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The absorption of photons in a three-level atom can be controlled and manipulated by applying a
coherent drive at one of the atomic transitions. The situation where the absorption is fully canceled,
and the atom thus has been turned completely transparent, has been coined electromagnetically in-
duced transparency (EIT). The characteristics of EIT is a narrow transparency window associated
with a fluorescence quench at its center frequency, indicating that inelastic scattering at this partic-
ular point is suppressed. The emergence of EIT-like transparency windows is common in waveguide
quantum electrodynamics (QED) when multiple closely spaced quantum emitters are coupled to
a waveguide. The transparency depends on the separation and energy detuning of the atoms. In
this work, we study a number of different setups with two-level atoms in waveguide QED that all
exhibit EIT-like transparency windows. Unlike the case of a genuine three-level atom, no drive fields
are required in the systems we consider, and the coherent coupling of energy levels is mediated by
the waveguide. We specifically distinguish between systems with genuine EIT-like dynamics and
those that exhibit a transparency window but lack the fluorescence quench. The systems that we
consider consist of both small and giant atoms, which can be experimentally realized with artificial
atoms coupled to either photons or phonons. These systems can offer a simpler route to many EIT
applications since the need for external driving is eliminated.

I. INTRODUCTION

The properties of atoms change when they interact
strongly with an electromagnetic field. By shining light
resonant with the atomic transitions, we can control and
manipulate the quantum state of the atoms, and in the
same process alter their spectroscopic behavior [1]. In
a three-level lambda (Λ) atom, for example, the absorp-
tion of photons can be canceled completely by having the
atom interact with a strong, resonant control field. The
process is enabled by the presence of a stable state in the
Λ system, allowing the atom to be driven into a com-
pletely dark state. This phenomenon has been named
electromagnetically induced transparency (EIT) [2–5].
The transparency comes with a steep dispersion relation,
leading to a drastic change in the group velocity; as a
result, EIT can be used to create “slow” light [6], or
even stop light completely [7]. Additionally, the intrinsic
non-linearity offered by EIT has motivated a plethora of
work in the optical domain for applications in quantum
information processing [8–11].

In waveguide quantum electrodynamics (QED) [12,
13], atoms (or other quantum emitters) are made to
interact with otherwise free photons propagating in a
one-dimensional (1D) waveguide. The atoms could,
for example, perform tasks as nodes in a larger quan-
tum network [14–16], or simulate quantum many-body
physics [17–19]. Specifically, artificial atoms that are
based on superconducting qubits and coupled to mi-
crowave transmission lines have seen rapid development
in recent years [12, 20–40]. Atoms made from supercon-
ducting circuits [12, 41–44] are hard to use as Λ systems
directly, though, as their energy levels are usually formed

in a ladder structure, lacking even a partially stable (or
meta-stable) state. To observe EIT with artificial atoms,
the level structure of the atom has to be purposefully
engineered. This can be done either by embedding an
artificial atom in a cavity (or resonator), forming an ef-
fective Λ system in terms of dressed states, as done in
Refs. [25, 29, 45, 46], or to use giant atoms (atoms cou-
pling to the waveguide at multiple points) [47–49] to tune
the relaxation rates of individual energy-levels to directly
form a Λ system. The latter approach was successfully
demonstrated recently with artificial atoms coupled to
a meandering transmission line [40] and surface acoustic
waves [50].

In this article, we take a different approach to EIT
in waveguide QED. It is well known that multiple emit-
ters in waveguides can form narrow transparency win-
dows [51–53]. It remains an open question, however,
to what extent the transparency can be explained as
a genuine EIT effect in some systems. A characteris-
tic of EIT is the existence of a fluorescence quench [54].
That is, no inelastic scattering takes place at the EIT fre-
quency. This behaviour was reported for two co-located
and non-identical atoms [51, 52]. Here, we consider mul-
tiple different systems in waveguide QED which all have
narrow transparency windows even in the absence of a
strong control field, see Fig. 1. In particular, we study
two configurations with giant atoms. The extra cou-
pling points of giant atoms lead to additional quantum
interference effects, which have found several applica-
tions [18, 39, 40, 47–50, 55–67], but the impact of these
interference effects on transmission has not been thor-
oughly studied previously. The transparency windows
we find in the systems in Fig. 1 always stem from the
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FIG. 1. The setups considered in this work. (a) A three-level Λ system with one transition driven by a control field Ωc and the
other by a weak probe field Ωp. The drives may be applied through a waveguide. We say that the system displays transparency
if the probe field is perfectly transmitted. (b) A two-level system coupled to a waveguide and to another two-level system with
dipole coupling g. The latter system does not interact directly with the waveguide. (c) Two two-level systems both coupled to
a waveguide, separated by a distance ∆x. (d) A giant atom coupled to the waveguide in two separate points, and a small atom
coupled to the waveguide in-between those points. (e) Two giant atoms coupled to the waveguide in a braided configuration.

existence of a dark state, but the origin of the dark state
differs for the various systems considered. We show that
the transparency only can be explained as a genuine EIT
effect in some of these setups, as only those systems dis-
play a fluorescence quench.

Another feature of EIT is the existence of two fun-
damentally different regimes, in which the transparency
has different origins. If the control field applied to a tra-
ditional Λ system is strong enough, an Autler-Townes
doublet [68] is formed, and the transparency is caused by
scattering against two closely positioned, but distinctly
different resonances. Alternatively, the transparency can
be caused by quantum interference between two equal-
energy states. These two regimes have been named the
ATS and EIT regime, respectively [69, 70]. Experimen-
tally, it can be hard to distinguish between these two
regimes [71], and a statistical measure was introduced as
a way to aid in this distinction [70]. For the systems with
multiple emitters in a waveguide that we consider, where
no control field is applied, we show that the transparency
can be caused by quantum interference, thus being in the
“EIT regime”, but yet miss a fluorescence quench; a po-
tential source of confusion when it comes to classifying
transparencies in waveguide QED as EIT-like or not. Our
classification and explanations of which systems exhibit

EIT-like transparencies can guide future work on appli-
cations of EIT-like behaviour in waveguide QED.

This article is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we use a
single-photon scattering approach to derive a general set
of equations that can be solved for the scattering coeffi-
cients for an arbitrary number of atoms in a waveguide.
The atoms can be both small and giant, with coupling
points arranged in any order. Additionally, we introduce
the master equation, originally derived in Ref. [48], for
multiple (possibly giant) atoms coherently driven from
the waveguide. In Sec. III, we solve the system of equa-
tions derived from the scattering calculation for each
setup in Fig. 1. From the transmission coefficients, we
derive the equivalents of EIT and ATS regimes for each
setup. We solve the master equation for each setup in the
EIT regime and evaluate the existence of a fluorescence
quench. We conclude in Sec. IV.

II. METHODS

To analyze the transmission properties of the setups in
Fig. 1, we use two different methods:

(i) A single-photon-scattering calculation allows us to
derive analytical expressions for the transmission
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coefficients. From the poles of the transmission co-
efficient we can distinguish between the EIT and
ATS regimes, much in accordance with the analy-
sis in [69] and [70].

(ii) Once we have found the parameter threshold for the
EIT regime, we numerically solve a master equation
to study inelastic transmission properties.

A. Single-photon scattering

The scattering approach we use was developed in
Ref. [72] and further illustrated in Refs. [73, 74]. From
this method, we derive a general set of equations that can
be solved for the single-photon scattering amplitudes of
systems consisting of an arbitrary number of small and
giant atoms in a waveguide. The equations we derive are
valid for all configurations of giant-atom coupling points,
which can be both nested and braided [48], as well as
surrounding one or multiple small or giant atoms.

Starting from the Schrödinger equation (we set ~ and
the wave velocity to 1 throughout the paper)

H|Ψ(k)〉R = k|Ψ(k)〉R, (1)

where |Ψ(k)〉R denotes the scattering eigenstate of the
waveguide and emitters with a right-going photon (R)
injected at a far distance to the left. The total Hamilto-
nian has three parts:

H = HE +HB +Hint. (2)

We write the Hamiltonian describing the emitters as

HE =
∑
i

ωiσ
+
i σ
−
i , (3)

where ωi is the emitter transition frequency and σ+
i (σ−i )

is the creation (annihilation) operator for emitter i. The
free-field Hamiltonian for the waveguide is given by

HB = −i
∫
dx

[
a†R(x)

d

dx
aR(x)− a†L(x)

d

dx
aL(x)

]
, (4)

where a†α(x) [aα(x)] creates [annihilates] a photon at po-
sition x moving in the α = R,L direction. The interac-
tion Hamiltonian can be written as two sums

Hint =

N∑
i=1

Mi∑
j=1

∫
dx δ(x− xij )

√
γij
2

×
[(
a†R(x) + a†L(x)

)
σ−i + H.c.

]
, (5)

where N is the number of emitters, Mi is the number of
coupling points for emitter i, xij is the position of the
jth coupling point for emitter i, γij is the corresponding
coupling strength, and H.c. denotes Hermitian conjugate.

By defining the state where both right and left-going
modes in the waveguide are in the vacuum state and all
emitters are in their ground state,

|0〉 ≡ |0〉R ⊗ |0〉L ⊗ |g〉1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ |g〉N , (6)

we can write the scattering eigenstate |Ψ(k)〉R as

|Ψ(k)〉R =

∫
dx
(
φR(k, x)a†R(x) + φL(k, x)a†L(x)

)
|0〉

+

N∑
i=1

ei(k)σ+
i |0〉. (7)

The amplitudes φR/L contain a plane-wave ansatz

φR(k, x) =
eikx√

2π
[θ(x1 − x) + t1θ(x− x1)θ(x2 − x) + t2θ(x− x2)θ(x3 − x) + . . .+ tN ′θ(x− xN ′))], (8)

φL(k, x) =
e−ikx√

2π
[r1θ(x1 − x) + r2θ(x− x1)θ(x2 − x) + . . .+ rN ′θ(x− xN ′−1)θ(xN ′ − x)], (9)

where rn(k) and tn(k) are the reflection and transmission
coefficient for the nth coupling point, respectively. Note
that the running index n ∈ [1, N ′] is simply counting
from the first coupling point (x11

) at the very left to the
last one at the very right (xN ′ , which need not be xNMN

,
since for giant atoms the last coupling point can belong
to any of the atoms).

By plugging the plane-wave ansatz into Eq. (1) and

collecting coefficients for each basis state (a†R|0〉, a
†
L|0〉,

and {σ+
i |0〉}), it is possible to derive, after some manipu-

lation [72], the following set of coupled equations for each



4

atom i:

ei(k) = i
eikxij

√
πγij

(
tij − tij−1

)
, (10)

ei(k) = i
e−ikxij

√
πγij

(
rij − rij+1

)
, (11)

ei(k) =

Mi∑
j=1

√
γij

2
√

4π(k − ωi)

[
eikxij

(
tij−1 + tij

)
(12)

+e−ikxij
(
rij + rij+1

)]
,

where tij is defined as tn for xij being the nth cou-
pling point, and similarly for rij . The first and last
coupling points are exceptions for t and r respectively,
where t0 = 1 and rN ′+1 = 0. Equations (10) and (11)
can be regarded as boundary conditions for r and t, and

Eq. (12) stems from energy conservation. Note that the
sum of the overall transmission and reflection probabil-
ities is conserved, |t|2 + |r|2 = |tN ′(k)|2 + |r1(k)|2 = 1,
if no loss or noise channel is present (which we assume).
In total, this gives a system of 2

∑
iMi +N independent

equations that can be solved for the scattering coefficients
between adjacent coupling points.

B. Coherent drive

The master equation and the corresponding input-
output relations for an array of giant atoms with a coher-
ent driving field in the waveguide was derived in Ref. [48].
This master equation can be written, within the rotating-
wave approximation (RWA), and in a frame rotating with
the drive frequency ωd, as

ρ̇ = −i[Hdriven, ρ] +

N∑
i=1

Mi∑
j=1

Mi∑
k=1

√
γijγik cosφijikD[σ−i ]ρ+

N−1∑
i=1

N∑
l=i+1

Mi∑
j=1

Ml∑
k=1

√
γijγlk cosφij lk

×
[(
σ−i ρσ

+
l −

1

2

{
σ+
i σ
−
l , ρ

})
+ H.c.

]
,

(13)

with

Hdriven =

N∑
i=1

∆i +

Mi−1∑
j=1

Mi∑
k=n+1

√
γijγik sinφijik

σ+
i σ
−
i +

N−1∑
i=1

N∑
l=i+1

Mi∑
j=1

Ml∑
k=1

√
γijγlk

2
sinφij lk

(
σ−i σ

+
l + σ+

i σ
−
l

)
− i

N∑
i=1

Mi∑
j=1

√
γij
2

(
αeiφ11ij σ+

i −H.c.
)
,

(14)

where |α|2 is the number of photons per second coming
from the coherent drive, φij lk denotes the phase shift ac-
quired when moving from point ij to lk, and the rest of
the symbols (N , Mi, γij , etc.) have the same meaning as
in the preceding subsection. Using input-output theory,
we find the output bosonic operator which has contribu-
tions from all of the atoms [48],

bout = aR
(
x→ (xN ′)+

)
(15)

= αeiφ0 +

N∑
i=1

Mi∑
j=1

e
iφijN

′

√
γij
2
σ−i , (16)

where φ0 refers to the total phase shift acquired by a pho-
ton traversing the entire system (from the first coupling
point, x11

, to the last one, xN ′), then the transmission
coefficient, describing the transmission through the whole
array of atoms, can be written as

t =
〈bout〉
α

= eiφ0 +
1

α

N∑
i=1

Mi∑
j=1

e
iφijN

′

√
γij
2
〈σ−i 〉. (17)

The first term in Eq. (17) accounts for the propagation of
the drive through the whole system, and the second term
accounts for the contribution from each coupling point of
each atom. In the weak-driving limit α→ 0, t→ tN ′ (up
to an irrelevant global phase).

Equation (13) was originally derived for an array of
giant atoms, but can be used also for the cases where
small atoms are placed inside giant atoms, by setting all
but one coupling point to zero for the small atom, and
adjust the phase shifts accordingly.

C. Inelastic scattering properties

We study the inelastic scattering properties using the
solution to the master equation of the coherently driven
system, Eq. (13). To evaluate the existence of a fluo-
rescence quench, we calculate the total inelastic photon
flux [54, 74, 75]

F (ωp) =

∫
dωS(ω), (18)
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where S is the inelastic power-spectrum (resonance fluo-
rescence)

S(ω) =

∫
e−iωt

〈
b†out(t)bout(0)

〉
ss

(19)

with 〈〉ss denoting the expectation value in the steady
state. Note that to access the inelastic properties, the
term containing a Dirac delta function at the drive fre-
quency ωp, corresponding to elastic scattering, is dropped
from the above definition.

III. RESULTS

In addition to a traditional three-level Λ system [see
Fig. 1(a)] we study the following configurations of multi-
ple emitters in a waveguide:

(i) two dipole-coupled atoms, of which one is con-
nected to the waveguide while the other atom is
disconnected [see Fig. 1(b)];

(ii) two atoms placed after each other in a waveguide,
slightly detuned from each other [see Fig. 1(c)];

(iii) a giant atom surrounding a small atom [see
Fig. 1(d)];

(iv) two giant atoms with coupling points in a braided
configuration [see Fig. 1(e)].

All of these systems can be shown to exhibit transmission
properties resembling EIT in some parameter regime,
even without the application of a strong control field,
since they are all capable of producing dark states. The
main question we seek to answer is to what degree these
systems and their transmission properties can be mapped
to the three-level Λ atom in Fig. 1(a). Here, an important
factor is whether fluorescence quenches are exhibited at
the EIT-like transmission peaks or not.

A. Lambda system

We first briefly review EIT in a traditional three-level
Λ system, to understand the role of the control field and
the parameter regime in which EIT occurs. This allows
us to compare the Λ system to the other systems we
consider later on. For a more detailed discussion of EIT,
see, e.g., Refs. [4, 5], and for a comparison of EIT in
different three-level systems, see Ref. [69].

A Λ system has the level structure seen in Fig. 1(a).
Only the transitions |0〉 ↔ |2〉 and |1〉 ↔ |2〉 are allowed,
as |1〉 is a dark state that does not couple to the envi-
ronment. When a control field with amplitude Ωc and
frequency ωc is applied at the |1〉 ↔ |2〉 transition, and
a probe field with amplitude Ωp and frequency ωp is ap-
plied at the |0〉 ↔ |2〉 transition, the system dynamics

are given by the master equation [5]

ρ̇ = −i[H, ρ] +
Γ20

2
(2σ02ρσ20 − {σ22, ρ})

+
Γ21

2
(2σ12ρσ21 − {σ22, ρ})

+γ2φ(2σ22ρσ22 − {σ22, ρ})
+γ1φ(2σ11ρσ11 − {σ11, ρ}), (20)

where σij = |i〉〈j|, Γij is the decay rate from state |i〉 to
|j〉, and γiφ is the pure dephasing rate of state |i〉. The
system Hamiltonian can be made time-independent by
applying the RWA and going into a rotating frame:

H = ∆pσ22 + (∆p −∆c)σ11 + i
Ωp
2

(σ02 − σ20)

+i
Ωc
2

(σ12 − σ21), (21)

where ∆p = ω2 − ωp, ∆c = (ω2 − ω1)− ωc, and ωi is the
energy of state |i〉.

To observe EIT, we solve Eq. (20) in the regime of a
strong control field and a weak probe field. To make
the analysis clearer, we assume the ideal case of no pure
dephasing (γiφ = 0) and perfect resonance of the control
field (∆c = 0). From the solution to the master equation
and the input-output relation

bout = bin +

√
Γ20

2
σ02, (22)

we obtain the transmission coefficient (up to the first
order in the small parameter Ωp/Γ20 � 1)

tΛ = 1− 2Γ20∆p

4(γ2 + i∆p)∆p − iΩ2
c

, (23)

where γ2 = (Γ21 + Γ20)/2. The EIT manifests itself as a
transmission peak at ∆p = 0. The origin of the transmis-
sion peak can be seen by inspecting the complex roots of
tΛ [69, 70]

Z± =
iγ2

2
± 1

2

√
Ω2
c − γ2

2 , (24)

which are purely imaginary for Ωc < γ2. In this param-
eter regime, the high transmission is caused by quan-
tum interference between two resonances positioned at
the same energy. This is the EIT regime. For Ωc > γ2,
an Autler-Townes doublet is formed by the dressing of
energy levels by the strong control field. This is referred
to as the ATS regime.

We plot the transmission tΛ and the flux FΛ as a func-
tion of probe detuning ∆p in the EIT regime in Fig. 2(a).
We use the parameters Γ21 = 0 and Ωc = Γ20/4. The
perfect transmission of probe photons at ∆p = 0 is
due to destructive interference between the two differ-
ent excitation pathways in the system, |0〉 → |2〉 and
|0〉 → |2〉 → |1〉 → |2〉, which are equally likely in
this parameter regime. The fluorescence is known to be
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TABLE I. Criteria for being in the EIT regime for each system
configuration, and whether the EIT peak is associated with a
fluorescence quench or not.

Setup Λ ss s-s Gs GG

Schematic 1(a) 1(b) 1(c) 1(d) 1(e)

EIT regime Ωc < γ2 g < γ/4 δ < γ γG < γs/16 δ < 4γ

Quench Yes No Yes No Yes

quenched at the EIT peak in a Λ system [54], which man-
ifests itself as zero flux at the EIT frequency. The reason
for the quench can be understood in terms of dark states.
In the EIT regime, there is zero probability of occupying
the bright state |2〉, as the system is trapped in a dark
superposition of |0〉 and |1〉. Thus, no photon absorp-
tion takes place at ∆p = 0 and the inelastic scattering is
quenched.

B. Two small atoms

We consider two setups with small atoms. In the first
setup, which can be seen in Fig. 1(b), only one of the
atoms is connected to the waveguide, and the two (iden-
tical) atoms are dipole-coupled. We refer to this setup
as “ss”. In the second setup, we consider two detuned
atoms coupled to the waveguide at separate points, see
Fig. 1(c). The coupling between the atoms is mediated
by the waveguide due to their separation in space (set to
be one wavelength). We refer to this setup as “s-s”.

1. Two dipole-coupled small atoms with one detached from
the waveguide (“ss”)

In this case, the system of equations given by Eqs. (10)-
(12), which we derived in Sec. II A, needs to be modified
since one of the atoms is decoupled from the waveguide.
By adding the dipole coupling to the emitter Hamiltonian

HE =

2∑
i=1

ωiσ
+
i σ
−
i + g

(
σ+

1 σ
−
2 + σ+

2 σ
−
1

)
, (25)

it is possible to derive the modified set of equations

e1(k) =
i
√
πγ

(t− 1), (26)

e1(k) =
ir
√
πγ
, (27)

e1(k) =

√
γ

2
√

4π(k − ω1)
(1 + t) +

ge2(k)

k − ω1
, (28)

e2(k) =
ge1(k)

(k − ω2)
, (29)

where we position the waveguide-coupled atom at x = 0.
We solve Eqs. (26)-(29) for ω1 = ω2 ≡ ω0, and obtain

0

0.5

1

|t|
2
,F
/
F

m
a
x (a)

|tΛ|2
FΛ

0

0.5

1

|t|
2
,F
/
F

m
a
x (b)

|tss|2
Fss

0

0.5

1

|t|
2
,F
/
F

m
a
x (c)

|ts−s|2
Fs−s

−1.0 −0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0
0

0.5

1

|t|
2
,F
/
F

m
a
x (d)

|tGs|2
FGs

−1 −0.5 0 0.5 1

∆p/{Γ20, γ,2γ, γs, 8γ}

0

0.5

1

|t|
2
,F
/
F

m
a
x (e)

|tGG|2
FGG

FIG. 2. Single-photon transmission coefficient (solid lines)
and inelastic photon flux (dashed lines) for the five systems
depicted in Fig. 1. (a) A traditional Λ system, (b) two dipole-
coupled atoms with one atom disconnected from the waveg-
uide, (c) two distant atoms with a small detuning, (d) a giant
atom surrounding a small atom, where the giant atom is dark,
and (e) two giant atoms, where both atoms are bright but de-
tuned as in (c). All systems are in the parameter regime
where they fulfil the EIT criteria, summarized for each sys-
tem in Table I. For the exact parameters used for each panel,
see the main text. The EIT peak is only accompanied by
a fluorescence quench when the atoms are detuned; see the
dashed lines in (c) and (e). When a bright and a dark atom
are coupled through a dipole coupling, either directly as in
(b) or through the waveguide as in (d), the comparison with
a Λ system only holds in the single-photon regime, as is evi-
dent from the lack of fluorescence quench. We used a coherent
drive amplitude of |α|2 = {Γ20/10, γ/10, γ/5, γs/10, 4γ/5} in
(a)-(e), respectively, to calculate F .
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the single-photon transmission coefficient

tss = 1− γ∆p

(γ − 2i∆p)∆p + 2ig2
(30)

with ∆p = k − ω0.
Comparing tss in Eq. (30) with tΛ in Eq. (23), we see

that the responses of the two systems are similar in the
single-photon regime. The role of the control field Ωc
is now played by the dipole coupling g and the decay
rate Γ20 is replaced by the decay rate γ (when Γ21 =
0), up to constant factors. The stable state in the Λ
system, necessary for EIT to occur, is now provided by
the disconnected atom. We plot tss as a solid black line
in Fig. 2(b) for g = γ/8, showing the similarity to tΛ in
Fig. 2(a).

Just like in a Λ system, from the expression for the
transmission coefficient we can identify the EIT regime
(and likewise the ATS regime). The two complex poles
of tss are

Z± = − i
4

(
γ ±

√
γ2 − 16g2

)
, (31)

which are purely imaginary for g < γ/4, defining the EIT
regime.

The comparison with a Λ system breaks down out-
side the single-photon sector. By calculating the flux
in Eq. (18) from the solution to the master equation in
Eq. (13), for a weak coherent probe, we observe that the
fluorescence is not quenched. This is illustrated by the
dashed line in Fig. 2(b). Unlike in a Λ system, the pop-
ulation is not trapped in a completely dark state in the
steady state.

2. Two separated small atoms coupled to the waveguide
(“s-s”)

We denote the separation of the two atoms, depicted
in Fig. 1(c), as ∆x, and position them one wavelength
apart, ∆x = λ0, where their waveguide-mediated corre-
lated decay is maximal. The wavelength λ0 is determined
by the resonant frequency of the first atom, λ0 = 2π/ω0.
We note that this particular setup has attracted special
interest recently due to its nonreciprocal property caused
by inelastic scattering [52, 76–81].

To solve Eqs. (10)-(12), we choose the excitation ener-
gies of the atoms as ω1 = ω0 and ω2 = ω0 + δ, where δ is
a small detuning, and assume (i) the Markov approxima-
tion k∆x ≈ k0∆x, where k0 = ω0, and (ii) equal coupling
strength γ to the waveguide for each atom. This leads to
the single-photon transmission coefficient

ts−s = 1− iγ(δ + 2∆p)

2(iγ + δ + ∆p)∆p + iγδ

= 1−
4γ∆′p

4
(
γ − i∆′p

)
∆′p + iδ2

, (32)

where ∆′p = ∆p+δ/2. In Fig. 2(c), we plot this transmis-
sion coefficient for and δ = γ/2. We see that the trans-
mission has an EIT-like peak when the drive is slightly
off resonance with the first atom.

The mapping to a Λ system becomes even more clear
by inspecting the poles of ts−s,

Z± = −δ
2
− i

2

(
γ ±

√
γ2 − δ2

)
. (33)

Note that the first term, −δ/2, is real and shared by the
two poles. Its effect is to shift the EIT peak from ω0

to ω0 − δ/2, explaining the plot in Fig. 2(c). The other
terms in the two poles are purely imaginary for δ < γ,
which defines the EIT regime in this case. Thus, the role
of the control field Ωc is played by the detuning δ, while
∆p in the Λ system is replaced by δ/2 + ∆p. Unlike in
the previous case with two dipole-coupled atoms (con-
figuration “ss”), here the mapping to a Λ system also
holds in the two-photon sector, where the fluorescence is
fully quenched, F = 0 at the EIT frequency [52]; see the
dashed line in Fig. 2(c).

The reason why “s-s” has a quenched EIT peak while
“ss” does not can be understood in terms of dressed
states. By writing the “s-s” system Hamiltonian in the
symmetric/antisymmetric basis with the coherent drive
included, we have

HE =

(
∆p +

δ

2

)(
σ+
S σ
−
S + σ+

Aσ
−
A

)
+
δ

2

(
σ+
S σ
−
A + σ+

Aσ
−
S

)
−iΩp

2

(
σ+
S − σ

−
S

)
, (34)

where σ±S = 1√
2
(σ±1 + σ±2 ), and σ±A = 1√

2
(σ±1 − σ

±
2 ). It

can be seen that only the symmetric state |S〉 = σ+
S |gg〉

couples to the waveguide probe field. By comparison with
the above Hamiltonian for the Λ system, Eq. (21), we see
the strong resemblance when ∆c = 0, since we can make
the identifications |0〉 ↔ |gg〉, |1〉 ↔ |A〉, and |2〉 ↔ |S〉.
However, it would seem like the doubly excited state |ee〉
should make a crucial difference in the comparison with
a Λ system for both the “s-s” and “ss” setups. As shown
in Figs. 3(a) and 3(b), both setups contain a coupling
between one of the three lower levels and |ee〉.

The key turns out to be which of the lower energy levels
couples to |ee〉. As shown in Fig. 3(c), |ee〉 is not occupied
in the steady state when the “s-s” setup is driven at its
EIT frequency, and this setup thus behaves like a proper
Λ system also outside the single-excitation regime. How-
ever, when driving the “ss” setup at its EIT frequency,
the occupation probability for |ee〉 is nonzero, making
this setup an effective N -type four-level system without
any fluorescence quench.

In the “s-s” setup, the fact that it is the bright state
|S〉 rather than the dark state |A〉 that couples to |ee〉
admits the existence of a pure dark steady state for the
system. Such a pure dark state must be an eigenstate of
the Hamiltonian and be annihilated by all jump opera-
tors in the master equation [82–84]. The latter condition
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restricts us to the subspace spanned by |gg〉 and |A〉.
Since the Hamiltonian HE in Eq. (34) only couples these
states to |S〉 at the EIT frequency ∆p = −δ/2, it is pos-
sible to find a superposition of |gg〉 and |A〉 that is an
eigenstate of HE with eigenvalue zero [84].

In the “ss” setup, it is instead the “dark” state |ge〉
that is coupled to |ee〉. Following the same reasoning as
in the previous paragraph, a pure dark steady state in
this setup must be a superposition of |gg〉 and |ge〉, both
of which couple to |eg〉. But since |ge〉 also couples to
|ee〉, a superposition of |gg〉 and |ge〉 cannot be an eigen-
state of the Hamiltonian in Eq. (25), and thus there is
no pure dark steady state here. The consequence is that
the “ss” setup does not behave as a Λ system outside the
single-excitation regime and therefore does not exhibit a
fluorescence quench.

C. Giant atoms

Giant atoms were recently introduced as a way to tune
the relaxation rates of individual artificial atoms [47, 49].
Additionally, when multiple giant atoms are placed close
to each other in a waveguide, they can be arranged to
create decoherence-free coherent interactions between the
atoms [48]. Here, we compare two different setups with
giant atoms. The first setup, shown in Fig. 1(d), uses
a single giant atom to create a dark state. A small
atom is placed inside the giant atom in order to induce
a waveguide-mediated coupling between the two atoms.
We refer to this setup as “Gs”. In the other giant-atom
setup, we consider two giant atoms with braided cou-
pling points. This arrangement of coupling points is the
one that can create decoherence-free interactions [48], as
demonstrated in a recent experiment [39], and we show
that the same setup is capable of creating EIT-like phe-
nomena. We refer to this setup as “GG”; see Fig. 1(e).

1. One giant atom with one small atom inside (“Gs”)

We set the separation between the two coupling points
of the giant atom to ∆x = λ0/2 (with the first coupling
point at x = 0), such that the two relaxation pathways
corresponding to emission at the two coupling points
interfere destructively. The small atom is placed in-
between the two giant-atom coupling points, positioned
at the center ∆x/2. The choice of position for the inner
atom does not affect the analysis in any way other than
changing the effective coupling strength between the two
atoms and also the location of the EIT peak.

We solve Eqs. (10)-(12) using the Markovian approx-
imation k∆x ≈ k0∆x = π, with the two atoms hav-
ing equal excitation energy ω0, but unequal coupling
strengths: γG at each coupling point for the giant atom
and γs for the small atom. This gives the transmission

FIG. 3. Energy diagrams explaining the presence or absence
of a fluorescence quench in the “s-s” and “ss” setups. (a) Two
detuned atoms, written in the symmetric/antisymmetric ba-
sis. In the steady state, the doubly excited state |ee〉 can never
be excited since the transition from |A〉 to |ee〉 is forbidden.
The system thus behaves like a Λ system even outside of the
single excitation regime. (b) Two dipole-coupled atoms. Be-
cause the transition from |ge〉 to |ee〉 is possible, the system
can never be driven into a completely dark state, and the
comparison with a Λ system breaks down outside the single-
excitation regime. (c) Excitation probability of the doubly
excited state |ee〉 as a function of drive frequency for the “s-s”
(turquoise line) and “ss” (orange line) systems in the steady
state |Ψ〉. We used a coherent drive amplitude of |α|2 = γ/5
and |α|2 = γ/10 for “s-s” and “ss”, respectively. Other pa-
rameters are the same as in Figs. 2(c) and 2(b), respectively.

coefficient

tGs = 1− γs∆p

(γs − 2i∆p)∆p + 2iγsγG
. (35)

We plot this transmission coefficent for γG = γs/64 in
Fig. 2(d). Once again, we observe an EIT-like transmis-
sion peak.

The poles of the transmission coefficient are located at

Z± = − i
4

(
γs ±

√
γ2
s − 16γGγs

)
, (36)

which are purely imaginary for γG < γs/16, defining
the EIT regime. In this case, it is

√
2γGγs which plays

the role of the control field Ωc in the mapping to a Λ
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system. The dark giant atom behaves very similarly
to the disconnected atom in the “ss” setup discussed
in Sec. III B 1, and no additional effects are introduced
[compare Figs. 2(b) and 2(d)]. The dipole coupling in the
“ss” setup is replaced by a waveguide-mediated coherent
coupling here, which is possible with a giant atom even
though it does not decay into the waveguide [48]. The
comparison to the “ss” setup holds for both elastic and
inelastic scattering properties: the “Gs” setup does not
have any fluorescence quench accompanying the trans-
mission peak.

2. Two giant atoms in a braided configuration (“GG”)

Until now, each system has been qualitatively different
from the others in the way they achieve EIT-like peaks.
However, with multiple giant atoms we have not found
a different way to achieve EIT. Instead, motivated by
the growing interest in giant atoms [49], and braided gi-
ant atoms specifically [39, 48], we simply show that this
system is also capable of inducing EIT.

We use the same approach to EIT as in the “s-s” setup
(see Sec. III B 2), where the two small atoms are cou-
pled through the waveguide and are slightly detuned from
each other such that ω1 = ω0 and ω2 = ω0 + δ. We set
the distance between neighbouring coupling points of the
giant atoms to ∆x/3. We use the Markov approximation
k∆x/3 ≈ k0∆x/3 = π. We set the coupling strength
at each connection point of both atoms to be γ. The
transmission coefficient then becomes

tGG = 1− 2iγ(δ + 2∆p)

(4iγ + δ + ∆p)∆p + 2iγδ

= 1−
16γ∆′p

4
(
4γ − i∆′p

)
∆′p + iδ2

, (37)

where ∆′p = ∆p + δ/2. We plot this transmission coeffi-
cient for δ = 2γ in Fig. 2(e). We see that it exhibits an
off-resonant transmission peak just like the “s-s” setup
in Fig. 2(c).

The poles of the transmission coefficient are located at

Z± = −δ
2
− i

2

(
4γ ±

√
16γ2 − δ2

)
. (38)

From this, we see that the detuning introduces a shift in
the EIT peak by −δ/2 as in the “s-s” setup. The system
is in the EIT regime for detunings δ < 4γ. Also same as
in the case of the “s-s” setup, the EIT-like transmission
peak coincides with a fluorescence quench, as shown by
the dashed line in Fig. 2(e).

IV. CONCLUSION AND OUTLOOK

We have studied a number of setups in waveguide
QED, where two atoms, either small or giant, exhibit

narrow EIT-like transparency windows in certain param-
eter regimes without the presence of a strong external
drive. We compared this behaviour to the EIT that can
be achieved in a driven three-level Λ system. To judge
whether we truly were seeing analogs of EIT, we evalu-
ated the existence of a fluorescence quench, i.e., cancella-
tion of inelastic scattering, in all systems, and compared
it to the fluorescence quench that accompanies EIT in a
three-level Λ system.

To carry out these comparisons, we first performed a
single-photon scattering calculation, where we derived a
general set of equations that can be solved for the scat-
tering coefficients in systems with an arbitrary number of
atoms, both small and giant, with an arbitrary number
of coupling points, at arbitrary positions, to a 1D waveg-
uide. For the giant-atom coupling configurations, this
means that the coupling points can be both “braided”
and “nested” [48], or surrounding a small atom. We used
the scattering calculation to derive a criterion for being in
the EIT regime, where the transparency is due to quan-
tum interference, for each of the configurations depicted
in Fig. 1. We then numerically solved a master equation
in this parameter regime to calculate the inelastic pho-
ton flux, which allowed us to evaluate the existence of
a fluorescence quench. The criteria for the EIT regime,
and the existence of a fluorescence quench at the EIT
frequency for each system, are summarized in Table I.

All the systems we consider, shown in Figs. 1(b)-1(e),
consist of two two-level systems placed close to each other
in a waveguide in some configuration. The difference be-
tween them is in the nature of the dark state involved
in producing the narrow transparency windows seen in
Fig. 2. The key to these differences is highlighted in
Fig. 3. Only when the atoms are detuned from each
other, as in Figs. 1(c) and 1(e), can the two atoms be
driven into a pure dark steady state by suppressing any
occupation of the doubly excited state. The system then
truly behaves like a Λ system even beyond the single-
excitation regime, which explains the fluorescence quench
(i.e., lack of inelastic scattering). In the setups depicted
in Figs. 1(b) and 1(d), there is no mechanism that pre-
vents both atoms from being excited simultaneously by
absorbing two photons, which explains the lack of fluo-
rescence quench observed in these systems.

Recently, several experiments have demonstrated syn-
thesized EIT in waveguide QED [25, 29, 40, 45, 46, 50].
This was done either by embedding atoms in cavities or
resonators to form an effective three-level system in terms
of dressed states, or by engineering the decay rates of in-
dividual energy levels directly. Ultimately, these demon-
strations relied on the applications of multiple coherent
fields. We believe that two-levels systems offer an easier
way to synthesize EIT, with potentially better perfor-
mance due to its simplicity. All setups we have stud-
ied here are straightforward to implement in waveguide
QED with superconducting circuits, and some may also
be within reach for other implementations of waveguide
QED. Our work can help direct future studies towards
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genuine EIT-like physics, and avoid confusion regarding
the necessary ingredients for EIT to occur. Given the
many applications of EIT and other phenomena in Λ sys-
tems [4, 5], the results presented here suggest that some
of these applications can be transferred to the domain of
waveguide QED without requiring a strong control field.

For example, in Ref. [85], Leung et al. studied a
waveguide-QED-based quantum memory consisting of a
1D array of N three-level atoms, analogous to its atomic-
gas counterpart routinely used in laboratories nowadays.
Our work indicates the possibility of replacing the three-
level atoms with simpler two-level ones, possibly giant,
which could greatly reduce the experimental overhead of
controlling N atoms via N microwave transmission lines.
It is worth noting, from a theoretical perspective, that
the analysis in Ref. [85] involved a transfer-matrix ap-
proach to calculate the transmission coefficient t; how-
ever, this method is not straightforward to generalize if
braided/nested giant atoms are present due to the feed-
back loops from the atoms, so to investigate the single-
photon regime by solving Eqs. (10)-(12) is likely the most
rigorous (though tedious) approach.

Another example is the recent studies on the “s-s”-

setup-based passive quantum rectifier [52, 76–81], in
which the effect is maximized when the dark state is
driven resonantly [52, 77]. Based on the similarity
between the “s-s” and “GG” setups we pointed out
above and the high flexibility of giant-atom configura-
tions [47, 48], it is possible that a configuration of giant
atoms [such as a more complex braiding than the one
considered in Fig. 1(e)] could be engineered to achieve a
similar or even stronger nonreciprocal effect. We leave
investigations of this possibility for future work.
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