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Electromagnetically induced transparency (EIT) and Autler-Townes splitting (ATS) are generally
characterized and distinguished by the width of the transparency created in the absorption profile
of a weak probe in presence of a strong control field. This often leads to ambiguities, as both
phenomena yield similar spectroscopic signature. However, an objective method based on Akaike’s
Information Criterion (AIC) test offers a quantitative way to discern the two regimes when applied
on the probe absorption profile. The obtained transition value of control field strength was found
to be higher than the value given by pole analysis of the corresponding off-diagonal density matrix
element. By contrast, we apply the test on ground state coherence and the measured coherence
quantifier, which yields a distinct transition point around the predicted value even in presence of
noise. Our test accurately captures the transition between two regimes, indicating that a proper
measure of coherence is essential for making such distinctions.

I. INTRODUCTION

In general, the formation of coherent superposition in
atomic media due to electromagnetically induced trans-
parency (EIT) is characterized by the narrowness of the
transparency window created by a control field in the
probe absorption profile [1]. However, it is also well ac-
cepted that emergence of such a transparency window
is not an exclusive signature for the generation of super-
posed states, and it can also occur due to hybridization of
ground state with the excited state in presence of a strong
control field usually known as Autler-Townes splitting
(ATS) [2–6]. In particular, for systems with compara-
tively larger decoherence rates such as room-temperature
atoms [7, 8], semiconductors [9], rare-earth doped materi-
als [10, 11], photonic crystals [12], plasmonic systems [13]
and quantum dots [14], rates of classical dynamics tend
to be comparable or even dominate over quantum time
scales. In such systems, often high control powers are
needed to observe any signature of EIT. However, such
strong control strengths (> excited state decay rate) can
result in an ATS.

Although in ATS regime, there is an absence of ef-
fective ground state superposition, this phenomenon is
of significance in several spectroscopic applications [15].
Furthermore, it has been used for measuring transition
dipole moment [16], quantum control of spin-orbit inter-
action [17], storing photon [18, 19], and angular momen-
tum alignment of non-polar molecules [20]. On the other
hand, the regime of EIT has been a major workhorse
for creating a stable superposition of ground states and
therefore has been widely used in quantum technologies,
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stopping and storing light [21–28], leading to the real-
ization of quantum synchronization [29], and enhancing
optical non-linearity at the single photon level [30–32].
In particular, with growing interest of using coherently
prepared atomic media for quantum technologies, it be-
comes crucial to distinguish EIT and ATS regimes and
quantify effective, long lived ground state superposition
in a physical system.

Despite differing underlying physics, the two regimes
yield similar spectroscopic signatures, leading to ambigu-
ity in differentiating the two processes from a direct com-
parison of the absorption profiles. Anisimov et al. [6] pro-
posed a method based on Akaike’s information criterion
(AIC) [33] test to objectively discern the two regimes. In
particular, they applied the test on absorption profiles
proportional to the off-diagonal density matrix element
Im(ρ13) of a weak probe, with increasing control field
strength Ωc. They observed that the transition between
the two regions occurred at Ωt

c/γ13 = 0.86. When a per-
point AIC test was carried out to incorporate the exper-
imental noise, the transition from EIT to ATS occurred
smoothly over a certain region, without a signature of
sharp transition. Based on this proposed method to
quantitatively distinguish EIT from ATS regime, several
studies have focused on discriminating the two phenom-
ena in different systems such as atomic system [34–36],
micro-resonators [37, 38], superconducting circuits [39],
mechanical resonator [40], and photonic crystal [41]. Al-
though such tests provides a quantitative indicator of the
transition point between the two regions, the obtained
transition point is larger than the theoretically predicted
value estimated from the pole analysis of ρ13 which is dis-
crete at Ωt

c/γ13 = 0.5 [3, 5]. Therefore, there is a discrep-
ancy between the experimental and theoretical results.

We believe that such discrepancy in theory and exper-
iment occurs because the AIC test is applied directly on
probe absorption [∝ Im(ρ13)], which shows a similar sig-
nature in both regimes. On the contrary, in Ref. [8],
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we observed that the ground state coherence or |ρ12|
has spectroscopically distinct shapes in the two regimes.
This suggests an alternative way of directly applying AIC
test on the ground state coherence to distinguish the two
regimes unambiguously. Here, we explore this possibility.

(i) (ii)

FIG. 1. (a) Equivalent atomic energy level diagram for EIT
(left) and ATS (right) regime in a three-level atomic system.
(b) Typical probe response, and blue and dark yellow curves
represent the EIT and ATS cases, respectively. (c) Absolute
value of ρ12, and blue and dark yellow curves are for EIT and
ATS case, respectively.

Figure 1(a) shows an equivalent atomic energy level
schemes of EIT [Fig. 1(a), left] and higher field ATS
[Fig. 1(a), right] regimes in a three-level atomic system
driven by a weak probe (Ωp) and a control field (Ωc).
When the control field is relatively weak, the atoms are
driven into a superposition of ground states (|1⟩ and |2⟩)
or dark state |D⟩ [Fig. 1(a), left], leading to a sharp
transparency window in the absorption profile of a weak
probe field [Fig. 1(b)]. However, a higher control field
hybridizes the ground state |2⟩ with the excited state
|3⟩ to fragile states |+⟩ and |−⟩ [Fig. 1(a), right], which
creates a doublet structure in probe absorption or ATS
[Fig. 1(b)].

In particular, we compare the transition between EIT
and ATS regimes for three-level systems based on the
two methods: from the shape of the probe absorption
profile (Im(ρ13(δ))), and from the ground state coher-
ence (|ρ12(δ)|). Figure 1(b) shows Im(ρ13) as a function
of two-photon detuning (δ) for both the EIT and ATS
cases, depicting a splitting in both scenarios. On the

contrary, |ρ12| shows completely distinct shapes: a sin-
gle resonance peak in EIT regime and a splitting in ATS
regime [Fig. 1(c)]. A mere visual inspection can resolves
the ambiguity to distinguish between the two regimes. To
quantitatively compare the advantage of using coherence,
we apply the AIC test to these shapes, i.e., on the ground
state coherence (|ρ12|) and compare it with the corre-
sponding probe absorption profile [∝ Im(ρ13)]. Here, we
show that the test on EIT and ATS for |ρ12| clearly iden-
tifies the two regimes even in presence of noise, while the
test on Im(ρ13) fails to do so. The AIC test indeed pre-
dicts a transition point at Ωt

c/γ13 = 0.5, consistent with
the existing predictions [3, 5]. Furthermore, we apply
the test on experimentally measured coherence quanti-
fier C of ground state coherence (|ρ12|) which is based
on a single shot time domain measurement [8]. In accor-
dance with theory, the test on quantifier indeed demon-
strates that a transition occurs at Ωt

c/γ13 ≃ 0.45, which
is very close to the predicted value. This small deviation
in the transition point for quantifier C from the numer-
ically computed |ρ12| can be understood by taking into
account the finite ground state decoherence (γ12).

II. THEORETICAL ANALYSIS OF EIT-ATS
MODEL

In order to apply the AIC test on shapes of |ρ12| and
Im(ρ13), we first derive the expressions for both quanti-
ties in EIT and ATS regimes for a three-level atomic sys-
tem [Fig. 1(a)] using the similar approach as in Ref. [3].
Under semi-classical description of laser-atom interac-
tion, the steady state solutions of ρ12 and ρ13 are [3, 8]

ρss12 =
Ω∗

pΩc/(δ − iγ12)

δ +∆c − iγ13 − |Ωc|2/(δ − iγ12)
, (1)

and

ρss13 =
−Ω∗

p

δ +∆c − iγ13 − |Ωc|2/(δ − iγ12)
, (2)

where δ = ∆p − ∆c, ∆p, ∆c, γ13, γ12, Ωc, and Ωp cor-
respond to two-photon detuning, probe detuning, con-
trol detuning, excited state decay rate from |3⟩ to |1⟩,
ground state decoherence, control Rabi frequency, and
probe Rabi frequency, respectively. The dressed state en-
ergies and widths can be obtained by the poles of Eqs. 1
and 2 as

δ± =
1

2

[
−∆c + i(γ13 + γ12)±

√
4|Ωc|2 + (∆c − i(γ13 − γ12))2

]
. (3)

The two poles give the two resonant contributions to the atomic response, and Re(δ±) and Im(δ±) correspond to
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the frequency and dephasing rate of the dressed states,
respectively. Accordingly, ρss12 and ρss13 can be expressed
as a superposition of these resonant contributions [3]:

ρss12 =
Ω∗

pB+

δ − δ+
+

Ω∗
pB−

δ − δ−
, (4)

and

ρss13 =
Ω∗

pA+

δ − δ+
+

Ω∗
pA−

δ − δ−
. (5)

where B± = ±Ωc/(δ+−δ−) and A± = ±(δ±−iγ12)/(δ+−
δ−) are the strengths of two contributions for ρ

ss
12 and ρss13,

respectively.
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FIG. 2. (a) and (b) AIC weight comparison with control
field strength (Ωc/γ13) of models for Im(ρ13) (Ai) and |ρ12|
(Bi), respectively, where i represents the EIT (red line) and
ATS (blue line) models. The transition point obtained from
shape comparison of Im(ρ13) is Ω

t
c/γ13 = 0.91 while |ρ12| gives

the transition at theoretically predicted value Ωt
c/γ13 = 0.5.

(c), (d) per point Akaike weight of Ai (c) and Bi (d) models
with control field strength. (c) shows distinct three region, (i)
Ωc/γ13 < 0.5 where EIT model (red line) dominates uncondi-
tionally , (ii) 0.5 < Ωc/γ13 < 0.91 ATS model (navy-blue line)
start dominating and the system goes through an inconclusive
region, (iii) Ωc/γ13 ≥ 0.91 ATS start to dominate. With intro-
duction of Gaussian (σ = 0.01 (green dots), σ = 0.1 (yellow
dots) and σ = 0.5 (light-blue dots)) the unconditional domi-
nation of EIT model for Ωc/γ13 < 0.5 does not hold any more.
While (d) shows two distinct regions. For Ωc/γ13 < 0.5 EIT
dominate unconditionally (red line) whereas ATS (navy-blue
line) model surpass for Ωc/γ13 ≥ 0.5. Even after introduc-
tion of Gaussian noise (σ = 0.01 (green dots), σ = 0.1 (yellow
dots) and σ = 0.5 (light-blue dots)) the two regions are clearly
separated out at Ωc/γ13 = 0.5 without any ambiguity. Here,
γ13 and γ12 are set to 3 MHz and 0.01 MHz, respectively.

For a resonant case ∆c = 0, EIT occurs at Ωc <
(γ13 − γ12)/2 where the two dressed state share the
same reservoir similar to Fano interference, and for

Ωc > (γ13 − γ12)/2, the dressed states decay into dis-
tinct reservoirs, which give rise to two resonant contri-
butions corresponding to ATS. In EIT region, it can be
seen that Re(δ±) = 0 = Re(B±), which implies that
the two dressed states coincide at δ = 0 with differ-
ent dephasing rates given by Im(δ±). Accordingly, the
profile of |ρ12| in EIT regime can be approximated to

BEIT(δ) = P1

[
(γ+ − γ−)/

√
(δ2 + γ2

+)(δ
2 + γ2

−)
]
. For

high control field where B± ≈ 1/2 and δ± ≈ ±Ωc +
iγ13/2, |ρ12| can be approximated as BATS(δ) =

P2

[
|Ω|/

√
δ4 + 2δ2(γ2 − |Ω|2) + (γ2 + |Ω|2)2

]
. While

BEIT(δ) has a single peak structure, BATS(δ) shows two
distinct peaks.
Similar pole analysis for Im(ρ13) yields distinct func-

tions for EIT and ATS regions [6], which are AEIT(δ) =
S2
+/(δ

2 + γ2
+)− S2

−/(δ
2 + γ2

−) and AATS(δ) = S2[1/((δ−
δ0)

2+γ2)+1/((δ+δ0)
2+γ2)], respectively. Both AEIT(δ)

and AATS(δ) have a two peak structure. This leads to a
lack of clear distinction between the two regimes as com-
pared to |ρ12|.

III. MODEL BASED COMPARISON OF
EIT-ATS USING AIC

As proposed in Ref. [6], the AIC test [33] allows one
to select the model with smallest AIC value as the best
model while comparing the shape of EIT and ATS. We
obtained the AIC value directly from the model fit, which
is given by Ii = −2logLi + 2Ki, where Li is the maxi-
mum likelihood and Ki is the number of parameter used
to fit the ith model, and i denotes EIT or ATS. To com-
pare EIT and ATS models, Anisimov et al. [6] used the
Akaike weight which gives the relative likelihood of ith

model and given by wi = e−∆Ii/2/
∑2

m=1 e
−∆Im/2, where

∆Ii is the relative AIC for ith model with respect to min-
imum AIC value from the set of models. We apply the
AIC test by fitting Ai(δ) and Bi(δ) models to numeri-
cally computed Im(ρ13(δ)) (∝ probe absorption profile)
and coherence profile |ρ12(δ)|, respectively for a three
level atomic system (Fig.1). These fits are performed
across a range of control field strengths, and for the fit-
ting process, we utilize the nonlinear regression model fit
function available in Matlab, which directly provides AIC
value (Ii). The relative likelihood of ith model is then
evaluated by calculating Akaike weight wi, for different
control field strength (Ωc/γ13), as shown in Figs. 2(a)
and (b) corresponding to the Ai and Bi models, respec-
tively. As the relative likelihood describing the Akaike
weight wi of these models can only take 0 or 1, it con-
clusively determine the transition from EIT (red line) to
ATS (navy-blue line) regimes. However, the AIC test
based on Ai model (Im(ρ13)) [Fig. 2(a)] yields higher
transition point at Ωt

c/γ13 = 0.91, while the test based
on Bi (|ρ12|) [Fig. 2(b)] accurately captures the transi-
tion at the theoretically predicted value Ωt

c/γ13 = 0.5 [3].
This considerable discrepancy in the comparison between
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these two models can be understood by examine the
shape of Im(ρ13) and |ρ12| with two-photon detuning (δ)
[Figs. 1(b) and (c)]. The probe absorption (Im(ρ13)) ex-
hibits similar features in both the EIT and ATS regimes
(two peak structure), causing both the AEIT and AATS

models to fit effectively near the transition point. The
test prefers AEIT model over AATS model beyond the ac-
tual transition point up to a certain control field strength,
here in our test, it occurs at Ωt

c/γ13 = 0.91. In contrast,
coherence profile |ρ12| exhibits distinct features (a sin-
gle peak and a double peak structure in EIT and ATS
regimes, respectively), allowing the models (BEIT and
BATS) to fit more accurately in their respective regime
and reveal the actual transition.

0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4

ρ
(0)
22 /ρ

(0)
11

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

Ω
t c/
γ

13

Ai models

Bi models

FIG. 3. The transition point Ωt
c/γ13 between EIT and ATS

regimes obtained from Akaike weight (wi) comparison of Ai

(red dots) and Bi (blue diamond) models for a system where
incoherent effects such as optical pumping redistribute the

population. Here, ρ
(0)
11 and ρ

(0)
22 are the steady state popula-

tion in probe and control field ground state, respectively.

For experimental data, where various noise channels
make the selection of models difficult, the model com-
parison is done by per-point (mean) AIC weight w̄i =

e−∆Īi/2/
∑2

m=1 e
−∆Īm/2, where Īi = Ii/n and n is the

number of data points. Figures 2(c) and (d) show the
comparison of w̄i for Ai and Bi models, respectively. Fig-
ure 2(c) shows three regions when the coupling strength
is increased gradually in the absence of noise (red line:
EIT model and navy-blue line: ATS model). In region I
(Ωc/γ13 < 0.5), the EIT model dominates uncondition-
ally. However, in region II (0.5 < Ωc/γ13 < 0.91) ATS
model starts to have non zero value, where none of the
models can be ruled out. When the control field strength
is further increased (Ωc/γ13 > 0.91) ATS model starts to
dominate over EIT model. With introduction of Gaus-
sian noise (σ = 0.01 (green dots), σ = 0.1 (yellow dots)
and σ = 0.5 (light-blue dots)), the unconditional dom-
ination of EIT model for Ωc/γ13 < 0.5 does not hold
anymore [Fig. 2(c)]. However, the model comparison of
Bi shows a sharp transition at Ωt

c/γ13 = 0.5 [Fig. 2(d)].
Below and above this transition value, EIT (red line) and
ATS models (navy-blue line) dominate unconditionally,
respectively. It shows two distinct regions even in pres-
ence of Gaussian noise (σ = 0.01 (green dots), σ = 0.1
(yellow dots) and σ = 0.5 (light-blue dots)).

IV. OPTICAL PUMPING EFFECTS ON MODEL
COMPARISON

Moreover, in systems that are relatively dominated
by various incoherent effects, such as room tempera-
ture atoms, where incoherent processes compete with its
quantum counterpart [7], the steady state probe response
(Im(ρ13)) settle at a different level due to optical pump-
ing, losses, and thermal diffusion of atoms compared to
the ideal EIT case (Eq. 2). However, the ground state
coherence |ρ12| remains unaffected by these incoherent ef-
fects. In such scenarios, the test based on |ρ12| (Bi) can
outperform the test which are relied on Im(ρ13) (Ai).
We apply the AIC test for such systems, focusing on

ρss12 and ρss13 while taking into account the contributions
from the resulting steady state population distribution

ρ
(0)
ii for i=1, 2 and 3 levels. The expression for ρss12 and

ρss13 corrected to first order, can be written as follows:

ρss12 =
Ω∗

pΩc/ (δ − iγ12)

δ +∆c − iγ13 − |Ωc|2/ (δ − iγ12)

[(
ρ
(0)
11 − ρ

(0)
33

)
− δ +∆c − iγ13

∆c + iγ23

(
ρ
(0)
22 − ρ

(0)
33

)]
,

and

ρss13 =
−Ω∗

p

δ +∆c − iγ13 − |Ωc|2/(δ − iγ12)

[(
ρ
(0)
11 − ρ

(0)
33

)
− |Ωc|2

(∆c + iγ23)(δ − iγ12)

(
ρ
(0)
22 − ρ

(0)
33

)]
,

where γ23 is the decay rate from |3⟩ to |2⟩, δ, ∆p, ∆c, γ13,
γ12, Ωc, and Ωp are defined as previously. We fit Ai(δ)
and Bi(δ) models to the numerically computed profiles of
Im(ρss13(δ)) and |ρss12(δ)|, respectively and calculate Akaike

weight (wi) for both models while varying control field
strength, as described in section 3. The obtained tran-
sition point (Ωt

c/γ13) from these models comparison is
shown in Fig. 3 for the respective models (Ai, red dot
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and Bi, blue diamonds) with varying ground state pop-

ulation distribution (ρ
(0)
22 /ρ

(0)
11 ). Here, ρ

(0)
33 is set to 0 for

simplicity. We observed that with increasing population

in control field ground state (ρ
(0)
22 ) the transition point for

Ai model shifts to the higher values, while for Bi model,
the transition point remains close to Ωt

c/γ13 = 0.5. This
observation shows that when the system is dominated by
incoherent processes, the AIC test based on coherence
(|ρ12|) can outperform the comparison based on probe ab-
sorption (Im(ρ13)) in capturing the true transition from
EIT to ATS regime.

hi

hs

hf

FIG. 4. (a) A three-level system is considered by connecting
the ground states |1⟩ and |2⟩ to |3⟩ with probe (Rabi fre-
quency Ωp) and a 10 µs pulsed control (Rabi frequency Ωc),
respectively. A repumper R is used to experimentally sim-
ulate a closed three-level atomic system. (b) Typical time
response of probe transmission at δ = 0. (c) Experimen-
tal setup: P: Probe, C: Control, R: Repumper, PBS: Polar-
izing beam splitter, QWP: Quarter-waveplate, Rb: Rubid-
ium vapor cell, PD: photo diode. Here, Ωp = 2.5 × 10−3γ3,
Ωc = 2.3× 10−1γ3 and the repumping rate R = 2.7× 10−1γ3,
where γ3 = (2π)6.0 MHz is the decay rate from level |3⟩, and
the diameter of all the laser beams is ∼ 4 mm.

V. AIC COMPARISON ON COHERENCE
QUANTIFIER

In previous sections, we demonstrated that AIC test
applied to the coherence |ρ12| (Bi) serves as a robust in-
dicator in determining the transition from EIT to ATS
regime, even in systems dominated by incoherent pro-
cesses. To further validate this hypothesis, we performed
the AIC test for the Bi model on the measured coher-
ence quantifier (C) in a thermal ensemble of atoms, using
the experimental method describe in Ref [8]. Here, we
briefly introduce the method of measuring the coherence
quantifier. The idea behind this measurement relies on
the fact that in a thermal ensemble of atoms, the probe
response is influenced by both incoherent and coherent

−0.5 0.0 0.5

δ (MHz)

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

C
(×

10
−

3
)

(a)

0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

Ωc/γ13

0.0

0.5

1.0

ATS model

EIT model

(b)

wi
wi
w̄i
w̄i

FIG. 5. (a) Measured coherence quantifier C(δ) as a function
of two photon detuning δ in symbols with the best fit of BEIT

(dotted line) and BATS (solid line) models for varying Ωc/γ13
= 0.23 (blue circle), 0.32 (yellow square), 0.58 (red diamond),
and 0.82 (green pentagon). (b) Akaike weight wi (unfilled
diamond) and per-point Akaike weight w̄i (filled circle) are
shown with respect to Ωc/γ13 which are obtained by fitting
the coherence quantifier profile C(δ) in (a) with BEIT (red)
and BATS (blue) models for different control field strength.
The comparison yields a transition point around Ωt

c/γ13 ≃
0.45. Here, the experimental parameter Ωp and R are same
as in Fig. 4.

processes, which can be effectively separated due to their
significantly different time scales [7]. This is particularly
apparent in the steady state solution of the correspond-
ing density matrix elements for a three level atomic sys-
tem [Fig. 4(a)] that drives the probe absorption, which
is given by [8]

ρss13 =
[
−iΩ∗

cρ
ss
12 − iΩ∗

p (ρ
ss
11 − ρss33)

]
/Γ13,

where Γ13 = i∆p + γ13 with ∆p the probe detuning.
It is evident from the equation that the probe response
in steady state (∝ Im(ρ13)) consist of the coherence ρss12
coupled with the control field Ωc and the incoherent pop-
ulation ρss11 and ρss33 which are modified from their ther-
mal equilibrium by optical pumping and losses. In the
absence of control field, the populations equilibrate by
thermal diffusion over a slow time scale of 10 µs, which
is much longer than the time scales of atom dynamics
(∼ 30 ns). This diffusion time corresponds to the time
it takes for room temperature rubidium atoms to diffuse
across a 4 mm laser beam diameter. Based on this differ-
ing time scale, we extract the amount of coherence (|ρss12|)
developed in the system by taking the difference of the
probe response in the presence and absence of the control
field and normalizing it with the initial response when the
control field is not applied. This procedure effectively re-
moves the contribution from populations dynamics. Ac-
cordingly, the coherence quantifier can be defined as

C =

∣∣∣ρΩon
c ,ss

13 − ρ
Ωoff

c ,ss
13

∣∣∣∣∣∣ρΩoff
c ,i

13

∣∣∣ |Ωp|
|Ωc|

ρi11, (6)

where ρ
Ωon

c ,ss
13 , ρ

Ωoff
c ,ss

13 , and ρ
Ωoff

c ,i
13 are the steady state

probe response at control-on, control-off, and the ini-
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tial response in the absence of control field, respectively,
and ρi11 is the initial population in the probe ground
state while the initial excited state population ρi33 is
close to 0. Experimentally, we extract the coherence
from the transient response of the transmitted probe in-
tensity (Itrans) for a closed three-level system [Fig. 4(a)]
shown in Fig. 4(b). The transmitted intensity is related
to the atomic response by Itrans = Iine

−αIm(ρ13), where α
is a constant containing information about atomic prop-
erties, the number of atoms, length of interaction, and
wavelength etc. By utilizing Eq. 6 and the relationship
between transmitted intensity (Itrans) and Im(ρ13), we
derive the coherence quantifier as follows:

C =
|ln(hs)− ln(hf )|

|ln(hi)|
|Ωp|
|Ωc|

ρi11, (7)

where hi, hs and hf are the transmitted intensity (Itrans)
normalized with input intensity (Iin) for initial level,
steady state level and fall end, respectively [Fig. 4(b)],
and here the initial population ( ρi11 ) in the probe ground
state takes the value 0.5 for a thermal ensemble of atoms.

A three-level atomic system in Fig. 4(a) is realized by
considering |1⟩ ≡ |F = 2,mF ⟩, |2⟩ ≡ |F = 2,mF − 2⟩
and |3⟩ ≡ |F ′ = 1,mF − 1⟩ within D2 transition of 85Rb
atoms. A continuous probe Ωp and a pulsed control Ωc

(width 10 µs) with opposite circular polarizations are
used to drive the transitions |1⟩ → |3⟩ and |2⟩ → |3⟩, re-
spectively. These are derived from a single laser locked at
19 MHz red detuned to the transition |F = 2⟩ → |F ′ = 1⟩
and sent through a rubidium vapor cell of length 8 cm
and diameter of 2 cm, magnetically shielded by three
layers of µ-metal sheet. A continuous counter propagat-
ing repumper beam locked at |F = 3⟩ → |F ′ = 3⟩ is
used to experimentally simulate a closed three-level sys-
tem. A schematic of the experimental setup is shown in
Fig. 4(c). The repetition time of the whole experiments
is 50 µs. More details on the experiment can be found in
our earlier work [8].

The coherence quantifier C (Eq. 7) is evaluated using
hi, hs, and hf from the transient response of the probe
field given in Fig. 4(b) at a particular two-photon de-
tuning (δ) and control field strength (Ωc/γ13). C(δ) is
obtained by repeating the experiment by varying δ and
shown in Figure 5(a) for several control field strength
(blue circle, yellow square, red diamond, and green pen-
tagon correspond to Ωc/γ13 = 0.23, 0.32, 0.58, and 0.82,
respectively). Dashed and solid lines are the best fit cor-
responding to BEIT and BATS models, respectively. For
small Ωc/γ13 < 0.5, EIT model (blue and yellow dashed)
fits better than ATS model (blue and yellow solid line),
while for intermediate value of Ωc, both models (red
dashed and line) fit well. For strong Ωc/γ13 > 0.5, one
obtains a good fit for ATS model (green line), while EIT
model (green dashed) fits poorly. From this fit we obtain
the relative likelihood (Li) of a model given by Akaike
weight wi as described in section 3, for a particular con-
trol field strength. Figure 5(b) shows the Akaike weight
wi (hollow square) and per-point weight w̄i (solid square)

with control field strength. Both wi and w̄i shows a tran-
sition at Ωt

c/γ13 ≃ 0.45, below which EIT model (red)
dominates and above ATS model (blue). The transition
point obtained from the experimentally measured quanti-
fier C is very close to the AIC test on Bi model (|ρ12|) for
ideal case (Eq. 1). The possible reason of this small devi-
ation is coming from considering negligible ground state
decoherence (γ12 << γ13) for numerical computation of
|ρ12|. However, for a physical system such as thermal
ensemble of atoms, the ground state decoherence is finite
and can not be ignored. As a result, the transition point
for the quantifier is lower than Ωt

c/γ13 = 0.5. While, the
test on the quantifier conclusively differentiates between
EIT and ATS regimes and reveals the transition point
close to the predicted value, the possibility of applying
the AIC test to the probe absorption profile is dimin-
ished by Doppler effects and power broadening, which
wash away any signature of the EIT to ATS transition [8].
This highlights the importance of using coherence when
distinguishing between EIT and ATS.

VI. CONCLUSION

In conclusion, our study offers a new perspective into
the discrimination of EIT and ATS using a robust indica-
tor. We have shown that the ground state coherence |ρ12|
gives a distinct transition between EIT and ATS as op-
posed to the case in Im(ρ13), when shapes are compared.
The transition point obtained from recent studies based
on AIC test for Im(ρ13) shows disagreement with the the-
oretical threshold value of Ωt

c/γ13 = 0.5 [3, 5, 6, 34, 37],
which is obtained by pole analysis of the off-diagonal den-
sity element ρ13. Shape comparison for probe suscepti-
bility based on this test does not show a clear transition
between the two regions because of its similar feature in
both the regions. Moreover, probe response also includes
incoherent effects which makes the test more ambiguous.
Laurat et al. shows that different incoherent effects can
take the transition point even further from the thresh-
old point [34]. However, |ρ12| is immune to decoherence
and has completely distinct feature in the two regimes.
One should directly look at ground state coherence in-
stead of probe absorption for unambiguous distinction.
We show that AIC weight shows distinct two regions for
|ρ12| and the transition point agrees with the theoreti-
cal calculation. Furthermore, we apply the test on our
reported coherence quantifier which captures the gener-
ated ground state coherence for a thermal ensemble of
rubidium atoms [8]. AIC weight shows a sharp tran-
sition at Ωt

c/γ13 ≃ 0.45, which is nearly equal to the
value obtained from theoretical analysis. This 10% de-
viation in the transition point for the quantifier C com-
ing from finite ground state decoherence (γ12), which is
taken to be small compared to γ13 (γ12 << γ13) while
applying the AIC test on numerically computed |ρ12| re-
vealing Ωt

c/γ13 = 0.5. In room temperature atoms, where
Doppler effects and power broadening make it is almost
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impossible to apply AIC test and observe any signature
of a transition on the probe absorption profile [8], the
coherence quantifier discerns the two regions effectively
and the tests reveals the transition point with absolute

certainty.
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