(φ) and B(φ) follow opposing third-order poly-

nomials of φ. Hence, Eq. (19) is extended to a third order parametric family of φ

S(σ1, σ2, φ) = (a+ dφ3 + eφ2 + fφ)σ1 + (b− dφ3 − eφ2 − fφ)σ2 + c. (20)

For each of the four signals this dependency on σ1, σ2 and φ is fitted.

The fit procedure uses a series of one-dimensional fits along the dimensions σ1, σ2 and φ

instead of one three-dimensional fit in the following way:

First, one figures out the signal axis intersecting c by linear fitting the profile line, where

σ1 = σ2, for each azimuth angle φ ∈ [5◦, 85◦] considered in the database. Since for σ1 = σ2

the azimuthal orientation is irrelevant, all surfaces for each azimuth intersect in this profile

line, which allows a global fit of this profile line including the data points for each azimuth

in order to archive a more exact result for the intersect. The surface from the database and

the fitted linear profile along the diagonal σ1 = σ2 are plotted in Fig. 3(a).
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Second, the slopes of the surface in σ1- and σ2-direction are determined by linear fitting the

profiles for each fixed value of σ2 and σ1, respectively. This is performed by using Eq. (19)

for a fixed σ2

S(σ1, σ2 = const., φ = const.) = Aσ1 +Bσ2 + c = Aσ1 + cB (21)

and for a fixed σ1

S(σ1 = const., σ2, φ = const.) = Aσ1 +Bσ2 + c = Bσ2 + cA (22)

as fit functions of the profiles in order to obtain the slopes A(φ) and B(φ) for each φ. Those

profiles in σ1-direction for several fixed σ2 and in σ2-direction for several fixed σ1 are plotted

on the surface plot for the azimuth angle φ = 45◦ in Fig. 3(b) and 3(c), respectively. The

slopes for each profile are averaged to one slope value along the σ1-direction and one along

the σ2-direction. That is done for all azimuths φ ∈ [5◦, 85◦], since for the angles near 0◦ and

90◦ the surface is no longer a differentiable linear function for the data calculated by the

formalism.

For all fits in the described steps the data for σ1 = σ2 < 0 are ignored due to the singularities

of the calculation results, visible in Fig. 3.

Third, considering the resulting slopes for each φ a dependency on φ appears in the form of

a third-order polynomial function. Therefore, the φ dependency of Eq. (20) is determined

using the results of A(φ) and B(φ) and the fit functions

A(φ) = dφ3 + eφ2 + fφ+ a (23)

and

B(φ) = −dφ3 − eφ2 − fφ+ b, (24)

respectively. The φ-dependency of the surfaces in the database is depicted in Fig. 3d for

φ ∈ {15◦, 45◦, 75◦}. Furthermore, diagonal profiles are used as in Fig. 3(a) as well as the

profiles perpendicular to the coinciding diagonals are shown as lines to compare the fit

results following Eq. (20) to the database. The perpendicular profiles to the diagonals refer

to the results of the slopes A(φ) and B(φ) fitted with Eqs. (23) and (24), respectively,

indicating their φ-dependence. That fit completes the parametrization of the family of

surface functions S0(σ1, σ2, φ) in Eq. (20). This procedure is performed for the first two

Stokes vector components, in the detector’s plane of incidence orientations of ϑ = 0◦ and
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ϑ = −45◦. Hence, these parametrized surface functions are used to determine the stress

state (σ1, σ2, φ) from the measured or calculated Stokes vector components.

V. QUANTIFICATION PROCEDURE

The fitting procedure using Eq. (20) to describe the stress state (σ1, σ2, φ) dependencies

of any first or second Stokes-vector component signal achieves for the combination of all

eight described signals a possibility to directly quantify the stress state.

This quantification is performed using a system of three equations of the form of Eq. (20)

for the three signals Sκ(σ1, σ2, φ), Sλ(σ1, σ2, φ) and Sµ(σ1, σ2, φ) which are chosen from

four combinations of Stokes vector components {Sι,ϑ, where ϑ ∈ {0◦,−45◦}, ι ∈ {0, 1}} cal-

culated for the database with the plane of incidence orientation ϑ to the xz-plane around

the z-axis and the Stokes vector component ι. For each of these four combinations of three

Stokes vector components, the system of the three equations, including the fitted parameters

for each signal determined by the fitting procedure described above, is solved for (σ1, σ2, φ)

in the following manner:

First, Eq. (20) for signal µ can be written as

0 = (aµ + dµφ
3 + eµφ

2 + fµφ)σ1 + (bµ − dµφ
3 − eµφ

2 − fµφ)σ2 + cµ − Sµ (25)

and its right hand side is calculated for each azimuth φ considering the φ-dependent values

for σ1 and σ2 These arise solving the Eqs. (20) of the signals κ and λ for σ1 and σ2 considering

each originating azimuth φ from the database. Since the absolute value of right-hand side

of Eq. (25) is calculated for each originating azimuth φ and the φ-dependent σ1 and σ2, the

minimum of those is evaluated and the corresponding φ is considered as the azimuth angle

corresponding to the searched stress state causing the measured signal.

Second, the Eqs. (20) of the signals κ and λ are solved for σ1 and σ2 once again, but this

time only for the already determined φ. Hence, one has determined the complete stress

state (σ1, σ2, φ), which has caused the Stokes vector components Sκ, Sλ and Sµ representing

the measurable signals.

The results of σ1, σ2 and φ for each of the four combinations are averaged afterwards to

improve the accuracy.
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VI. ACCURACY OF THE QUANTIFICATION BY THE FITTED MODEL

In order to evaluate the accuracy of the fitting and quantification procedure, a self-

verification is performed, where all the data sets in the database are quantified and the

determined stress states are compared to the originating ones. As explained in Section IV

on page 11, the database has been created and our model has been fitted to it, which is

used for the quantification of each dataset, as described in Section V on page 14. Using the

resulting parametrized fits the stress state (σ1, σ2, φ) is individually reconstructed from all

four combinations of the stokes vector components Sκ, Sλ and Sµ, where κ, λ, µ corresponds

to the index combinations ι, ϑ with ϑ ∈ {0◦,−45◦} and ι ∈ {0, 1}, of each dataset. The four

resulting values of σ1, σ2 and φ are averaged to obtain the final reconstructed stress state

result for each dataset. The thereby determined angles φ are compared to the corresponding

angles that have been originally considered to calculate each dataset of Stokes vectors. That

comparison is depicted as plot against each other in Fig. 4. The reconstructed angles are av-

eraged for all datasets with the same originating angles, but separately for certain ranges of

certain values of |σ1−σ2|, e.g. lower stress component differences 0MPa < |σ1−σ2| ≤ 2MPa

and higher differences 2MPa < |σ1 − σ2| ≤ 30MPa. The error bars of the reconstructed

angles are the standard deviations of their averages for each originating angle. Additionally,

the angles in the regions where the angle is expected to be φ = 0◦ or φ = 90◦, respectively,

the reconstructed ones have been corrected to values modulo 90◦ in order to reasonably av-

erage the values in those regions. Admittedly, this step artificially creates better results for

the averaged angles in those regions, since this procedure would not be possible for actually

measured or calculated datasets without the reference to the originating stress state.

On the one hand, the determined angles by the quantification of datasets with stress differ-

ences |σ1−σ2| ≤ 2 show higher standard deviations than those with |σ1−σ2| > 2, as visible

in Fig. 4. That is actually caused by the small differences |σ1 − σ2| ≤ 2 since the angles for

datasets with |σ1 − σ2| = 0 are not definitely determinable, as the stress or index ellipses

are circles. Consequently, the data sets with stress component differences close to zero are

more error-prone.

On the other hand, the standard deviations of the other range |σ1 − σ2| > 2 are around

15◦, while all means deviate less than half the standard deviation from the identity line,

indicating a decisively better accuracy only degraded by outliers. The outliers originate from
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those datasets where the fitted linear dependencies differ most from the slightly parabolic

surfaces in Fig. 3, that is, those data points far from the intersecting diagonal.

For both difference ranges in Fig. 4 a conspicuous deviation of the averaged reconstructed

angle from the identity line and the overall trend reconstructed angles appears at φ = 45◦

as well as similar but less distinct at φ = 0◦ and φ = 90◦. That is presumably caused by

the fact that at φ = 0◦ and φ = 90◦ the surfaces in the Si-σ1-σ2-spaces are not linear for

the plane of incidence orientation of ϑ = 0◦ but show a sharp bend. The same is the case

for the orientation of the principal axis φ = 45◦ and the orientation plane of incidence of

ϑ = −45◦

The determined values of σ1 and σ2 are calculated by the previously determined angles

φ of the corresponding datasets. In Fig. 5 the averages of those determined stress values

with their standard deviations as error bars are plotted against the originally considered in

the corresponding datasets. In Fig. 5 appears the decreasing standard deviations for smaller

absolute stress values. Furthermore, the determined averages deviate more from the identity

line for positive than for negative stresses. Both effects are caused by the accuracy of the

surface fit functions, which differ less from the calculated data surfaces in Fig. 3 for small

stress values and, also, typically follow rather the parabolic arm of the surface’s negative

stresses region than that of the positive one caused by the procedure of fitting.

The overall accuracy of the quantification procedure, including the fitting procedure, lies

below ∆σ ≤ 5MPa for stresses −5MPa ≤ σ1/2 ≤ 5MPa and below ∆σ ≤ 8MPa for stresses

−15MPa ≤ σ1/2 ≤ 15MPa, while the angle φ is determined with an accuracy ∆φ ≤ 20◦. For

differences of stress values above |σ1−σ2| > 2MPa, the corresponding angle φ is determined

more accurately than ∆φ ≤ 15◦.

VII. CONCLUSION

In conclusion, we showed that a direct quantification of the stress state (σ1, σ2, φ) is

possible for our simplified fit model of the theoretical data, only limited by the accuracy

defined as the standard deviation of ∆σ ≤ 5MPa for stresses −5MPa ≤ σ1/2 ≤ 5MPa. In

comparison, this determination error is higher than the error of the SCALP, which is the

widely used state-of-the-art instrument for surfaces stress measurements. In the manufac-
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turer’s data on the GlasStress website [24], the SCALP measurement errors are specified

with ∆σ < 1MPa for σ < 4MPa and 5% for σ ≥ 4MPa. However, our method allows

for a complete determination of the stress state under the geometric conditions described

in Section IIIA on page 5 and Fig. 1 with an error for the azimuth angle of at maximum

∆φ ≤ 20◦. Also, for higher absolute stress values, the error, with which the stress values

−15MPa ≤ σ1/2 ≤ 15MPa are determined, increases to ∆σ ≤ 8MPa. That is not too far

away from the state of the art, where one has to consider, e.g. in case of the SCALP, that

one only probes the stress in one direction and not the complete stress state.

Our work is still considering the self-verification of the quantitative stress state reconstruc-

tion of theoretically calculatedStokes vector components. That means that there are two

differences to the practical case. The practical case would use a measured database instead

of a calculated one to quantitatively reconstruct an unknown sample of the same material

used for the database recording. The first difference would be the precision of the mea-

surement and the experimental errors, which will have an influence on the overall accuracy

of the database fits and thus the reconstruction. The second difference is the fact that an

unknown sample is probed. Reconstructing the azimuth for azimuths near 0◦ and 90◦ can

end up in a situation where due to ∆φ ≤ 20◦ the angle is set above 0◦ while it should be by

the same amount above 90◦ or the other way around. That would not be recognized by the

corresponding actual azimuth and therefore would not be prevented by using the modulo

90◦ correction as described for the self-verification in Section VI on page 15. Ultimately,

this could cause an interchange of the σ1 and σ2 values that could not be identified.

Nevertheless, our method paves the way for quantitative reconstruction of the surface stress

state by a polarimetric measurement on dielectric materials using a reference database of

the same material as probed. We showed for our model a theoretical precision of at least the

same order of magnitude as the state-of-the-art instrument for surface stress measurements

with the extension of being able to quantify the complete stress state including both stress

values of the principal axes in the surface plane as well as their azimuthal orientation in the

plane.
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VIII. OUTLOOK

For the theoretical calculations and the stress determination procedure, efforts are being

made to extend the formalism to a generally absorbing material by including the imaginary

part in the complex refractive index representing the absorption in the equations. On the

experimental side, measurements are currently being prepared to test the same fitting proce-

dure for a measured database. In that case, the database is measured by externally applying

a mechanical stress on glass panes in a single direction for several angles φ̃ ∈ [0◦, 180◦] thus

imitating a stressed glass state (σ1, σ2 = 0, φ) and (σ1 = 0, σ2, φ) for φ ∈ [0◦, 90◦]. These

data can be extrapolated to complete surfaces S(σ1, σ2, φ = const.) in the linear regions

of the relations S(σ1, σ2 = 0, φ = const.) and S(σ1 = 0, σ2, φ = const.). With the same

procedure, as described in this work, self-verification can be performed to compare the the-

oretically possible and experimentally achievable precision of the quantification method.

Moreover, the determination of certain parameters, for example, the stress state (σ1, σ2, φ),

using a database containing datasets with other parameters, such as Stokes vector com-

ponents, is a typical application for machine learning. We plan to feed machine learning

algorithms with the databases of measured or calculated signal datasets in order to evaluate

the stress states replacing the manual numerical fitting and solving procedure. Probably, the

accuracy of the quantitative determination of the stress states can be improved by avoiding

the restriction of fitting a linear model and using a ”semi-analytical” solution of the resulting

system of equations.
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Appendix: Supplemental material

We provide the following calculations as supplemental material in order to retrace the

intermediate steps between the given equations in the paper.

For air or vacuum as the medium m the matrices in Eq. (10) become

E12m = E34m =

1 0

0 1

 , (A.1a)

H12m =

Q1m

1

0

 Q2m

0

1


=

 0 −νz2m
νz1m − bx1mνx1m 0


=

 0 − cos γm(
cos γm − sin2γm

cos γm

)
0

 and (A.1b)

H34m =

Q3m

1

0

 Q4m

0

1


=

 0 −νz4m
νz3m − bx3mνx3m 0


=

 0 cos γm

−
(
cos γm − sin2γm

cos γm

)
0

 (A.1c)

by inserting the results of Eqs. (16a) and (16b) together with Eqs. (7) and (12).

From Eqs. (14a) and (14b) with all inserted information calculated in Section IIIA follows

Ve1n = N−1

 1

−g11
g12

 = N−1

 1

εxy
ν2xn+ν2z1n−εyy


= N−1

 1
sin(φ−ϑ) cos(φ−ϑ)(n2

1−n2
2)

ν2xn+ν2z1n−cos2(φ−ϑ)n2
2−sin2(φ−ϑ)n2

1

 (A.2a)

with N =

√
1 +

(
g11
g12

)2

=

√
1 +

(
−εxy

ν2xn + ν2z1n − εyy

)2

=

√
1 +

(
sin(φ− ϑ) cos(φ− ϑ)(n2

1 − n2
2)

ν2xn + ν2z1n − cos2(φ− ϑ)n2
2 + sin2(φ− ϑ)n2

1

)2

(A.2b)
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and

Ue2n = M−1

−g22
g21

1

 =M−1

 −εxy
εxx+bx2nνxnνz2n−ν2z2n

1


= M−1

 sin(φ−ϑ) cos(φ−ϑ)(n2
2−n2

1)

cos2(φ−ϑ)n2
2+sin2(φ−ϑ)n2

2+bxνxnνzn−ν2zn

1

 (A.3a)

with M =

√
1 +

(
g22
g21

)2

=

√
1 +

(
εxy

εxx + bx2nνxnνz2n − ν2z2n

)2

=

√
1 +

(
sin(φ− ϑ) cos(φ− ϑ)(n2

2 − n2
1)

cos2(φ− ϑ)n2
2 + sin2(φ− ϑ)n2

2 + bx2nνxnνz2n − ν2z2n

)2

. (A.3b)

Thus, Eq. (10) for the anisotropic medium n becomes

E12n =
(
Ve1,n Ue2,n

)
=

 N−1 −M−1 g2n,22

g2n,21

−N−1 g1n,11

g1n,12
M−1

 and (A.4a)

H12n =
(
Vh1n Uh2n

)
=

Q1n

 N−1

−N−1 g1n,11

g1n,12

 Q2n

−M−1 g2n,22

g2n,21

M−1


=

 νz1nN
−1 g1n,11

g1n,12
−νz2nM−1

(νz1n − bx1nνxn)N
−1 − (νz2n − bx2nνxn)M

−1 g2n,22

g2n,21

 . (A.4b)

With the results in Eqs. (A.1) and (A.4) the reflection matrix (9) becomes

Rmn =
(
E−1

12mE34m −H−1
12mH34m

) (
H−1

12nH12m − E−1
12nE12m

)
=

(
I2 −H−1

12mH34m

) (
H−1

12nH12m − E−1
12n

)
(A.5)

for the anisotropic medium n and the medium m being air or vacuum. The reflection matrix

Rmn is related to the mode basis, i.e. the matrix elements represent the transitions between

the corresponding modes [11]. For the used geometry with the plane of incidence in the xz-

plane the transformation from the xy field component basis to the ps-basis in [11] simplifies

to Ex

Ey


j,m/n

= Tj,m/n

Ep

Es


m/n

=

cos γj,m/n 0

0 1

Ep

Es


m/n

(A.6)
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for mode type j ∈ {1, 2}, which corresponds to j ∈ {3, 4} in case of the reflected beam.

Thus, the the reflection matrix transforms to the sp-basis with

R̃ = T−1
jmRmnTjm = T−1

m RmnTm

=

 1
cos γm

0

0 1

r11 r12

r21 r22

cos γm 0

0 1


=

 r11
r12

cos γm

r21 cos γm r22

 , (A.7)

since in the isotropic medium all modes’ j angles are γjm = γm, as shown in Fig. 2. To

transfer the reflection matrix from the Jones- to the Müller-Stokes-formalism [9] the relation

RMüller = A
(
R̃⊗ R̃∗

)
A−1

=


1 0 0 1

1 0 0 −1

0 1 1 0

0 i −i 0


rppR̃∗ rpsR̃

∗

rspR̃
∗ rssR̃

∗




1
2

1
2

0 0

0 0 1
2
− i

2

0 0 1
2

i
2

1
2
−1

2
0 0



=
1

2


1 0 0 1

1 0 0 −1

0 1 1 0

0 i −i 0




rppr̄pp rppr̄sp rpsr̄pp rpsr̄sp

rppr̄ps rppr̄ss rpsr̄ps rpsr̄ss

rspr̄pp rspr̄sp rssr̄pp rssr̄sp

rspr̄ps rspr̄ss rssr̄ps rssr̄ss




1 1 0 0

0 0 1 −i

0 0 1 i

1 −1 0 0



=
1

2


1 0 0 1

1 0 0 −1

0 1 1 0

0 i −i 0




rppr̄pp + rpsr̄sp rppr̄pp − rpsr̄sp rppr̄sp + rpsr̄pp i (−rppr̄sp + rpsr̄pp)

rppr̄ps + rpsr̄ss rppr̄ps − rpsr̄ss rppr̄ss + rpsr̄ps i (−rppr̄ss + rpsr̄ps)

rspr̄pp + rssr̄sp rspr̄pp − rssr̄sp rspr̄sp + rssr̄pp i (−rspr̄sp + rssr̄pp)

rspr̄ps + rssr̄ss rspr̄ps − rssr̄ss rspr̄ss + rssr̄ps i (−rspr̄ss + rssr̄ps)



=
1

2


rppr̄pp + rpsr̄sp + rspr̄ps + rssr̄ss rppr̄pp − rpsr̄sp + rspr̄ps − rssr̄ss

rppr̄pp + rpsr̄sp − rspr̄ps − rssr̄ss rppr̄pp − rpsr̄sp − rspr̄ps + rssr̄ss

rppr̄ps + rpsr̄ss + rspr̄pp + rssr̄sp rppr̄ps − rpsr̄ss + rspr̄pp − rssr̄sp

i (rppr̄ps + rpsr̄ss − rspr̄pp − rssr̄sp) i (rppr̄ps − rpsr̄ss − rspr̄pp + rssr̄sp)

rppr̄sp + rpsr̄pp + rspr̄ss + rssr̄ps i (−rppr̄sp + rpsr̄pp − rspr̄ss + rssr̄ps)

rppr̄sp + rpsr̄pp − rspr̄ss − rssr̄ps i (−rppr̄sp + rpsr̄pp + rspr̄ss − rssr̄ps)

rppr̄ss + rpsr̄ps + rspr̄sp + rssr̄pp i (−rppr̄ss + rpsr̄ps − rspr̄sp + rssr̄pp)

i (rppr̄ss + rpsr̄ps − rspr̄sp − rssr̄pp) rppr̄ss − rpsr̄ps − rspr̄sp + rssr̄pp

 (A.8)
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is used, where R̃∗ is the conjugate transpose of R̃ [9].
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Figure 3: For each azimuth angle φ ∈ [5◦, 85◦], the database includes a nearly flat

surfaces representing the calculated Stokes vector component S0 plotted against the stress

component values σ1 and σ2. Here, in figures (a) to (c), the zeroth Stokes vector

component is plotted S0 against σ1 and σ2 for the azimuth angle φ = 45◦. Also, the results

of the fits for the one dimensional profiles (a) along the diagonal to fit the signal axis

intersect, (b) along the x-direction and (c) along the y-direction to fit the corresponding

slopes are shown there. In panel (d) S0 is plotted against σ1 and σ2 for φ ∈ {15◦, 45◦, 75◦}

together with the coinciding diagonal profiles and the diagonals perpendicular to the

coinciding diagonal as indication of the fit results for each angle φ. All plots refer to the

data of the zeroth Stokes vector component S0 and the plane of incidence in the xz-plane

with a 0◦ rotation of the sample orientation around the z-axis.
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Figure 4: Determined azimuth angles φ by the quantification of the single datasets

plotted against the originating angles φ of the corresponding dataset. The determined

values are averaged and plotted with the standard deviation as error bars for datasets with

the same originating angles. Also, the different colours represent the averaged angles

separated in ranges of |σ1 − σ2|. Additionally, the identity line is plotted in solid black and

the ±20◦ deviation lines in dashed black.
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Figure 5: Determined stress values σ1 and σ2 by the quantification of the single datasets

plotted against the originating stress value of the corresponding dataset. The determined

values are averaged and plotted with the standard deviation as error bars for datasets with

the same originating angles. The point density of the data in the region between −5MPa

and 5MPa is too high to visualise the data points separated from each other. Additionally,

the identity line is plotted in black.
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