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Abstract: Four-wave mixing near resonance in an atomic vapor can pro-
duce relative intensity squeezed light suitable for pienisneasurements
beyond the shot-noise limit. We develop an analytic digted gain/loss
model to describe the competition of mixing and absorptlmough the
non-linear medium. Using a novel matrix calculus, we préestsed-form
expressions for the degree of relative intensity squeezindguced by this
system. We use these theoretical results to analyze exgetatty measured
squeezing from &°Rb vapor and demonstrate the analytic model’s utility
as an experimental diagnostic.
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1. Introduction

Relative intensity squeezing by four-wave mixing in an atwapor is emerging as a promis-
ing technique for performing high-precision measureméetgond the shot-noise limit. First
demonstrated by McCormick et al. [1], the technique usesi@tooherences to produce quan-
tum correlated “twin beams”, enabling the shot-noise of beam to be measured and sub-
tracted from the other to obtain a low-noise differentiabserement; for example of a weakly
absorbing sample. This scheme was recently shown to retieceslative intensity noise by
9.2+ 0.5dB below the shot-noise limit [2], and noise reduction hasrbobserved in both the
low Fourier frequency [3] and multi-mode imaging [4, 5] ddnga

Furthermore, as one of the twin beams is near-resonant éthtbms, this squeezing tech-
nigue has promising applications in quantum informatioscpssing [6, 7]. However, absorp-
tion near resonance degrades the quantum correlationsniring gain and absorption losses
occur simultaneously as the beams propagate through thog,\aqd are therefore competing
processes.

Earlier theoretical investigations of this system haveli@ggmumerical methods [3] and the
Heisenberg-Langevin formalism [8] to predict the resgtilegree of squeezing. The numerical
model demonstrated excellent agreement with experimessalts, but it can be difficult to gain
insight into the competing processes from numerical catas. The Heisenberg-Langevin
model provided a microscopic description of a specific faaxe mixing configuration in a
cold atomic gas, which accurately predicted the resultaig grofiles. However, calculation of
the predicted squeezing required complex matrix integradsno comparison to experimentally
measured squeezing was presented.

In this work, we present a very general approach for deténgitine squeezing produced by
a four-wave mixing system, and develop a matrix-based aisaiyethod to include arbitrarily
many injected vacuum modes. Considering special caseplesttosed-form expressions are
easily obtained. Finally, we present experimentally messaqueezing from four-wave mixing
in a rubidium-85 vapor, and demonstrate how the model cansbd as a diagnostic tool to
determine the limiting technical factors.

2. Relativeintensity squeezing

The “doubleA” four-wave mixing scheme introduced by McCormick et al [Hes a high-
intensity “pump” beam to drive a cycle of four off-resonarartsitions in a hot rubidium va-
por, causing the emission of correlated “probe” and “coafafjphotons (Fig. 1A). The probe
transition is stimulated by a seed laser incident at an a@die the pump, resulting in the
spontaneous emission of the conjugate on the opposite titie pump beam (Fig. 1B). The
beam powers are measured individually and subtracted #orotiite relative intensity noise as
measured on a spectrum analyzer (S.A.). A
Labelling the Fock-space annihilation operators of théopraonjugate and pump tay b
andcrespectively and the interaction strengthdyythe interaction picture Hamiltonian is

;= ih(&b'ca’e — &*cTac™p).

In the “undepleted pump” approximation, the intense purmgnibeemains in its initial coherent
state| ) and the substitution = (e can be made:

A =T(EYeb'al - & (y)%8D).
The time-evolution of this Hamiltonian over the interaatiome-scaler is

S= exp(—i. 1 /h) = exp(sb’a’ — s*ab), wheres = & Y21 (@8]
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Fig. 1. (A) Four-wave mixing energy-level transitions aBj &nd experimental schematic.

This is the two-mode squeezing operator for maalasdb, wheresis the “squeezing parame-
ter” [9]. The four-wave mixing system therefore producesa-mode squeezed state, reducing
amplitude difference noise at the expense of increasingeptidference noise [5].

The phase o$ results in a rotation of the (arbitrary) measurement quadea, s may be
taken as real and positive. The probe and conjugate nededl5 are then transformed as

a— S'aS=coshs)a+sinhs)b” and b' — S'6'S=sinhs)a+cosks)b’.  (2)

Defining the number operator of the incident probe beaNgas égéo and making the bright
beam approximatiofiNo) > 1, the number operators after squeezing become

(Np) = (a'8) ~G(Np) and (N) = (b'D) ~ (G- 1)(Ny),

whereG = cosltsis the increase in probe intensity, termed the “mixing gain”

The relative intensity operatd¥, — N, is unchanged bys, so Var(N, — Kp) = Var (Ky).
Hence the beams have been amplified without increasing tatvesintensity noise; they are
relative intensity squeezed. The noise figure of the pro@s&legree of squeezing”) is the
ratio of the measured noise to the corresponding shot-m@iséfor equal optical power. As-
suming an initially shot-noise limited probe, the noise fagis

_ Var(Na—Rp) (No) 1
~ N+ ) GRy)+(G-1)(Rg) 2G-1’

Therefore the measured noise power can be reduced algitvafow the shot-noise limit in
the limit of ideal detection. However, optical losses arawaidable and occur both within the
medium (e.g. absorption) and after it (e.g. imperfect deiay These losses randomly eject
photons from the probe and conjugate beams, decorreldgintensities and degrading the
observed degree of squeezing. We now construct models taifyuihis effect.

3)

3. Optical losses after squeezing

We initially consider only losses that occur after mixingeck as from imperfect optical trans-
mission or detection efficiency. These losses are modeljea beamsplitter with an empty
port [10] whose output state is a combination of the input eacllum modes, contributing
“vacuum fluctuations” to the transmitted beam [11]. Dengtihe vacuum modes introduced
by losses on the probe and conjugate by the annihilationabqeandy respectively, the
standard beam-splitter input-output relations [12] give

a— Mad++/1-nak and b— Mpb++/1—nNyYy, (4)



wheren, andny, are the fractions of the probe and conjugate intensitiesinétted. The relative
intensity noise can then be expressed in terms of the ingiideam variances and covariance
to give

Var (Na — Ny) = n2Var (Na) + na(1— na) (Na) + ngVar (Ny) + np(1 — 1) (No)
— 2nansCoVar(Na, Np) .

Computing the variances using Eq. (2), the noise figure spording to four-wave mixing
followed by optical losses is

2(G—1)(G(Na—Mw)* — nd)

NF =1+
Gna+(G—1)np

(5)

This expression highlights the importance of balanced béataction, as unbalanced losses
(na # np) result in detection of amplified noise instead of squeezing

4. Optical losses during squeezing: I nterleaved gain/loss model

The four-wave mixing process consists of Raman transitlmets/een the hyperfine ground
states (Fig. 1A), which are most efficient when the interratvirtual level is tuned close to
resonance. However, this also increases direct absorfptionthe Doppler broadened transi-
tion, increasing losses and reducing correlations. Toyaeahis trade-off, we develop a model
for the effect of competing mixing and absorption on rekafivtensity squeezing.

Following the approach of the numerical model presenteden B], the beam trajectories
through the medium are divided int discrete interleaved stages of gain and loss (Fig. 2).
Distributed models of this type were first proposed by Louft3], and applied by Caves
and Crouch [14] to model distributed squeezing losses imglesimode parametric amplifier.
We present a fully analytical model of the relative squegzmoduced by this system in the
continuum limit, including losses on both beams.
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Fig. 2. Competing gain and loss processes modelled by éateztl stages of squeezing
(SQZ) and loss.

Each stage comprises ideal squeezing (by paransgtiellowed by loss (represented by
transmission coefficientg on the probe antj, on the conjugate). Consecutive stages of the
model are related by combining Eq. (2) with Eq. (4) to give

&n.1 = ta(coshs &, + sinhs 62) +1/1—12 Rny1,

X X (6)
bl .1 = to(sinhs&, + costsbl) + /1 -2 §] ;.



The overall model is parameterized in terms of the overalésging paramet&in the absence
of losses, and transmissiofig and T, in the absence of squeezing. These are related to the
incremental coefficients above by= S/N, t; = Tal/2N andt, = Tbl/ZN.

This transformation can be written in matrix form and apgpliecursively to express the
output beam operatoes, AandBL as a sum of the incident beam operat(axsa(ﬁdf)g) and the

injected vacuum operators (aAndy?L) as

(5) A (&) <ﬁi*“>
@b () ’

~ [tacosts  tasinhs
~ \tpsinhs tycoshs/ "

where
(8)

For algebraic simplicity, we introduce a polymorphic opera. consisting of the probe anni-
hilation and conjugate creation operatml_r& dp andz, = bo, followed by the injected vacuum

operatoreg 1 = X andz o = yI for 1 <i < N. Expanding Eq. (7) in terms of this operator
and a set of coefficients; andf; gives

an = 0180 + aob) + agky + aayl + -+ don 1+ aonaYl = >, aiz,

. . - ) ) ) . ) 9)
bi, = Bido+ Bob) + Baka + Ba¥i + -+ Bonafn + Bons 2V, = > Bz

Using standard statistical identities, the relative istBnoperator and its variance are
Na—Rbp = &lan —blby = 3, (aiaj — B2 +1 and
Var (Ra—Ry) = 5,1 (@i — BiBy) (axa — B) Covar(2/2, 24 )
In the bright probe beam approximatidiy(> 1), this variance simplifies to
Var (Na — Ny) = (a? — BZ)?Var (No) + > iq(aiai— B1B)%(No).

The shot-noise limit igN, + Np) = (a? +Bl)< No), so the degree of squeezing for an initially
shot-noise limited probe with V§No) = (No) is

_ Var(Na— Nb) - ziN:j_(C{j_C{i — BlBi)z
F= (Na+Np) a?+p? ' (10)

It remains to express tha, i coefficients in terms of the model paramet&sT, andS, and
hence obtain an ab-initio expression for the degree of stjuge
Equating the coefficients of Eq. (7) and Eq. (9) leads to

_ . . 1-t2 0
ap a2 N Qzit1 O2it2 N—i a
=A and =A .
<[31 Bz> <ﬁ2i+1 ﬁzi+2> < 0 Ml—t@)



Hence each of thd vacuum modesg; tontribute a term to the variance in Eq. (10):

(010241 — BiBeis1)’ = (a1, —Pr) (Olzi+1) (a2iy1, Boit1) (_aél)

Bai+1
~ (@ At (VISR (vitg o0 (%)
S pw(18 O(4) a

Each operatoy;“ contributes a term analogous to Eqg. (11), but whose diagovtix is
[0 1—t§J. Temporarily neglecting the= 1,2 contributions to the variance in Eq. (10), and
summing over the vacuum contributions gives

3 (@i = pifi)? = (an. —Bl){iiANi (15t§ 19@)/*”‘}(_(%1)- (12)

The continuum behaviour is recovered in the lildit> c. To obtain a closed form expression
for the sum, the infinitesimal parameters are expanded awerperies in IN. Expanding the
elements ofA in Eq. (8) gives

LlogT, S
— 1 1 2 a
A=1+5A0+0O (N2) where Ag= ( S % IogTb) . (13)

Similarly takingt? = exp(% logTa) ~ 1+ % logT,, the sum in braces in Eq. (12) is
X = iiAN‘ (RT)AN = %TzolA‘ TA with  T= (_'%gTa —I(?gTb) .
It can be easily verified that this sum obeys the geometrieseglation
AXA-X=%ANTAN_T).
Expanding to order AN using Eq. (13) gives
AXA-X=~E{AcX+XA0} = AoX+XAg=ANTAN-T.

Taking the limitN — o, the neglecte®(1/N?) terms vanish an&N — exp(Ag). Hence the
sumX converges and obeys

Ao X +XAg==expAp) T exp(Ag) —T. (14)

This is a system of four linear equations for the elemeni$ wfterms of the model parameters
Ta, Ty andS, and can be solved algebraically.

The sumX contains all terms in the variance of Eq. (10) exdeptl, 2 which correspond to
the probe and conjugate coefficients. The probe contribugio

(o g2~ { (a1 ) @1)}2_(% (5 o)ee (%),

while the conjugate contributiam; a, — B132)2 has diagonal0  1|. Computing the full vari-
ance sum in Eq. (10) yields

Var(Na—Np) = (a1, —PB) {eZAO +X} (_aél> with <_a[151) _ <(1) _01) gho <é> .



Predicted squeezing with probe absorption
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Fig. 3. Predicted squeezing for four-wave mixing with ngifflie conjugate absorption and
net detection efficiency = 85%.

We introduce one final stage of loss to model optical losdes afixing (as in 84), scaling each
coefficient by the relevant transmission factofffa or /M) and introducing the extra vacuum
contributionsna(1— na)af +Np(1— r)b)Bf. The net variance in Eq. (10) is therefore

ax

Var (Na—Rb) = (a1, ~By) {P(#+X)P+(1-P)P} (—Bl> (Ro) whereP = <’Z)a r(z)b>'

The measured beam powers relative to the incident probergthes"effective gains”) are

. Bent (@) oo

and the relevant shot-noise limit is V@a — Np) ¢, = (Na) + (Nb) = (1a0Z + noBZ) (No).

Evaluating all the contributions to Eq. (10), we obtain aalgtic expression for the degree
of relative intensity squeezing produced by this systenis €rpression is algebraic iy, Ty,
andsS, but runs to a dozen typeset lines. However, special casegsadily derived and provide
physical insight not readily accessible from numerical eled

In the experimentally studied case (Refs. [1-7]), deteatificiencies are carefully balanced
(na = np = n) and the far-detuned conjugate experiences negligiblerpbsn (T, = 1). The
corresponding degree of squeezing is

Ga= =na.0? and Gp=

2Ssin?é Slog?Tasintté
~Tecosh2g + x) 283cost2E 1 x)’

with parameter§ = ;11\/1682+ (logTa—logTy)2 and tanty = (logTa —logTy) /4. The three
terms describe the shot-noise limit, correlations fronrfeave mixing, and injected vacuum
noise.

Figure 3 shows the noise figure as a function of the probe rirmson T, and intrinsic
mixing gainG = coslt S (in excellent agreement with the numerical model of Ref).[Rote
the counter-intuitive result that the strongest squeeisingptained with imperfect transmission
(Ta < 1). This is because the shot noise carried by the inciderdegpb@am is also amplified
by the mixing process, and a small “optimal” level of probsdalecreases this contribution to
the measured noise power before injected vacuum noise @besirT his optimal level is easily
obtained by minimizing Eqg. (16).

NF =1

nvTa (16)




A. “Reverse” double-A mixing configuration B. Predicted squeezing for losses on conjugate
and probe
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Fig. 4. (A) Four-wave mixing in the “reverse” configuratiqi®) Predicted squeezing for
four-wave mixing in the normal/reverse configurations viittninsic gainG = 3.

The model can also be applied to other four-wave mixing systé&or example, interchang-
ing the probe and conjugate wavelengths produces the ‘seteonfiguration (Fig. 4A). This
system is interesting as the weakly-coupled conjugatsitian is brought closer to resonance,
producing much higher intrinsic mixing gain for the samerhg@wers. In this case, the probe
experiences negligible absorptiof, (= 1) compared to the conjugat®,(< 1), and the pre-
dicted squeezing is

B 2Scost (& + x) ﬁS(4S— log Ty sinh(28 + x))?
& cosh(2€ + ) b 8&3cosh2¢ + )

The vacuum noise term in Eq. (17) is considerably larger thdtqg. (16), resulting in several
decibels difference for moderate levels of absorption.(BB). Unlike the probe losses dis-
cussed above, losses on the conjugate only destroy césreda@nd introduce noise, so squeez-
ing by four-wave mixing in the reverse configuration is alwégss effective for the same level
of intrinsic mixing gain.

Finally, it is worth noting for consistency that in the linoit bothT,, Ty — 1, the post-mixing
optical-loss result of Eq. (5) is obtained.

NF=1

(17)

5. Experimental diagnostic

The analytic model derived above provides a simple yet piuv&ol for optimizing the de-
gree of squeezing obtained experimentally. It not only jtsdvhich parameters will provide
optimal results, but can also be used as a diagnostic toeltsmine which factors are limiting
the experimentally measured degree of squeezing.

To demonstrate this, we constructed a four-wave mixing egipa as described in Ref. [1].
A 400mW pump beam intersects a 300/ probe beam with 4e? beam waists of 630m and
375um respectively at an angle of3) within a pure®>Rb vapor cell of internal length 7mm
heated to 130C (Fig. 1B). The probe was generated by an AOM with fixed detyB8040 MHz
below the pump, which was scanned across the Doppler bredd®nresonance at 795nm.
The relative intensity between probe and conjugate was unea@svith a balanced photode-
tector (Thorlabs PDB150A), refitted with high-efficiencygtbdiodes (Hamamatsu S3883, net
efficiency 95%). The overall detection efficiency of the systwasn = 85+ 1%. The relative
intensity noise was measured with a Rhode & Schwarz FSPTrepeanalyzer at an analysis
frequency of 1 MHz with 30kHz resolution bandwidth.

The effective probe and conjugate gai@ @ndGy) were measured as a function of pump



A. Measured Probe and Conjugate Gain C. Measured and Predicted Squeezing
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Fig. 5. (A) Measured probe and conjugate gain across fowewaixing resonance and
(B) inferred model parameters. (C) Experimentally mea$srpieezing and (D) associated
noise powers compared to model predictions for these paeasn®etunings are for pump
beam and are measured above the centre SRk 881/ (F = 2) — 5P, transition.

beam detuning (Fig. 5A) and used to simultaneously solvéEx).for the intrinsic gairG and
probe transmissioiiy (Fig. 5B) via the coefficientsr; and a,. Note that the gain resonance
extends well into the Doppler-broadened absorption resmnéor detunings below 600 MHz
from the line-centre, demonstrating strong competitiomvieen the processes.

The model predicts significantly stronger squeezing shbaldossible for these parameters
than measured experimentally (Fig. 5C). As our incidenbproeam was measured to be shot-
noise limited, this demonstrates that our noise measurewes limited by technical factors
and not by insufficient intrinsic gain or excessive absorpti

One cause for our discrepancy is the technical difficultfimi@ating the bright pump beam
after the vapor cell. Detection of the pump introduces uretated fluctuations and increases
the measured noise level [3]. This is evident around zerordieg, where the probe is fully
absorbed (Fig. 5A) but the measured noise is far above thdatd quantum limit (Fig. 5D).
Upon blocking the pump beam, the relative intensity noise weeasured at the shot-noise
limit. Subtracting this background level implies tha#.1 dB of squeezing would be obtained
by eliminating cross-beam detection.

The model assumes that gain occurs uniformly throughowtdper cell, which requires that
the beams be overlapped over the entire region. If the bessnsod properly overlapped, the
mixing strength decreases and gain becomes spatiallyngaris losses are unchanged, the
relative intensity noise increases as a result. This idylikee cause of the remaining discrep-
ancy, and improved squeezing could be achieved by manipglaeam alignment and waists
to ensure proper overlap throughout the cell.



6. Conclusions

We have presented a method for analytically calculatingldgree of squeezing produced by a
four-wave mixing system in the presence of absorption. Oodehincluded the contributions
from arbitrarily many injected vacuum modes that were sgbsatly squeezed by the system,
producing an ab-initio quantum mechanical descriptiorhefintroduced losses. Our general
result is not reliant on implementation details and can hdieg to analyze any four-wave
mixing scheme, while the matrix methods techniques we d@ezl can be applied to model
other systems both within quantum optics and more generally

We considered two special cases, corresponding to theimgraally studied system (in-
troduced in Ref. [1]) and the “reverse” configuration, witlolpe and conjugate wavelengths
interchanged. We presented closed-form expressions éorefative intensity noise in these
cases, and demonstrated that a small level of probe lossegasble to suppress amplification
of the initial shot-noise. The reverse configuration wasashto produce the same squeezing
at equal gain for ideal transmission, but was significanthyersensitive to losses.

The model was applied to analyze experimentally measuredezing and determine the
intrinsic mixing gain and transmission factors of the fevave mixing resonance. Compar-
ing the expected squeezing to measured results provideghtriato the factors limiting our
measurement and hence where to direct effort in optimiziegnhany free parameters of the
system.

While it should be noted that this model considers the prapag of a Gaussian beam mode
only, an arbitrary beam can be analyzed as a product statehafgmnal spatial modes, with
each mode independently squeezed [4]. The model estathlishibis paper may therefore be
applied to each pair of spatial modes and the resulting nmiseers summed to obtain the
overall relative intensity squeezing for a multi-mode be&uach multi-mode squeezing has
been experimentally demonstrated [5], with promising egapions in quantum imaging.



