Emergent dark states from superradiant dynamics in multilevel atoms in a cavity
A. Piñeiro Orioli,1, 2 J. K. Thompson,1 and A. M. Rey1, 2

arXiv:2106.00019v2 [quant-ph] 19 May 2022

2

1
JILA, NIST, Department of Physics, University of Colorado, Boulder, CO 80309, USA
Center for Theory of Quantum Matter, University of Colorado, Boulder, CO 80309, USA
(Dated: May 20, 2022)

We investigate the collective decay dynamics of atoms with a generic multilevel structure (angular
momenta F ↔ F 0 ) coupled to two light modes of different polarization inside a cavity. In contrast
to two-level atoms, we find that multilevel atoms can harbour eigenstates that are perfectly dark to
cavity decay even within the subspace of permutationally symmetric states (collective Dicke manifold). The dark states arise from destructive interference between different internal transitions and
are shown to be entangled. Remarkably, the superradiant decay of multilevel atoms can end up stuck
in one of these dark states, where a macroscopic fraction of the atoms remains excited. This opens
the door to the preparation of entangled dark states of matter through collective dissipation that are
useful for quantum sensing and quantum simulation. Our predictions should be readily observable
in current optical cavity experiments with alkaline-earth atoms or Raman-dressed transitions.

I.

INTRODUCTION

Staggering progress in the ability to manipulate quantum matter in atomic, molecular and optical (AMO)
experiments is opening up new opportunities for quantum sensing, simulation and computation [1]. So far,
most of the effort has been focused on isolating a pair
of internal levels (a qubit) to realize paradigmatic models of two-level quantum systems. In recent years, however, experiments are attaining the degree of control
and tunability to study many-body physics using the
full atomic multilevel structure. Prominent examples towards this direction are experiments working with magnetic atoms [2–5] featuring strong dipolar interactions
and with alkaline-earth(-like) atoms (AEAs), which possess long-lived ground and electronic levels and unique
collisional properties [6–10].
In this paper, we propose to make a leap from finite to infinite range interactions and discuss a new direction of exciting physics featured by multilevel atoms
in optical cavities interacting via photon mediated interactions [11–27]. These photon mediated interactions
have both elastic and dissipative character. The elastic interactions are ideal for dynamical generation of entangled states that are useful for quantum sensing and
metrology [13, 15, 16, 25]. They have been shown to
give rise to a wealth of fascinating phenomena including
non-equilibrium phase transitions [28–32], spatial selforganization [11, 20, 21, 23, 33–37], supersolidity [18, 38],
and gap protection [19, 27]. Moreover, long-range interacting systems have started to gain a great deal of attention in the context of quantum simulation since they
are predicted to thermalize and scramble quantum information at rates faster than short-range interacting systems [39, 40] and may saturate a conjectured bound on
the rate of growth of chaos [41].
The dissipative part of the interactions is responsible
for superradiance [42, 43], a phenomenon first predicted
by Dicke [44], whereby atoms emit light at a collectively
enhanced rate due to their collective coupling to a com-

mon radiation mode. Superradiant emission is at the
heart of laser technologies and has been experimentally
observed in a myriad of platforms [45–72]. In the context
of AEAs that feature longer lifetimes than the photons
in the cavity, superradiance can give rise to lasers with
the highest spectral purity, which could be used to improve the stability of passive atomic clocks [73–76]. To
date, however, the dissipative part of the cavity mediated
interactions has been detrimental for entanglement generation and quantum information applications because
superradiance strongly reduces the lifetime of the atoms
inside the cavity. Experiments have so far circumvented
this issue by creating squeezing in the ground state manifold [13, 15, 16, 25].
Here, by studying the eigenstate structure and cooperative emission properties emerging from the collective
coupling of multilevel atoms to a cavity (Fig. 1), we show
that superradiance is not necessarily a limitation in multilevel atoms. In contrast to collective (permutationally
symmetric) states of two-level atoms, which are all superradiant, we find that multilevel systems support longlived collective dark states even in the fully symmetric
manifold. These dark states are many-body in nature
and are necessarily entangled. Intuitively, they emerge
from the destructive interference of decay channels corresponding to different internal transitions.
These dark states naturally arise as steady states of
a superradiant decay process, thus opening the door to
the generation of collective entangled states through dissipation [77, 78]. This further shows that subradiance
can emerge from superradiance in multilevel systems.
We note that subradiance has remained experimentally
more elusive than superradiance due to its delicate nature and clear demonstrations of the phenomenon are
scarce [14, 79–92]. The dark states studied here are only
stable to emission into the relevant cavity modes but are
still vulnerable to single-particle spontaneous emission
into free space. Nevertheless, thanks to the distinct separation of time scales over which the dark states are stable, their long-lived character should be experimentally
observable in current optical cavity experiments operat-
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ing with AEAs or with engineered Raman-dressed transitions, and even in other settings such as superconducting
qubits [93] inside microwave cavities.
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Atoms

To put this work into context, it is important to note
that, up to date, most cavity QED experimental works
have focused on engineering effective two-level systems.
Only few setups using alkali atoms have considered cases
with three [21, 24, 27, 30, 94–96] or more levels [22, 97–
99], where either the cavity mediates interactions between different ground states or the physics involves at
most few atomic excitations. A notable exception is
Ref. [71], which studied multilevel aspects of superradiance in the 20-level 1 S0 -3 P0 transition of the AEA 87 Sr.
Despite this, multilevel cavity physics, especially when
atoms have multiple ground and excited states, remains
experimentally largely unexplored.
On the theory side, multilevel atoms in cavities have
been mostly analyzed in terms of their low-lying excitations [100–102], albeit in rather complicated level structures motivated by alkali atoms. More recently, the
phases of a multilevel single-mode Dicke model [103],
and the collective eigenstates of the vibrational modes
of molecules coupled to a cavity [104] have also been investigated. Apart from that, some works have looked
at the superradiant transition [105] and squeezing generation in the ground levels [106–108]. Thus, except for
these scattered works, a surprisingly large knowledge gap
exists about the behavior of multilevel atoms inside cavities.
Outside the context of cavity QED, the radiance properties of multilevel systems in free space is also severely
underexplored compared to their two-level counterpart.
Back around the 80’s, some experimental [51, 80, 109–
111] and theory [112–121] work looked into multilevel
superradiance in free space; in particular, into cascading
effects, light polarization distributions, and subradiance.
Independently from our work, we found that a couple of
the ideas discussed here echo in Refs. [42, 115–117], albeit mostly in simplified models for atoms in free space
with mixed or non-symmetric configurations. Since then,
multilevel superradiance has been revisited for molecular vibrations [122, 123] and ultracold gases [124], and a
few recent works have looked into dipole interactions and
subradiance of multilevel atoms with degenerate ground
states in optical lattices [125–129]. However, all these
cases differ substantially from the present one.
Compared to the few related works described above,
the key features and contributions of our work are the
following:
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FIG. 1. Multilevel atoms in a two-mode cavity. (a)
Sketch of the atom-cavity system. The atoms are assumed
to be pinned by an external potential (e.g. an optical lattice) and couple to the photon field with strength gc . The
photon has two allowed polarizations, ~1 and ~2 , which are
orthogonal to each other and to the cavity axis. The photons
escape the cavity at a rate κ. (b) After adiabatically eliminating the photons we obtain an effective atom-only model with
photon-mediated collective elastic (χ) and inelastic (Γ) interactions. The inelastic part leads to superradiant decay, which
in a multilevel system can generate an entangled steady-state.
The elastic part will be set to zero, χ = 0, for most of the
work, except in Secs. IV and XI C. (c) Multilevel internal level
structure of the atoms, which is composed of a ground (g) and
an excited (e) manifold of states with angular momenta Fg
and Fe , respectively.
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• We consider atoms with degenerate ground (g) and
excited (e) levels with associated angular momenta
Fg ↔ Fe [Fig. 1(c), Sec. II] fully accounting for
the corresponding Clebsch-Gordan coefficients. We

show that the dynamics is highly sensitive to the
underlying multilevel structure.
• In our system, atoms interact with two cavity
modes corresponding to the two different photon
polarizations [Fig. 1(a), Sec. II]. This gives rise to a
nontrivial competition between the two decay channels and results in considerably richer physics than
two-level atoms. Despite the additional complexity, we find that the problem can be considerably
simplified by an appropriate choice of atomic and
polarization basis (Sec. II B) - this finding is at the
heart of this work.
• We study cavity-mediated collective decay (Γ)
within the collective permutationally symmetric
subspace (Sec. III), and generally set cavitymediated elastic interactions (χ) to zero [Fig. 1(b)].
This collective regime is naturally realized in
cavities, whereas atoms in free space would require short subwavelength interparticle distances
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for which elastic interactions are important.
• We show that, even within the permutationally
symmetric manifold, dark states exist and are ubiquitous in ` ≥ 6-level systems. These dark states are
a result of quantum interference between different
internal transitions - a mechanism absent in twolevel atoms. We study the full eigenstate structure
and find dark states with up to half of the atoms
excited, not just a single excitation (Sec. IV). Moreover, we explicitly show that dark states are entangled (Sec. IV D) and can be populated by superradiance (Sec. V).
• We introduce a systematic methodology to address
multilevel superradiance. One of our main findings
is that in many situations the decay is dominated
by one single polarization, as justified in Sec. VII.
In this case, we find that the system can be described in mean-field approximation in terms of
multiple Bloch spheres (Sec. VI A). In this picture, the Bloch-sphere trajectories induced by superradiant dynamics are identical to Rabi drive
dynamics (Sec. VI B). The decay rate is given by
the (time-dependent) total dipole moment of the
atoms, which is a sum over the dipole moments
associated to each internal transition. Thus, at
the mean-field level, dark states are configurations
where the individual dipole moments are nonzero,
but the sum cancels out. The mean-field dynamics can be described as the movement of a classical particle on a superradiance potential V (θ),
which is equivalent to the Rabi excitation profile
(Sec. VI C).
• We offer a simple and realistic mechanism to prepare (entangled) dark states: using just a Rabi
drive, the atoms can be initialized in a fully coherent initial state which will naturally evolve
through superradiant emission into an entangled
dark steady-state (Sec. VIII), where a macroscopic
fraction of the atoms remains excited. We explicitly show that quantum fluctuations lead to small
deviations from the mean-field dark states (minima
of the superradiance potential) and are responsible
for entanglement generation under superradiance
(Secs. V, VIII B).
• We also discuss the most general case in which the
atoms decay with both polarizations (Sec. IX). In
this case, the dynamics is harder to describe, but
the concept of superradiance potentials (one for
each polarization) can still be used locally, i.e. to determine the stability of a state to decay with either
polarization and, thus, find stable 2-polarization
dark states.
• We propose the use of alkaline-earth(-like) atoms in
optical lattices, such as 87 Sr or 171 Yb, as a promising platform to observe the dark states described

due to their simple ground state manifold and the
existence of narrow transitions (Sec. X). We show
that dark states are surprisingly robust to moderate
magnetic fields, inhomogeneous couplings, and the
presence of residual elastic interactions χ (Sec. XI).
In realistic experimental settings dark states will
inevitably decay due to single-particle spontaneous
emission. However, this decay will be slow compared to the collectively enhanced superradiant decay, thus opening a large window of time in which
to observe dark states.
II.

MULTILEVEL ATOMS IN A CAVITY
A.

Two-polarization multilevel model

We consider systems composed of multilevel atoms interacting with light inside a cavity (Fig. 1). Atoms are
assumed to be pinned by an external confinement potential and their motion will be neglected. There are
two main ingredients to this problem: the specific level
structure of the atoms, which determines the strength of
the allowed transitions, and the properties of the cavity
eigenmodes.
We assume that each atom has an internal level structure as shown in Fig. 1(c), which consists of a ground (g)
and an excited (e) manifold with total angular momenta
Fg and Fe , respectively. Thus, there are 2Fg + 1 ground
and 2Fe + 1 excited states, which can be defined by their
angular momentum projection mg and me onto a fixed
quantization axis ẑq . Specifically, we label the ground
states as |gm iq , with m ∈ {−Fg , −Fg + 1, . . . , Fg − 1, Fg },
and the excited states as |em iq , with m ∈ {−Fe , −Fe +
1, . . . , Fe − 1, Fe }. The g and e manifolds are separated
by a frequency ω0 , and all levels within each manifold
will be assumed to be degenerate.
The atoms are assumed to interact with two degenerate eigenmodes of the cavity, that for now we label as â1
and â2 . The modes have a frequency ωc detuned from
the atomic transition by ∆c ≡ ω0 − ωc , a linewidth κ
and different orthogonal polarizations, ~1 and ~2 , perpendicular to the cavity axis [Fig. 1(a)]. This is different
from two-level atoms, which can only absorb/emit photons with a single polarization. In the rotating frame
of the atoms, the photonPdynamics is captured by the
Hamiltonian Ĥc = −∆c γ=1,2 â†γ âγ and the Lindbla
P
dian Lκ (ρ̂) = κ2 γ=1,2 2 âγ ρ̂â†γ − {â†γ âγ , ρ̂} .
The atom-light interaction in dipole approximation (ignoring counter-rotating terms) is then given by the multilevel Jaynes-Cummings Hamiltonian
X
ĤJC = −~gc
(D̂γ+ âγ + D̂γ− â†γ ),
(1)
γ=1,2

which describes the coherent exchange between photons
and atomic excitations. Here, 2gc is the single-photon
Rabi frequency, which is assumed to be spatially uniform
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and equal for both polarizations. While the former assumption can be relaxed as discussed later (see Sec. XI),
the latter should be satisfied for an axially symmetric
cavity.
The D̂γ± operators in Eq. (1) are collective raising/lowering operators that describe the change of internal state of an atom when it absorbs/emits a cavity
photon with polarization ~γ . Note that, due to the collective coupling, when an atom absorbs a photon the excitation is coherently shared among all atoms. For twolevel atoms these operators become the usual collective
SU (2) spin raising/lowering operators D̂γ± → Ŝ ± with
P
Ŝ + = i |eii hg|i . In the multilevel case, the operator
D̂γ± connects all ground states |gn iq and excited states
|em iq whose transition dipole moment has a nonvanishing overlap with the photon polarization ~γ . They are
defined as D̂γ− = (D̂γ+ )† ,
X
D̂γ+ =
(d~eqm gn · ~γ ) σ̂eqm gn ,
(2)
m,n

q
where σ̂ab
= i |aiq,i hb|q,i is a collective transition operator with i denoting the atom’s index. The sum over
m, n will be assumed to run over all internal levels of em
and gn , respectively.
The vector d~eqm gn is the spherical part of the transition dipole moment between states |gn iq and |em iq
(c.f. [129]) and is given by d~eqm gn = Cnm−n (êqm−n )∗ , where
the strength is determined by the Clebsch-Gordan coeffip
≡ hFg , m; 1, p|Fe , m + pi and the orientation by
cient Cm
the unit vectors êqm−n , which only depend on the change
in angular momentum projection (m − n). These unit
vectors are defined with respect to the quantization axis
reference frame {x̂q , ŷq , ẑq } as

P

π − transitions :

±

σ − transitions :

êq0 ≡ ẑq ,
êq±1

√
≡ ∓(x̂q ± iŷq )/ 2.

(3)
(4)

Note that only processes with |m − n| ≤ 1 are dipole
p
allowed, i.e. Cm
= 0 for p ≥ 2.
We will work in the limit where the cavity photons
do not actively enter in the dynamics, and instead they
virtually mediate elastic and dissipative spin interactions
√
between the atoms. In this limit, valid when
√ κ > N gc
or for a far-detuned cavity with |∆c | > N gc , we can
adiabatically eliminate the photons to obtain an atomd
only master equation ~ dt
ρ̂ = −i[Ĥ, ρ̂] + L(ρ̂) with
X
Ĥ = ~χ
D̂γ+ D̂γ− ,
(5)
γ=1,2


X 
1 + −
−
+
L(ρ̂) = ~Γ
D̂γ ρ̂D̂γ − {D̂γ D̂γ , ρ̂} ,
2
γ=1,2

(6)

where
χ=

gc2 ∆c
,
∆2c + κ2 /4

Γ=

gc2 κ
.
∆2c + κ2 /4

(7)

The Hamiltonian part describes photon-mediated collective interactions where two atoms exchange a photon of polarization ~γ . This term constitutes a multilevel generalization of the collective XX spin model arising in two-level systems. The two-level model gives rise
to a broad class of phenomena such as superconductivity [130], quantum magnetism [19], spin squeezing [131–
134] and dynamical phase transitions [32]. For the multilevel system, what makes the problem particularly complex is that each transition is weighted by a different
Clebsch-Gordan coefficient and that, in general, the two
operators D̂γ± for γ ∈ {1, 2} do not commute. The more
complex interactions are expected to give rise to rich unitary dynamics awaiting to be explored.
The Lindbladian part describes the collective decay of
atoms with either of the two polarizations and is responsible for superradiant emission. While for two-level atoms
(D̂γ± → Ŝ ± ) the superradiant decay is well-known [42],
the multiple decay channels and polarizations available in
the multilevel case make it hard to anticipate the decay
dynamics of the atoms.
In this work, we will study the collective decay dynamics caused by Γ while setting χ = 0. This regime
can be easily realized in experiments by setting the cavity on resonance with the atomic transition, i.e. ∆c = 0
[Eq. (7)]. Note that, in this limit, we have Γ = Cγs ,
where C = 4gc2 /(κγs ) is the cooperativity, and γs is the
free space spontaneous emission rate, which will be discussed in Sec. XI D. As we will show, the understanding
of the dissipative processes can shed light on the rich
many-body behavior exhibited by multilevel systems in
regimes where analytic insight is possible. We address
the role of finite elastic interactions in Sec. XI C.
Before entering into the core discussion of the physics,
we discuss next some examples of D̂γ± for specific choices
of quantization axis and photon polarizations that we will
employ throughout this work. This analysis will help to
provide intuition on what these operators actually do.

B.

Multilevel dipole operators: the choice of
quantization axis and polarization bases

One of the keys to simplify multilevel problems is to
choose the quantization axis ẑq wisely. Depending on
the problem, we will employ here one of three different
reference frames {x̂q , ŷq , ẑq }, q ∈ {V, H, k}, as shown in
Fig. 2: the vertical basis V , the horizontal basis H, or
the parallel basis k. The latter quantization axis (ẑk ) is
aligned parallel to the cavity axis, whereas the other two
(ẑV , ẑH ) are orthogonal to it. Each of these quantization axes defines a basis of atomic states, {|gm iV , |em iV },
{|gm iH , |em iH }, and {|gm ik , |em ik }, which can be transformed to a different basis by applying standard rotations, see App. A.
As with the atoms, we are free to choose the polarization basis {~1 ,~2 } for the cavity modes {â1 , â2 } that is
best suited to our problem. We will employ two different
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FIG. 2. Atomic bases and quantization axes. The panels exhibit some properties for different choices of atomic basis: (a)
q = V , (b) q = H, and (c) q =k. Each panel shows (i) the frame of reference {x̂q , ŷq , ẑq } with quantization axis ẑq ; (ii) the
typical cavity photon polarization decomposition that we use for each choice of atomic basis; and (iii) a pictorial representation
of the dipole operators associated with each of these polarizations when written in the q atomic basis. Specifically, each dipole
q
operator is a (weighted) sum over all σ̂αβ
operators for which the pair of states |αiq and |βiq is connected by a colored arrow.
The operators in panel (a) correspond to Eqs. (8) and (9) and the operators in panel (c) to Eqs. (10) and (11).

bases as shown in Fig. 2. The first is a decomposition in
linearly polarized modes {âV , âH }: a mode with vertical
polarization ~V parallel to ẑV , and a mode with horizontal polarization ~H parallel to ẑH . Alternatively, we
can decompose the light modes into their right and lefthanded polarized components {âR√
, âL } with ~R ≡ ~+ ,
~L ≡ ~− , and ~± = ∓(~V ± i~H )/ 2. Note that âR =
√1 (−âV + i âH ) and âL = √1 (âV + i âH ).
2
2
Using these definitions, we define the set of dipole operators associated with the decomposition into linearly
±
polarized modes {~V ,~H } as Π̂± ≡ D̂V± and Σ̂± ≡ D̂H
.
These operators have different matrix forms depending
on the quantization axis used, as depicted in Figs. 2(a)
and (b). In the vertical basis, ẑV , they read [Fig. 2(a)]
X
0 V
Π̂+ =
Cm
σ̂em gm ,
(8)
m


X i 
−1 V
+1 V
√ Cm
Σ̂+ =
σ̂em−1 gm + Cm
σ̂em+1 gm .
2
m

±
±
{~L ,~R } as L̂± ≡ D̂L
and R̂± ≡ D̂R
. These operators
acquire their most simple representation when expressed
in the quantization axis parallel to the cavity axis, ẑk , as

L̂+ =

X

−1 k
Cm
σ̂em−1 gm ,

(10)

+1 k
Cm
σ̂em+1 gm .

(11)

m

R̂+ =

X
m

As expected, the L̂± operator is a sum over σ − -polarized
transitions, whereas R̂± involves only σ + -polarized transitions [Fig. 2(c)]. The relationship between all these operators can be foundeasily fromtheir associated
 polariza
tions as R̂± ≡ − √12 Π̂± ± iΣ̂± , L̂± ≡ √12 Π̂± ∓ iΣ̂± .
Note that in Eqs. (8), (9), (10), and (11) the Clebschp
are sensitively dependent on the
Gordan coefficients Cm
level structure (Fg , Fe ) chosen.

(9)

In this basis, the Π̂± operator is a sum of π-polarized
transitions, because the photon polarization ~V = ẑV is
parallel to êV0 [Eq. (3)]. In contrast, the Σ̂± operator is
a sum of σ ± -polarized transitions,
because the photon
√
polarization ~H = ŷV has a 1/ 2 overlap with
√ the dipole
of both σ ± -transitions: êV±1 = ∓(x̂V ± iŷV )/ 2 [Eq. (4)].
Thus, if an atom is in the state |gm iV and absorbs an ~V polarized photon it will be excited to |em iV . However,
if the atom absorbs an ~H -polarized photon it will be
excited to a superposition of |em±1 iV . In the horizontal
basis, ẑH , the role of these operators is reversed as shown
in Fig. 2(b), i.e. Π̂± is a sum of σ ± -polarized transitions,
whereas Σ̂± is a sum of π-polarized transitions.
Analogously, we define the set of operators associated
with the decomposition into circularly-polarized modes

III.

DYNAMICS IN PERMUTATIONALLY
SYMMETRIC MANIFOLD

In this paper, we are interested in studying the collective decay dynamics of the model of Eqs. (5) and (6).
Since the master equation is written in terms of collective operators only, the dynamics takes place within
the Hilbert subspace of permutationally symmetric (PS)
states. PS states are those which are invariant to the
exchange of the internal state of any two atoms, i.e. all
atoms are essentially indistinguishable and any information is equally spread among all of them.
Each of our multilevel atoms has ` = 2(Fg + Fe ) + 2
internal levels. For `-level atoms a convenient basis of PS
states can be defined by `-tuples ~n = (n1 , . . . , n` ) of nonnegative integers specifying how many atoms are in each

6
of the ` levels. In order to reflect the ground and excited
internal level structure of the atoms, we will denote these
PS basis states as

n
. . . neFe
,
(12)
|~niq ≡ e−Fe
ng−Fg . . . ngFg q
where nα P
∈ N gives P
the number of atoms in state
|αiq , and
n
+
The state of
m gm
m n em = N .

N
Eq. (12)
Q is essentially the normalized sum over all ~n =
N !/( α nα !) distinct permutations of states with N
atoms in the levels specified by the nα integers. Due
to the permutational symmetry, collective operators act
q
as σ̂αα
|~niq = nα |~niq and
q
E
q
σ̂αβ
|~niq = nβ (nα + 1) ~n + α̂ − β̂ ,
(13)
q

where α 6= β and α̂ = (0, . . . , 1, . . . , 0) is a unit vector
with a 1 at the αth position.
The size of the permutationally symmetric Hilbert
`
is given by the number of distinct sets of
space Hsym
` integers nα that add up to N , which is given by the
binomial coefficient



N +`−1
`
size Hsym
=
.
(14)
`−1
Equation (14) highlights the inherent complexity of multilevel systems. Even in the PS subspace the collective
Hilbert space of atoms with ` internal levels scales as
N `−1 . Only for 2-level atoms the scaling is linear with
N.
Thus, although the collective nature of the problem
considerably simplifies its description, the multiple internal levels still constitute a challenge. While we can use
exact diagonalization (ED) methods for small N on the
order of tens (size of ρ̂ scales as N 2(`−1) ), we will employ
different approximations to study large N : a mean-field
(MF) approximation, a truncated Wigner approximation
(TWA), and a cumulant expansion to second order (cumulant). These methods are outlined in App. B.
IV.

SYMMETRIC EIGENSTATES

In order to understand the decay dynamics of our multilevel model of Eqs. (5) and (6) it is extremely useful
to look at the system’s eigenstates within the collective
manifold. Specifically, this provides information about
the lifetime of many-body eigenstates and the states they
decay into.
The problem of finding the multilevel eigenstates considerably simplifies when we employ the basis defined by
the parallel quantization axis ẑk together with the decomposition into right and left operators, L̂± and R̂± . Thus,
we will consider the effective non-Hermitian Hamiltonian
[obtained as usual from Eqs. (5) and (6) without the recycling term] given by
h
i
Ĥeff = ~(χ − iΓ/2) L̂+ L̂− + R̂+ R̂− .
(15)

As mentioned above, we will set χ = 0 in the following sections by choosing to work on resonance, ∆c = 0
[Eq. (7)]. However, note that the form of the eigenstates
of Ĥeff is independent of the specific values of χ and Γ. In
particular, eigenstates that are dark to decay (Sec. IV C),
which are at the core of this paper, remain dark for χ 6= 0.
A nonzero χ does, however, modify the dynamics, as is
discussed in Sec. XI C.
The Hamiltonian (15) conserves the total number of
P
excitations, N̂e = m σ̂eqm em , so its eigenstates can be
labelled by the number of atoms Ne present in the excited
states. The (right) eigenstates |ψk i of Ĥeff have complex
eigenvalues, Ĥeff |ψk i = ~(εk − iγk /2) |ψk i, εk , γk ∈ R.
Here, ~εk ∝ ~χ is the energy shift of the eigenstate, and
γk ∝ Γ represents its decay rate into states with one
excitation less. Note that energy shifts and decay rates
are simply related by εk /χ = γk /Γ.
The effective Hamiltonian, Eq. (15), has a number of
conservation laws which become obvious when using L̂± ,
R̂± , and the ẑk basis. This allows us to reduce the size
of and sometimes analytically solve the eigenvalue problem. In the following subsections we will discuss specific
2, 4 and 6-level examples in order to illustrate some of
these conservation laws, the rich variety of eigenstates
available, and how they determine the decay dynamics
of multilevel atoms. For other cases we refer to App. C.
A.

2-level Dicke states

In the 2-level limit, where Ĥeff = ~(χ − iΓ/2)Ŝ + Ŝ − ,
there is only one possible polarization and decay channel.
In this case, the N + 1 collective eigenstates are the wellknown Dicke states [44, 135], which simply correspond
to the permutationally symmetric (PS) states N k−k ,
where k excitations are symmetrically shared among all
atoms. What is important to note is that there is only
one Dicke state for each fixed value of k. Because of
this, there is only one possible decay path: the atoms
collectively decay down the ladder of Dicke states (k →
k − 1 → k − 2 → . . .) all the way down to the ground
state k = 0 [see Fig. 3(a)]. The ensuing dynamics is
determined by the decay rate of the Dicke states, which
is given by
γk /Γ = k(N − k + 1).

(16)

The (N − k + 1) prefactor is responsible for the enhancement with respect to the decay of independent atoms
(γk /Γ = k), which is the hallmark of superradiance. As
we will see in a moment, the fact that all 2-level collective
states are superradiant does not generalize to other level
structures.
B.

4-level eigenstates: Dicke generalization

Four-level systems [` = 2(Fg + Fe ) + 2 = 4] are slightly
more complicated than 2-level systems, because they can
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(a)

2-level

N

4-level

L̂± , respectively (c.f. App. C 1).
These 4-level Dicke states, Eq. (17), decay with a rate

6-level

Excitation number: k
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FIG. 3. Collective eigenstates and decay cascades. (a)
Conceptual depiction of the decay down the tree of collective eigenstates. Vertically aligned black lines represent eigenstates of fixed number of excitations k and colored arrows represent possible decay processes. For 2-level systems the decay
path is unique. For 4-level systems each eigenstate typically
decays into two other eigenstates. For 6-level systems each
eigenstate can potentially decay into several eigenstates and
some of them might be dark. (b,c) Histograms of the decay
rates (γ/Γ) of all collective eigenstates with (b) k = 1 and (c)
k = 5 excitations for N = 10. We show results for a 2-level
system, a 4-level system with Fg = Fe = 1/2, and a 6-level
system with Fg = 1/2 and Fe = 3/2.

decay via two polarizations, i.e. via L̂− or R̂− . Nevertheless, in 4-level systems the operators L̂− and R̂− have
the simplifying property that each of them acts only on a
single atomic transition in the ẑk atomic basis. Because
of this, the 4-level eigenstates of Ĥeff , Eq. (15), are simply the PS states of Eq. (12). These eigenstates can be
seen as a multilevel generalization of Dicke states.
To explore the properties of 4-level systems, we will
focus here on the case with (Fg , Fe ) = (1/2, 1/2).
In this level structure, L̂± connects the states
{ g1/2 k , e−1/2 k }, and R̂± connects the other two
states, { g−1/2 k , e1/2 k }. Thus, we can parametrize
the multilevel Dicke states as

kL
kR
,
(17)
NR − kR NL − kL k

where NL ≥ kL , NR ≥ kR , NL + NR = N . The numbers
NR and NL are conserved quantities and correspond to
the number of atoms in the levels addressed by R̂± and

γ/Γ =

2
[kL (NL − kL + 1) + kR (NR − kR + 1)] , (18)
3

where for simplicity we have written γkL ,NL ,kR ,NR → γ.
Up to the 2/3 prefactor coming from the Clebsch-Gordan
coefficient, this expression is essentially the sum over two
2-level decay rates corresponding to the L̂− and R̂− decay
operators, c.f. Eq. (16). This is because L̂± and R̂±
commute for this level structure. Despite this, the 4-level
system can not be simply viewed as two independent twolevel systems.
In particular, the spectrum of decay rates is richer than
for 2-level atoms, as exemplified for N = 10 and different values of k = kL + kR in Figs. 3(b) and (c). The
distribution of decay rates spans from single-particle decay (γ/Γ ∼ k) all the way up to N -enhanced superradiant decay (γ/Γ ∼ N k). Broadly speaking, the more
atoms are present in a state where an excitation can
decay, the larger the superradiant enhancement. The
states with the minimal decay rate are of the form
k 0
N −k 0 k , whereas the maximally decaying states look
like k0 N 0−k k . This shows two key features that we will
encounter repeatedly: (i) multilevel systems can harbour
highly-entangled states with small decay rates, and (ii)
the most superradiant states are two-level in nature.
As opposed to 2-level atoms, the decay path of 4-level
atoms is not unique. Every time an atom decays there
is a bifurcation [see Fig. 3(a)]: a state with excitations
(kL , kR ) can decay to (kL − 1, kR ) or (kL , kR − 1) via
L̂− or R̂− , respectively. This leads to a complicated cascade of decay paths weighted with different probabilities.
However, note that since L̂± and R̂± commute, for an
initial state such as Eq. (17) with fixed NR and NL all decay paths eventually converge to the same ground state,
0
0
NR NL k . This allows to gain analytical insight into
the properties of the final distribution of ground states
resulting from the decay, which is further explored in
App. G.

C. 6-level eigenstates:
beyond Dicke and dark states

Multilevel systems with ` ≥ 6 are more complex due to
the possibility of interference between different internal
levels. This can be seen from the fact that the operators
L̂± and R̂± now act on multiple atomic transitions. As
a consequence, the PS states of Eq. (12) are no longer
eigenstates of the system. Instead, eigenstates are generally given by superpositions of multilevel Dicke states
with coefficients that depend on Clebsch-Gordan coefficients. Interestingly, this allows for the appearance of
dark collective eigenstates, which we define as states with
non-zero amount of excitations yet zero decay rate due
to destructive interference of decay channels. Recall that
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where NA , NB ≥ 1, and NA + NB = N .
The
quantities NA (NB ) give the number of atoms in the
{g−1/2 , e−3/2 , e1/2 } ({g1/2 , e−1/2 , e3/2 }) levels and they
are dynamically conserved, see App. C 1. It is straightforward to show using Eq. (13) that the states of Eq. (19)
are zero eigenstates of both decay operators, which are
k
k
given by L̂− = σ̂g−1/2 e−3/2 + √13 σ̂g1/2 e−1/2 and R̂− =

25

N = 50

20
15

0.5

0.0

k

log4 ⇢21

1.0

10

Renyi:

‘dark’ refers to decay into the cavity modes; free space
emission will be discussed in Sec. XI.
To illustrate these features, we consider the 6-level system (Fg , Fe ) = (1/2, 3/2). Figures 3(b) and (c) show the
distribution of decay rates for this 6-level system with
N = 10 and different numbers of excitations k. Remarkably, we find dark states with up to k ∼ N/2 excitations. The remaining non-dark eigenstates again span a
wide range of decay rates with the maximal decay rate
corresponding to the two-level limit of Eq. (16). These
maximally superradiant states correspond to states such
as 0 00 N 0−k k k , which again involve only two levels.
To gain some insight into the mechanism behind dark
states, it is useful to consider a specific example. For k =
1 excitations we find that the following (unnormalized)
states are dark eigenstates:
p
p
NA 0 N0A NB0−1 1 k − 3NB 0 NA0−1 N1B 0 k , (19)

0
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30
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5
1

FIG. 4. Dark state entanglement. Second Renyi entropy
R1 ≡ − log4 ρ21 , where ρ1 denotes the single-particle reduced
density matrix, computed for dark states of a 6-level system
with Fg = 1/2 and Fe = 3/2. We show all the dark states
for N = 50 with excitation number k ∈ [1, N/2] and number
parameter NA which have no occupation in the e−3/2 k and
e−1/2 k states as defined in Eq. (21). All dark states shown
fulfill R1 > 0 and are, therefore, entangled.

Finding general expressions for the remaining dark and
bright eigenstates is involved. However, the eigenvalue
problem can be considerably simplified using conservation laws as detailed in App. C. In general, we find that
dark states are ubiquitous in multilevel atoms with ` ≥ 6
internal levels.

k

k

σ̂g1/2 e3/2 + √13 σ̂g−1/2 e1/2 . The darkness of the states in
Eq. (19) sensitively depends on a careful cancellation of
the decay processes e3/2 → g1/2 and e1/2 → g−1/2 made
possible by the choice of amplitudes. To illustrate this,
note that the (unnormalized) state
p
p
3NB 0 N0A NB0−1 1 k + NA 0 NA0−1 N1B 0 k (20)
is also an eigenstate of Ĥeff , but with a superradiant decay rate γ/Γ = NB + NA /3 due to constructive interference.
Finding analytical formulas for the eigenstates with
k ≥ 2 becomes increasingly hard. Nevertheless, we can
find expressions for dark states with arbitrary k in the
case where the atoms can only decay with, e.g., R̂− ,
i.e. when the population of the e−3/2 k and e−1/2 k
states is zero. Under this restriction, all dark eigenstates
that exist are given by [c.f. Eq. (19) for k = 1]
k
X
r=0

A
aN
r

0

0
r
k−r
NA − r NB − k + r


,

(21)

k

B −k+r+1) 1/2
NA
A
] , NA , NB ≥ k,
with aN
= −[3 (k−r)(N
r+1 /ar
(NA −r)(r+1)
and NA + NB = N . The relationship between the coeffiA
cients aN
follows from the fact that the decay channels
r
of the different PS states in Eq. (21) are cancelled in
pairs. There is exactly one eigenstate for each allowed k
PbN/2c
and NA , which gives a total of k=1 (N − 2k + 1) dark
states. Analogous expressions apply to states that can
only decay with L̂− .

D.

Dark states are entangled

An important property of dark states is that, as long as
the atomic structure does not admit trivial single-particle
dark states [which is only the case for the (Fg , Fe ) = (0, 1)
level structure], they are necessarily entangled. To prove
this, one can show (see App. D) that product states of
N atoms can not be dark because they necessarily fulfill
hD̂γ+ D̂γ− i > 0

(22)

for at least one of the polarizations γ. This implies that
many-body dark states need to be entangled. Because
of this property we will sometimes refer to dark states of
the full quantum theory as quantum dark states.
To illustrate the entanglement content of quantum
dark states we show in Fig. 4 the Renyi entropy R1 ≡
− log4 ρ21 , where ρ1 is the single-particle reduced density
matrix, for each of the dark eigenstates of Eq. (21) with
different k and NA . All dark eigenstates shown are entangled since R1 > 0. Two-level entangled states fulfill
0 < R
E1 ≤ 0.5, which is saturated by the Dicke state
N/2
N/2 . However, the dark states of Eq. (21) are effectively 4-level and fulfill instead 0 < R1 ≤ 1 . While none
of the dark eigenstates shown saturates the bound, some
of them are rather close to R1 = 1.
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FIG. 5. N -dependence of dark steady state. ED simulations for a 6-level system with Fg = 1/2 and Fe = 3/2
which starts with all atoms in the ground state ( g−1/2 k −
√
g1/2 k )/ 2 and is excited with a exp(iτ ĤΩ ) pulse, where
ĤΩ = Ω2 (R̂+ + R̂− ) and the pulse area is given by θ0 ≡ |Ω|τ .
P
q
(a,b) Excited state population ne = N1
m hσ̂em em i as a function of the time N Γt for (a) θ0 = 1π and (b) θ0 = 1.3π. Different colors correspond to different system sizes N , see legend
in lower panel. (c) Value of the excited state population ne
for t → ∞ as a function of the pulse area θ0 for different
values of N . As N increases, the transition between different
values of ne for different θ0 becomes sharper.

V.

θ0 = 1π and 1.3π, which shows that for N > 1 the system
ends up in a (quantum) dark state with non-vanishing excitations as t → ∞. Following the discussion of the previous section [see Eq. (22)] this (quantum) dark steady
state of the collective decay dynamics is necessarily entangled.
This behavior can be qualitatively understood from the
eigenstate structure discussed in Sec. IV C. Right after
excitation the system is in an unentangled superposition
0
kA
kB
states, NA +NB = N ,
of different 0 NA −k
A NB −kB
k
k = kA + kB , with a binomial distribution of different
NA/B and kA/B . Each of these states can be written as
a superposition of bright eigenstates and the dark eigenstate of Eq. (21). For each k and NA the population in
the dark eigenstate remains stuck, whereas the various
bright eigenstates will decay to a superposition of bright
and dark eigenstates with k −1 excitations and same NA .
This process repeats itself until the final steady-state is
reached, which is an entangled mixed state of multiple
dark and ground states.
The properties of the final state sensitively depend on
the initial rotation θ0 . Figures 5(a) and (b) show that
as N is increased the final fraction of excitations seems
to approach zero for θ0 = 1π, but a nonzero value for
θ0 = 1.3π. In Fig. 5(c) we confirm this behavior by
plotting the long-term value of ne as a function of θ0 .
Intriguingly, we find signatures of a potential transition
between different values of ne as N increases.
The large N behavior of Fig. 5 can not be explored
using ED due to memory constraints. Moreover, even if
simulations were feasible, quantitatively understanding
the dynamics in terms of the eigenstates would be complicated due to the complexity of the eigenstate structure.
Therefore, we will study in the next section the large N
limit using a mean-field approximation. The physical
scenario of Fig. 5 will be revisited in Sec. VIII.

DARK STATE ENTANGLEMENT FROM
COLLECTIVE DECAY
VI.

The existence of dark states raises a question: what
is the role of such dark states in the decay dynamics of multilevel atoms? At the level of eigenstates we
can already anticipate that atoms might decay into and
get stuck in a dark state [Fig. 3(a)]. For example, for
N = 2 one can easily show that the doubly-excited state
| 0 00 10 1 ik decays partially into the singly-excited dark
state of Eq. (19). However, it is a priori not clear how
this behavior depends on the initial state and N .
As a teaser, we show in Fig. 5 the exact diagonalization (ED) decay dynamics
of the total excited state
P
population ne = N1 m hσ̂eqm em i for a 6-level system
with Fg = 1/2 and Fe = 3/2. The system starts
in a product state with
√ each atom in a superposition
( g−1/2 k − g1/2 k )/ 2, is then excited by a laser of
pulse area θ0 and polarization ~R (see caption and Sec. VI
for details), and is finally let to decay with Eq. (6). In
Figs. 5(a) and (b) we plot the dynamics for the cases

A.

SINGLE-MODE SUPERRADIANCE:
MEAN-FIELD PICTURE

Single-mode model with multiple Bloch spheres

To shed light on the decay dynamics of multilevel
atoms for large N , we first consider the case where the
decay is dominated by only one of the two polarization
modes. In such cases, one can describe the system in
terms of a single-mode model where the multilevel atoms
are coupled to a single cavity mode of polarization ~,
leading to [c.f. Eq. (6)]


1
L(ρ̂) = ~Γ D̂− ρ̂D̂+ − {D̂+ D̂− , ρ̂} .
2

(23)

Here, the polarization ~ and the operators D̂± are related through Eq. (2) and could take any of the forms
introduced above.

10
(a) Multiple Bloch spheres

(c) Superradiance potential = Rabi profile
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FIG 6 S ng e-po ar zat on MF ana ys s (a) In the appropr ate bas s the d po e operator D̂± coup es the eve s n d st nct
{g(α) e(α)} pa rs see Eq (24) and the system can be descr bed n mean-fie d n terms o mu t p e B och spheres We show an
examp e where the B och sphere o each pa r o states α has a d fferent rad us sα (b) We dep ct the exc tat on-decay scenar o
where the atoms start n some ground state g̃i are exc ted w th the Rab Ham ton an o Eq (27) or a t me τ and are then
~ and ΓD
~⊥
et to co ect ve y decay w th Eq (23) In these two phases the α-B och vectors rotate around the torque vectors Ω
respect ve y o ow ng the mean-fie d Eqs (28) and (29) (c) P ctor a representat on o a superrad ant potent a V (θ) as a
unct on o the angu ar var ab e θ Max ma (orange) correspond to unstab e MF dark states and m n ma (green) are stab e
MF dark states (or ground states) The s ope o the potent a determ nes the d rect on n wh ch θ evo ves n t me Eq (35)
as nd cated by the arrows Note that the shape o V (θ) depends on the cho ce o g̃i (d) The superrad ant decay dynam cs
o the mu t p e B och spheres can be descr bed n mean-fie d by a s ng e angu ar var ab e θ(t) The dynam cs happens n the
~ ⊥ where the po ar ang e s cα θ(t) The sp n component Sαk para e to D
~ ⊥ stays constant
(Sαz Sα⊥ ) p ane perpend cu ar to D

The key to understand th s mode s the rea zat on
that we can a ways find an atom c bas s { g(α)i α ∈
1 2Fg + 1 } and { e(α)i α ∈ 1 2Fe + 1 } such that the
operator D̂± coup es the ground and exc ted eve s n
d st nct pa rs {e(α) g(α)} w th no over ap between pa rs
We wr te t gener ca y as D̂− = (D̂+ )†
D̂+ =

X

cα σ̂e(α)g(α)

(24)

α

where the cα ∈
P R are re ated to C ebsch-Gordan coeffic ents and
be assumed to run from 1 to
α w
2 m n(Fg Fe ) + 1 Note that some of the nterna eve s may not be coup ed by D̂± e g n Eqs (10) and
(11) Th s express on (24) s essent a y a sum of twoeve ra s ng/ ower ng (Pau ) operators act ng on d sjo nt
two- eve subspaces of the mu t eve atom Hence we
w refer to t as the mu ti-two- eve form of D̂±
A genera way to wr te any D̂± n the form of Eq (24)
s as fo ows If the mode cons dered has a near poar zat on ~ then we choose an atom c bas s w th the
quant zat on ax s ẑq para e to ~ As shown n F g 2
Π̂± takes th s form when wr tten n the ẑV atom c bas s

see Eq (8) and Σ± n the ẑH bas s For c rcu ar po arzat on ~± the operators L̂± and R̂± have th s form n the
ẑk bas s see Eqs (10) and (11) For the more gener c
case of e pt ca po ar zat on we refer to App F
We w ana yze the superrad ant decay dynam cs of
th s s ng e-mode mode us ng a mean-fie d (MF) approxmat on The beauty of the transformat on nto mu t two- eve form Eq (24) s that t a ows us to descr be the system n terms of mu t p e B och spheres
each one assoc ated w th a d fferent 2- eve subspace
{ g(α)i e(α)i} see F g 6(a) Spec fica y we can define a set of α-sp n var ab es for each of the above pa rs
of eve s as
Sαx = Re hσ̂α+ i

Sαy = Im hσ̂α+ i

Sαz = hσ̂αz i/2

(25)

w th σ̂α+ = σ̂e(α)g(α) and σ̂αz = σ̂e(α)e(α) − σ̂g(α)g(α) As we
w see the ength of each of these α-sp ns s conserved
by the mean-fie d dynam cs
s2α ≡ (Sαx )2 + (Sαy )2 + (Sαz )2 = const

(26)

~α =
Hence we can descr be these var ab es by vectors S
x
y
z
(Sα Sα Sα ) on the surface of α-B och spheres of fixed
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radius sα . While in a two-level system we have sα = N/2,
in a multilevel system sα is given by half the total number
of atoms in the {g(α), e(α)} subspace. Thus, sα can be
anything between 0 and N/2, with the total sum being
P
α sα = N/2.
In principle, there are additional single-body observables which involve coherences between the α-Bloch
spheres. However, these observables decouple in MF from
~α variables and will be ignored henceforth.
the S
B.

Mean-field decay dynamics

We will consider an excitation-decay scenario as depicted in Fig. 6(b). The atoms are all initially prepared
in some arbitrary ground state |g̃i. This means that all
α-Bloch vectors start in the south pole Sαz = −sα . The
atoms are then coherently excited through the cavity using a laser pulse of duration τ and on resonance with the
atomic transition, which is described by the Rabi Hamiltonian
ĤΩ =

1
(ΩD̂+ + Ω∗ D̂− ),
2

(27)

where Ω = Ωx − iΩy . This leads to a rotation of each
α-spin as described by the MF equation of motion
(drive)

~˙ α = cα Ω
~ ×S
~α ,
S

~˙ α = cα ΓD
~⊥ ×S
~α .
S

d
~nD = 0,
dt ⊥

(29)

~ ⊥ = (−Dy , Dx , 0) is the vecHere, the torque vector D
~ =
tor perpendicular to the totalPdipole moment D
x,y
(Dx , Dy , 0) defined by Dx,y =
.
Note
that,
c
S
α α α
as anticipated, the total spin length sα of each of the αBloch vectors is conserved by both Eqs. (28) and (29),
and that the value of sα is determined by the choice of
initial ground state |g̃i.
~ constiEvery state with vanishing dipole moment D
tutes a stationary fixed point of the MF decay dynamics,
Eq. (29). In a 2-level system, the torque vector becomes
~ ⊥ → (−Sy , Sx , 0), which can only vanish at the north
D
and south poles of the Bloch sphere. However, in a multilevel system all α-spin vectors are coupled to each other
~ ⊥ which is given by the
through a common torque field D
sum over the dipole moments of all the α-spins. Because
of this, we can have a vanishing total dipole moment
where the individual dipole moments of the α-spins are
nonzero but cancel each other out. This is the main ingredient for the existence of multilevel dark states at the
MF level.
Two observations are central in our analysis of the decay dynamics. First, the equations of motion for Rabi

(30)

~ ⊥ /D and D ≡ |D
~ ⊥ | = |D|.
~ Since Ω
~ is
where ~nD⊥ ≡ D
trivially constant too, this implies that both Rabi excitation and collective decay follow the same trajectories on
the surface of the α-Bloch spheres.
~α
Equation (30) implies that the dynamics of each S
~
happens on a fixed plane perpendicular to D⊥ . Because
k
of this, we can define spin components Sα and Sα⊥ which
~ ⊥ , respectively, such
are parallel and perpendicular to D
k
that Sα = const. Thus, the dynamics of the remaining variables, Sα⊥ and Sαz , happens on a circle of radius
[c.f. Eq. (26)]
rα2 ≡ (Sα⊥ )2 + (Sαz )2 = s2α − (Sαk )2 = const.

(31)

Since the MF equations for different α, Eqs. (28) and
(29), differ only in the α-dependent rotation speed cα ,
we conclude that we can parametrize all Bloch spheres
in terms of one single parameter θ(t) as [Fig. 6(d)]
Sα⊥ (t) + iSαz (t) = rα ei[cα θ(t)+ϕα ] .

(28)

~ = (Ωx , Ωy , 0) is the axis of
where the torque vector Ω
rotation. After preparation, the atoms are left to decay
freely through Eq. (23). This is described by the MF
equation of motion
(decay)

oscillations and for collective decay, Eqs. (28) and (29),
~ ↔ ΓD
~ ⊥ . Secondly, the
are identical if one identifies Ω
direction of the torque vector for the decay dynamics is
conserved,

Inserting this into Eq. (29) leads to
X
θ̇(t) = −Γ
cα rα cos [cα θ(t) + ϕα ] .

(32)

(33)

α

Thus, the single-mode superradiance problem for multilevel atoms has been reduced to a single equation for the
angle variable θ(t). The values of rα and ϕα are determined by the state at t = 0. In the excitation-decay scek
nario described above, we have that ϕα = −π/2, Sα = 0,
and
θ0 ≡ θ(0) = |Ω|τ.

(34)

Further details on this derivation are given in App. E.
C.

Superradiance potential

The dynamics of θ(t) given by Eq. (33) can be conveniently described in terms of a superradiance potential
V (θ) as1
θ̇ = −N Γ

1

dV (θ)
,
dθ

(35)

Independently from our work, we found that the possibility of
defining a superradiance potential is briefly mentioned for a very
specific case study in the last chapter of Ref. [42].
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where
1 X
1
V (θ) =
rα sin [cα θ + ϕα ] + .
N α
2

(36)

Note that V (θ) implicitly depends on the initial state
through the parameters rα and ϕα (we suppress this dependence for simplicity).
The dynamics of θ(t) can then be understood as the
movement of a classical particle in the potential V (θ) in
the limit of infinite friction, see Fig. 6(c). The dynamics
starts at θ(0) = θ0 and the slope of the potential determines in which direction the classical particle θ will move.
When the slope of V (θ) is positive the particle moves to
the left, and when it is negative the particle moves to the
right.
The extrema of V (θ) represent stationary states of the
MF dynamics, which are states where the average dipole
moment of the atoms is zero, D = 0. We call these
states mean-field (MF) dark whenever their excited state
population is nonzero, in order to distinguish them from
the quantum dark states discussed in Sec. IV D. Since MF
dark states are unentangled they can not be perfectly
dark in the full quantum theory due to Eq. (22). The
relationship between quantum and MF dark states will
be explored further below.
The stability of these MF stationary points to (quantum) fluctuations depends on the curvature of the pod2
tential around them, dθ
2 V (θ). A stationary point θss is
stable if the curvature is positive (maximum), and unstable if negative (minimum). If the curvature is zero,
higher orders need to be computed. Saddle points represent a curious case, because at the MF level they are
stable to perturbations in one direction, but unstable in
the other direction.
Due to the similarity of Eqs. (28) and (29), the superradiance potential is directly related to the dynamics of
the total excited state population (or inversion) under
pure Rabi oscillations through
1
1 X z
V (θ) =
S (τ )
+ .
(37)
N α α
2
Ωτ →θ,Rabi-dynamics
Here, Sαz (τ ) is obtained by starting from a state specified
by the same rα and ϕα as in Eq. (36) and then evolving with Eq. (28) (see App. E). The above expression is
useful for computing V (θ). According to it, the states
corresponding to minima of the Rabi oscillation profile
are stable MF dark states, maxima are unstable MF dark
states, and saddle-points require further investigation. In
a 2-level system, the potential is V (θ) − 1/2 ∼ cos θ and
the minima and maxima correspond to the (stable) south
and (unstable) north poles of the Bloch sphere.
VII.

CLEBSCH-GORDAN COEFFICIENTS VS
COHERENCES

Before delving into the phenomena predicted by the
single-polarization model of the previous section, it is

useful to understand better why this approximation
might be valid. As discussed in Sec. IV, multilevel atoms
can decay via multiple paths. The probability of taking
one path or another depends on the choice of initial state
as well as Clebsch-Gordan coefficients, which we explore
in the following.
Following Sec. VI, the superradiant decay of 2-level
systems [42] can be described by a single Bloch vector
~ = (Sx , Sy , Sz ) of radius s = N/2 and the superradiS
ance potential V (θ) = 21 (1 − cos θ). If we start close to
the north pole, θ0 ≈ π, and follow the potential, the collective dipole moment of the atoms [see Eq. (29)], which is
proportional to the atomic coherences |S ⊥ |, first increases
until it becomes maximal (∼ N/2) at the equator, and
after that it decreases until it reaches zero at the south
pole. The same behavior is displayed by the emitted
light intensity, which follows one to one the decay rate of
the atoms; both are proportional to (S ⊥ (t))2 . This leads
to the emission of a coherent superradiant pulse of light
whose peak intensity scales as ∼ N 2 /4 at the equator.
Since initially at the north pole there are no coherences, it takes the system time to build them up. This
can be quantified by the delay time tD that the Bloch
vector needs to reach the equator. For θ0 6= π the
MF equations can be solved exactly
[42] and lead to

Sz (t) = N2 tanh − 12 ΓN (t − tD ) with the delay time tD
defined as


1 + 2s0z
1
log
tD =
,
(38)
ΓN
1 − 2s0z
where s0z ≡ Sz (0)/N . The closer to the north pole, the
longer it takes for superradiance to build up. For θ = π
the MF approximation predicts an infinite delay time.
However, this is a break down of the MF approximation since at the north pole the dynamics is driven by
quantum fluctuations. An estimate of tD can be ob1
2
log(1/|s+
tained by noticing that for θ ∼ π, tD ≈ ΓN
0| )
+
+
with s0 ≡ S (0)/N . For a coherent state we have
2
h|ŝ+
0 | i = 1/N , which is consistent with a delay time
given by [42]
tD ∼

1
log N,
ΓN

(39)

which grows logarithmically as a function of N (see also
Sec. IX E).
Similar considerations dictate the behavior of superradiance in multilevel systems. As a simple multilevel toy
model, we consider first superradiance in an effective Λtype 3-level system with one excited level and two ground
states [see Fig. 7(a)]. Such a system can be realized using
strong magnetic fields to make transitions to other levels
off-resonant. As an example, we consider the g±1/2 V
and e−1/2 V states of the (Fg , Fe ) = (1/2, 3/2) level
structure, which we denote as g±1/2 ≡ g± and e−1/2 ≡ e
for simplicity. Note that we will be working in this section
in the vertical ẑV atomic basis. The e state can decay
via Π̂− into g− or via Σ̂− into g+ , with single-atom decay
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FIG. 7. Clebsch-Gordan coefficients vs initial coherences. (a) 3-level toy model with two ground states g±
and one excited state e. The single-particle decay rates
pe→g− = 0.8 and pe→g+ = 0.2 correspond to the g±1/2 V
and e−1/2 V states of the (Fg , Fe ) = (1/2, 3/2) level structure. The initial state is a superposition of |ei and |g+ i, which
we depict through the corresponding (e, g− ) and (e, g+ ) (normalized) Bloch vectors. Only the latter Bloch sphere has
nonzero initial coherences, captured by the polar angle θ0 .
(b) Population imbalance ng+ − ng− between the two ground
states obtained as t → ∞ as a function of the initial tilt θ0
for different atom numbers N , computed with TWA for 104
trajectories.

SINGLE POLARIZATION DARK STATES

In this section, we use numerical simulations to benchmark the simple mechanism provided by the superradiance potential V (θ) for the emergence of not only MF
dark states but also quantum dark states. Surprisingly,
we find that in regimes where V (θ) predicts the formation of a MF dark state, the 1/N beyond MF corrections
induced by quantum fluctuations generate small but necessary correlations as the system approaches a quantum
dark state, which happens to be rather close to the MF
dark state. We test in this way the validity of the MF
picture to capture the underlying physics of the quantum
system.
In the following, we will consider scenarios where the
atoms start in some ground state |gm iq defined with respect to a quantization vector ẑq , but are Rabi excited
using a laser drive with a polarization ~ that is not parallel to ẑq . Thus, from the point of view of the drive, the
initial ground state will look like a superposition of different Zeeman states. Alternatively, such superpositions
can also be achieved using magnetic fields or microwave
drives to perform rotations within the ground state manifold.

probabilities
p− ≡ pe→g− = 0.8,
p+ ≡ pe→g+ = 0.2.

A.

Mean field numerical results

(40)

Thus, the Π̂− decay into g− is 4 times faster than the Σ̂−
into g+ .
If we prepare an initial state with all atoms in
cos(θ0 /2) |g+ iV +sin(θ0 /2) |eiV , there are two competing
behaviors one needs to consider. On the one hand, the
coherences between g+ and e will trigger superradiance
in that channel; on the other hand, Clebsch-Gordan coefficients make decay into g− the preferred option. Moreover, every time an atom decays into one ground state,
the probability that the next atom decays into the same
ground state increases (see also Ref. [136] and App. G).
An investigation of this competition is shown in
Fig. 7(b), which shows the final (normalized) population difference between the two ground states, ng+ − ng− ,
as a function of the tilt angle θ0 computed with TWA
for different N . When the initial coherences are large
(θ0 → π/2), coherences win and most atoms decay
into g+ ; however, for small initial coherences (θ0 → π)
the stronger transition to g− dominates. Remarkably
though, if we keep θ0 fixed and increase N , the initial
coherences eventually always win and most atoms end
up in g+ . This is because in the absence of coherences
superradiance is delayed by a factor log N [Eq. (39)].
This analysis illustrates the fact that multilevel systems can predominantly decay through one channel
even in the presence of two polarization decay channels.
Therefore, it justifies the relevance of the single-mode
model studied in the previous section, Sec. VI.

We will consider here the decay dynamics of 6-level
atoms with Fg = 1/2 and Fe = 3/2 (Fig. 8). We choose
this level structure because it allows us to work in a
regime where only one polarization is relevant, and because nontrivial collective dark states only exist for atoms
with ` ≥ 6 internal levels, see Sec. IV. We assume that
the atoms are initially prepared in the state g−1/2 V , defined with respect to the vertical ẑV basis, and are then
Rabi excited with a laser of right-handed polarization ~R
and pulse area θ0 = |Ω|τ (same configuration as in Sec. V
and Fig. 5). The associated right operator has the multitwo-level form of Eq. (24) when written in the parallel ẑk
basis, and is given by
1
R̂+ = σ̂ek3/2 g1/2 + √ σ̂ek1/2 g−1/2 .
3

(41)

Importantly, the R̂± operator only couples to the
|em>0 ik excited states. Because of this, the left operator L̂± , which only couples to the |em<0 ik states, completely decouples from the dynamics. Thus, this becomes
exactly a single-polarization problem taking place in an
effective 4-level subspace.
We get one Bloch sphere for each of the pairs of states
{|gm ik , |em+1 ik } with m = ±1/2. The radius of each
Bloch sphere is determined by the initial population
of each of the two-level subspaces. Writing the initial
ground state in the ẑk basis leads to

1 
g−1/2 V = √
g−1/2 k − g1/2 k ,
(42)
2
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FIG. 8. Single-polarization superradiance and dark states. Results are shown for the 6-level system (Fg , Fe ) = (1/2, 3/2)
starting in g−1/2 V and being excited by an R̂± drive. (a) We plot the superradiance potential V (θ) (green) for R̂− decay
and the curvature of the orthogonal potential U (θ̃) (magenta) for L̂− decay as a function of the initial rotation θ = θ0 . The
√
2
orthogonal curvature is given by ddθ̃2 U θ̃=0 = 18 [ 34 + 13 cos(θ0 ) + cos(θ0 / 3)] and is positive for all values of θ0 , i.e. all these
P
q
states are obviously stable to L̂− decay. (b) Normalized excited state population ne = N1
m hσ̂em em i obtained at t → ∞ using
4
MF (black line) and TWA simulations for different values of N (color lines) averaged over 10 trajectories. TWA converges to
MF as N → ∞. (c,d) Time evolution of the Bloch vectors for the { g−1/2 k , e1/2 k } and { g1/2 k , e3/2 k } Bloch spheres for
(c) θ0 = 1π and (d) θ0 = 1.3π. The green points mark the position of the Bloch vector from N Γt = 0 to N Γt = 50 in time
steps of N Γ∆t = 0.5, and the green arrow shows the flow of time. At the latest time shown the system has reached the steady
state.

which implies that both Bloch spheres have radius N/4.
In the MF approximation the atoms start at the position θ = θ0 of the potential, and start rolling down
as dictated by the slope. At long times, t → ∞, the
atoms settle down in the first minimum that they encounter. The superradiance potential√
for this scenario is
given by V (θ) = 41 [2 − cos(θ) − cos(θ/ 3)] and is plotted
in Fig. 8(a) in green. This potential shows a plethora
√
of minima, i.e. stable MF dark states. Due to the 3
incommensurable ratio between the two Clebsch-Gordan
coefficients in Eq. (41), the Rabi oscillations never fully
rephase and the number of distinct MF dark states in
this simple situation is infinite.
In Fig. 8(b) we show the (normalized) excited state
population ne (t → ∞) that remains at long times as
a function of the initial pulse θ0 . The system shows
sharp transitions between different long-time MF dark
states wherever V (θ) has a maximum. This is because at
the MF level an initial infinitesimal displacement to the
left/right of a maximum is sufficient to make the system

decay into the minimum on the left/right of the maximum. Overall, the results of Figs. 8(a) and (b) are consistent with and explain the emergence of quantum dark
states in the exact quantum dynamics results of Fig. 5.
In particular, V (θ) explains the large N asymptotics of
ne (t → ∞) found in Fig. 5(c).

Figures 8(c) and (d) show the time evolution of each
Bloch vector for two slightly different initial pulse areas
θ0 = 1π, 1.3π. For θ0 = 1π the atoms simply decay back
to the south pole, which corresponds to the ground state
g−1/2 V initially prepared. However, for θ0 = 1.3π the
atoms end up in a MF dark state. The Bloch vectors
rotate in opposite directions in these two cases, reflecting the different sign of the potential slope. Interestingly,
even though the total excited state population continuously decreases, for θ0 = 1.3π the individual population
of e1/2 k or e3/2 k can in principle grow. This type of
incoherent population exchange between the excited levels is due to the anticommutator terms in Eq. (6) and
can be observed in two-level systems outside the collec-
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FIG. 9. Decay of MF dark to quantum dark. Cumulant
results are shown for the 6-level system (Fg , Fe ) = (1/2, 3/2)
starting in g−1/2 V and being excited by an R̂± drive with
pulse area θ0 = 2.123π. This θ0 corresponds to a minimum
of V (θ), i.e. a MF dark state, c.f. Fig. 8(a). (a) Decay of the
excited state population ne (t) − ne (0) plotted with respect to
the initial population ne (0) for different atom numbers N [see
legend in (b)]. The change in population is of order 1/N . (b)
Intensity of light emission normalized by N as hR̂+ R̂− i/N .
The results for different N collapse on top of each other. We
note that TWA simulations show the same N scaling.

tive manifold as well.
B.

Quantum fluctuations

We now explore what happens to the MF dark states
when quantum fluctuations and beyond mean-field effects
are included. In Fig. 8(b) we plot the t → ∞ excited state
population for different values of N obtained using TWA
(color points). As N → ∞ the TWA results perfectly
converge towards the MF prediction (black line). In fact,
the full time evolution of the populations is perfectly captured by MF in this N → ∞ limit, as long as the initial
state is not too close to a transition point.
At a transition point, i.e. when the atoms start at a
maximum of V (θ), the mean dipole moment is zero and
hence the decay is solely driven by quantum fluctuations.
This is analogous to the case of a two-level system starting at the north pole of the Bloch sphere. The main
difference is that, in our multilevel case, quantum fluctuations can make the atoms decay into different dark
states depending on the direction of the fluctuation. For
finite N , these quantum fluctuations lead to a smoothening of the transitions as shown in the TWA results of the
average excitation fraction in Fig. 8(b).2 This is again
consistent with the ED results of Fig. 5(c). To shed more
light on the case where the atoms start at a transition
point, we study the full distribution function of the excitations in App. H.

2

We note that TWA can lead to unphysical negative populations
which, however, converge to zero as N → ∞. Moreover, we
checked that cumulant results also converge towards MF as N →
∞, although the results deviate from TWA close to the transition
point for finite N .

These results indicate that stable MF dark states become asymptotically quantum dark states as N → ∞.
However, for any finite N MF dark states can not be
identical to quantum dark states, because the latter must
be entangled, as discussed in Sec. IV D. Thus, if we start
at a minimum of V (θ), i.e. at a MF dark state, atoms
will necessarily decay and emit light. More specifically,
√
atoms starting at a MF dark state will have N fluctuations leading to dipole moment fluctuations of order
hR̂+ R̂− i ∼ N , c.f. Eq. (22). For a state to be truly dark
these fluctuations need to decay. Therefore, the decay
of a MF dark state into a quantum dark state happens
through the emission of photons with order N light intensity, which leaves the atoms slightly entangled. Note that
this contrasts with typical superradiant emission which
is of order N 2 .
To illustrate this behavior we show in Fig. 9 the evolution of the system computed with cumulant starting
at the θ0 = 2.123π minimum, c.f. Fig. 8(a). Panel 9(a)
shows the decay of the total excited state population with
respect to its initial value, ne (t) − ne (0). The lines for
different N [see legend in (b)] reveal a population decay
of order 1/N . Panel 9(b) shows the intensity of the light
emission into the right-handed polarized mode normalized as hR̂+ R̂− i/N . The collapse of the results for different N confirms the above picture. Interestingly, this
shows that a MF dark state can become a quantum dark
state through the decay of just O(1) number of photons.

IX.

TWO POLARIZATION DARK STATES
A.

Orthogonal superradiance potential

In order to shed light on the two-polarization problem,
it is useful to extend the single-mode toolkit developed
in Sec. VI. We consider a situation where the atoms are
excited (through the cavity) via a Rabi drive D̂1± of some
polarization ~1 , but the decay happens with both D̂1− as
well as D̂2− of orthogonal polarization ~2 ⊥ ~1 , as specified in Eq. (6). Although defining a superradiance potential for the combined two-polarization problem is not
straightforward due to the non-commutativity of D̂1± and
D̂2± , the single-mode potential of Eq. (36) can be defined
for either of the two polarizations separately.
The definition of the potentials follows the same steps
as in Sec. VI. First, we find a basis in which the dipole
operators have the multi-two-level form of Eq. (24),
P
P
+
i.e. D̂1+ =
α cα σ̂e(α)g(α) and D̂2 =
β c̃β σ̂ẽ(β)g̃(β) .
The {g(α), e(α)} and {g̃(β), ẽ(β)} bases are generally
different and they define two distinct sets of Bloch vectors (Sαx , Sαy , Sαz ) and (S̃βx , S̃βy , S̃βz ) through Eq. (25), respectively. These Bloch vectors will evolve according to
Eq. (29) and their dynamics can be parametrized by a
single angular variable as in Eq. (32), Sα⊥ (t) + iSαz (t) =
rα ei[cα θ(t)+ϕα ] and S̃β⊥ (t) + iS̃βz (t) = r̃β ei[c̃β θ̃(t)+ϕ̃β ] . Notice that cα , rα , and ϕα will generally be different from
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FIG. 10. Two-polarization superradiance and dark states. Results for the 8-level system with Fg = Fe = 3/2 starting
in the (upper panel) g1/2 V or (lower panel) g−3/2 V states and being initially excited by a Σ̂± drive. This drive creates
an initial superposition between the g−3/2 V , g1/2 V , e−1/2 V , and e3/2 V states that are connected in a zig-zag fashion.
In (a) and (e) we show the superradiance potential V (θ) (red) for Σ̂− decay and the curvature of the orthogonal potential
d2
U (θ̃) θ̃=0 (blue) for Π̂− decay as a function of the initial rotation angle θ = θ0 . The blue (black) shaded regions denote
dθ̃ 2
states that are stable (unstable) to Π̂− decay. The (b-d) and (f-h) plots show results for different values of θ0 (color lines)
obtained with MF (solid),
TWA (dashed), and cumulant (dotted) simulations for N = 104 : (b) and (f) show the excited state
P
q
population ne = N1
hσ̂
em em i as a function of the time N Γt; (c) and (g) show the combined population of the g−1/2 V ,
m
g3/2 V , e−3/2 V , and e1/2 V states; (d) and (h) show the light emission intensity in both polarizations, hΣ̂+ Σ̂− i (red) and
hΠ̂+ Π̂− i (blue), for (d) θ0 = 4π and (h) θ0 = 2.5π. The thin dotted black lines in (b) and (f) denote the position of the
MF stationary points predicted by V (θ). Note that whenever dashed and dotted lines are not visible [e.g. in (b)-(d) and for
θ0 = 1.5π in (f)-(g)], they lie on top of the solid lines of the same color, i.e. all methods agree.

c̃β , r̃β , and ϕ̃β , because they are associated to different
2-level partitions of the multilevel structure.
When only one of the polarizations is present, the
d
time evolution is described by [see Eq. (35)] dt
θ =
d
d
d
−N Γ dθ V (θ) and dt θ̃ = −N Γ dθ̃ U (θ̃), respectively. Here,
V (θ) is defined as in Eq. (36), and analogously we have
h
i 1
1 X
U (θ̃) =
r̃β sin c̃β θ̃ + ϕ̃β + .
(43)
N
2

will set θ̃(0) = 0 for simplicity.
The V (θ) and U (θ̃) potentials can not be used to determine the time evolution of the two-polarization model
(except when one polarization dominates). Nevertheless,
their derivatives do reveal whether a given MF state is
locally stable or unstable to decay with D̂1− and D̂2− , respectively.

β

B.

We call U (θ̃) the orthogonal superradiance potential. For
V (θ) we can set θ0 = |Ω|τ as in Eq. (34) because of its
relation to the Rabi preparation. However, for U (θ̃) we

Numerical results

We will study the case of 8-level atoms with Fg = Fe =
3/2. Throughout this section we will work in the atomic
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basis defined with respect to the vertical quantization
axis ẑV , and we will decompose the decay operators into
the vertical, Π̂± , and horizontal, Σ̂± , components [see
Fig. 2 and Eqs. (8) and (9)]. We will consider two different initial ground states for the atoms:
(i) g1/2

V

and

(ii) g−3/2

V

.

(44)

The atoms are excited with a Rabi drive of pulse area θ0
and horizontal polarization ~H , i.e. with the Σ̂± operator.
In the ẑV basis [Eq. (9)], this operator connects the above
ground states to e−1/2 V and e3/2 V , creating a sort of
zig-zag motion in the level structure (see Fig. 10). Both
of these excited states can decay via the horizontal polarization, Σ̂− , as well as through the vertical polarization,
Π̂− .
In Figs. 10(a) and (e) we show the single-mode superradiance potential V (θ) (red) associated with Σ̂± , which is
the polarization of the Rabi drive. The potential for the
two initial conditions, g1/2 V and g−3/2 V , is markedly
different. The potential for the initial state g1/2 V
√
[Fig. 10(a)] is given by V (θ) = 18 [4 − 3 cos(3θ/ 15) −
√
cos(θ/ 15)] and has two minima, i.e. two MF dark states.
However, the potential for g−3/2 V [Fig. 10(e)] is given
√
by V (θ) = 21 [1 − cos(θ/ 15)3 ] and has instead saddlepoints, which, at the MF level, are semi-stable, i.e. stable
to fluctuations in one direction (θ + δ) but unstable in
the opposite direction (θ − δ), 0 < δ  1. Note that in
both cases the superradiance potential is periodic. This
is due to the commensurability of the Clebsch-Gordan
0
∝ m),
coefficients for linearly-polarized transitions (Cm
P
+
H
which leads to Σ̂ ∝ m m σ̂em gm [see also Eq. (8)].
In Figs. 10(b) and (f) we show the time evolution of
the excited state population for different initial pulses θ0
using MF (solid), TWA (dashed) and cumulant (dotted)
simulations. Remarkably, for the g1/2 V initial state
[Fig. 10(b)] all methods agree with each other and the
long-time value of the excited state population matches
the MF dark state (thin black dotted line) predicted by
the single-mode potential V (θ). This suggests that the
dynamics is indeed fully dominated by Σ̂− decay. This is
confirmed in Fig. 10(d) which shows that light emission
is happening almost exclusively in the ~H polarization
(light emission in the ~V polarization is not exactly zero,
see Sec. IX D). Moreover, Fig. 10(c) shows that the levels
which were initially unpopulated, i.e. g−1/2 V , g3/2 V ,
e−3/2 V , and e1/2 V , remain approximately unpopulated to all times. While this is trivially true at the MF
level, it seems counter-intuitive when quantum fluctuations are included, since one would expect Π̂− decay to
populate such states.
When the atoms start in g−3/2 V , we obtain strikingly
different excited state population dynamics [Fig. 10(f)].
For θ0 = 1.5π all methods agree with each other and
the system decays back to the ground state g−3/2 V .
However, for all other initial values of θ0 shown, the MF
dynamics does not match TWA and cumulant. In these

latter cases, the MF evolution converges at long times towards the single-mode MF dark state of V (θ) at ne = 0.5.
The beyond MF dynamics, on the other hand, shows a
two-step process. At early times, both TWA and cumulant appear to converge to the same single-mode dark
state as MF; however, at longer times quantum fluctuations make the system deviate from MF until it eventually settles on a different (quantum) dark state. When
this happens we observe decay in both the Σ̂− and Π̂−
decay channels, as demonstrated in the light emission
profile of Fig. 10(h). This is further accompanied by a
transfer of population into the initially unpopulated levels [Fig. 10(g)]. Interestingly, the light emission shows
various pulses of light being emitted at different times in
different polarizations, signalling that decay in one polarization can trigger decay in the other polarization. All
these results show that in this situation both polarizations are playing an essential role in the dynamics.

C.

Interpretation of results: polarization
competition

In order to understand the results of Fig. 10 we anayze
the properties of the orthogonal potential U (θ̃) associated to Π̂− decay in this case. The key to understand
the findings is the realization that in MF approximation
no decay with an operator D̂− takes place if it has no
initial coherences, i.e. if hD̂± i = 0. In our example, the
initial pulse of ~H light generates coherences in the drive’s
operator Σ̂± , unless we end up at an extremum of V (θ).
However, given our choice of initial ground state we always have hΠ̂± i = 0 at t = 0. This means that, regardless of the value of θ0 , the initial state we prepare in our
protocol is necessarily a MF dark state with respect to
Π̂− decay, i.e. ddθ̃ U (θ̃) θ̃=0 = 0. The stability of these
states to quantum fluctuations is then determined by the
curvature of U (θ̃).
To evaluate U (θ̃) note first that the operator Π̂± has
the multi-two-level form of Eq. (24) when written in the
P
0 V
V atomic basis as given in Eq. (8), Π̂− = m Cm
σ̂gm em .
Hence, the Bloch spheres in this case are associated
to the pairs of states {|gm iV , |em iV } and the Clebsch0
Gordan coefficients are c̃β → Cm
with β → m. Using
Eq. (43) [or Eq. (37)] we can then compute the curvature of the orthogonal potential as a function of the initial pulse area θ0 , which is the one that determines r̃β .
√
2
1
For g1/2 V we obtain ddθ̃2 U θ̃=0 = 120
[9 cos(3θ0 / 15) −
√
2
5 cos(θ0 / 15)], whereas for g−3/2 V we get ddθ̃2 U θ̃=0 =
√
√
1
40 [cos(3θ0 / 15) + 11 cos(θ0 / 15)].
Figures 10(a) and (e) show in blue the value of
d2
U θ̃=0 obtained for each initial state θ = θ0 on the
dθ̃ 2
V (θ) potential curve. Recall that if the curvature of
U (θ) is positive (negative) the state is stable (unstable)
to Π̂− decay. For the initial state g1/2 V we find that
d2
U θ̃=0
dθ̃ 2

> 0 in the vicinity of the two minima of V (θ).
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This proves that the MF dark states of V (θ) are stable
with respect to both Σ̂− and Π̂− decay.
At initial time the values θ0 = (1, 1.5, 3.5, 4)π chosen in
2
Fig. 10(b) lie in regimes where ddθ̃2 U θ̃=0 < 0. However,

these cases, the Σ̂± decay initially dominates due to the
initial coherences. However, because of the shape of the
potential, the system always stays within the V (θ) > 0.5
region, which is unstable to Π̂− decay. Therefore, even
though the Π̂− decay is delayed by N ΓtD ∼ log N , it will
inevitably happen [as shown by the delayed superradiant
pulse of light in Fig. 10(h)].
This explains the two-step decay process observed in
Fig. 10(f): first, the system decays with Σ̂− towards the
MF dark state of V (θ), and later it starts decaying with
Π̂− . This leads in Figs. 10(e-h) to a complex dynamical
interplay between the two polarizations, which eventually
brings the system to a dark state that is not predicted by
the single-mode V (θ) potential. Moreover, the results of
Figs. 10(a-d) confirm the conclusion of Sec. VIII: stable
two-polarization MF dark states become asymptotically
quantum dark states as N → ∞.
D.

Light emission with orthogonal polarization

As argued above, the collective decay is in some cases
dominated by one of the polarizations. However, it is
important to note that if we start in a product state
we always have light emission in both polarizations (unless the atoms are forbidden to emit in some polarization at the single-particle level, as for the 6-level example
of Sec. VIII). The reason for this is that we have both
hΣ̂+ Σ̂− i > 0 and hΠ̂+ Π̂− i > 0 for unentangled states,
see Sec. IV D. Therefore, even if we have a MF dark state
with respect to some polarization, light will be emitted
at least with intensity ∼ N , analogously to Sec. VIII B.
We demonstrate this in Fig. 11, which shows the light
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we do not observe a significant decay with Π̂ at early
times because of the superradiant delay tD , which we
explained in Sec. VII. Initially, the Σ̂− channel is seeded
(hΣ̂± i 6= 0), so the atoms can start decaying without
delay, N ΓtD ∼ 1, c.f. Eq. (38). However, since hΠ̂± i = 0
at t = 0, coherences in this decay channel need to be
built up which leads to an N ΓtD ∼ log N delay of the
Π̂− superradiant decay, c.f. Eq. (39). Thus, in the limit
of N → ∞, by the time Π̂± coherences form, the atoms
have long decayed via Σ̂− into one of the minima of V (θ),
which are stable with respect to both polarizations. This
is analogous to the competition between Clebsch-Gordan
coefficients and initial coherences shown in Fig. 7.
For the initial state g−3/2 V we find two distinct types
of behavior. For values of θ where V (θ) < 0.5 the state
2
is stable to Π̂− decay [ ddθ̃2 U θ̃=0 > 0]. This explains
why the θ0 = 1.5π case is well-described by MF and a
single polarization. For values of θ where V (θ) > 0.5
2
the state is unstable to Π̂− decay [ ddθ̃2 U θ̃=0 < 0]. In
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FIG. 11. Light in orthogonal polarization. Cumulant
results are shown for the 8-level system with Fg = Fe = 3/2
starting in g1/2 V and being initially excited by a Σ̂± drive.
We plot the light intensity in both polarizations, hΣ̂+ Σ̂− i
(red) and hΠ̂+ Π̂− i (blue), for different atom numbers N
(markers shown in legend). The different polarizations are
scaled differently with N as indicated in the plots. The collapse of the curves demonstrates the corresponding N scaling.
Panel (a) shows results for θ0 = 4π, which is a non-dark state.
Panel (b) shows θ0 = 2.542π, which corresponds to a minimum of V (θ), i.e. a MF dark state, see potential in Fig. 10(a).

emission in both polarizations computed with cumulant
for the g1/2 V initial ground state. We show results
for different atom numbers N with different markers.
Panel (a) shows the results for an initial θ0 = 4π pulse,
which corresponds to starting on the slope of V (θ), see
Fig. 10(a). As demonstrated by the collapse of the curves
when rescaling as hΣ̂+ Σ̂− i/N 2 (red), the atoms emit superradiantly ∼ N 2 in the excitation drive’s polarization.
As shown by the hΠ̂+ Π̂− i/N curves (blue), the atoms
also emit into the orthogonal polarization, except with
intensity ∼ N . In comparison, panel (b) shows the light
emission for a system starting at the MF dark state at
θ0 = 2.542π. In this case, the light emission scales with
N in both polarizations as the MF dark state decays into
a quantum dark state, see Sec. VIII B.
While here we have considered initial states with
hΠ̂± i = 0, it is worth noting that one can easily prepare
states with non-vanishing coherences in both polarizations. In such cases, we find that the dynamics is typically well-described by MF for large N , usually shows superradiance ∼ N 2 in both polarizations, and often ends
up in a dark steady state. Such two-polarization dark
states can in principle be numerically found as described
in App. I.

E.

Delay time revisited

In Fig. 10 we have seen an example of a superradiance
potential V (θ) with a saddle-point. More generally, V (θ)
can contain extrema where arbitrary higher-order deriva-
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tives vanish. At these extrema, the dynamics induced by
quantum fluctuations is extremely slow. To see this, let
us assume that the potential has an unstable extremum
at θ = θe and that the Taylor expansion around it gives
to lowest non-vanishing order
V (θ) ∝ −

2+n
1
θ − θe
,
2+n

(45)

where n ∈ N. For θ  1, the dynamics is then described
by θ̇ ∝ N Γ (θ − θe )1+n [c.f. Eq. (35)].
In the 2-level case and in most cases discussed above
[see Figs. 8 and 10] the unstable extrema of the potential
have n = 0, because they correspond to maxima of simple
sine and cosine functions. Solving the above equation for
θ(0) − θe ≡ δθ0 , |δθ0 |  1 then gives θ(t) = θe + δθ0 eN Γt .
For a system starting exactly at the extremum, quantum
fluctuations are of order δθ0 ∼ √1N . Solving for θ(tD ) =
const., we arrive at the well-known tD ∼ N1Γ log N delay
time of Eq. (39). In contrast, for n > 0 we obtain the

−1/n
solution θ(t) = θe + δθ0−n − nN Γt
. This implies
that the delay time scales polynomially as
tD ∼

1
N n/2 ,
NΓ

for n > 0.

(46)

Thus, higher-order extrema lead to extremely slow dynamics at early times. Specifically, the saddle-point
√ of
Fig. 10 is of order 2 + n = 3, which gives tD ∼ N1Γ N .
X.

EXPERIMENTAL IMPLEMENTATION

The multilevel dark states predicted here should be
readily observable in a large variety of cavity QED settings. Alkaline-earth(-like) atoms (AEAs) trapped in optical cavities are particularly well-suited for two reasons.
First, alkaline-earth atoms have a relatively simple electronic structure which contains a unique ground state
manifold. This simplifies the physics as it reduces the
number of states that an excited state can decay to.
Secondly, alkaline-earth atoms feature ultra narrow
low lying electronic transitions [137] between 1 S0 and
either 3 P0 or 3 P1 . For example, the 1 S0 (F = 1/2) to
3
P1 (F = 3/2) transition in 171 Yb is equivalent to the 6level model considered above, whereas the 1 S0 (F = 9/2)
to 3 P0 or 3 P1 (F = 9/2) transition in 87 Sr is a 20level generalization of the 8-level system presented above.
When the cavity is coupled to one of these narrow transitions both the collective dynamics induced by superradiance and the time scales at which dark states are
stable (before they decay due to single-particle emission,
see Sec. XI) cover a range of time scales that can be experimentally accessed in standard cavity QED settings.
Alternative implementations can be done in arrays of
alkali atoms featuring dipole allowed transition via Raman dressing. In this case, the cavity is effectively coupled to an optically dressed atomic ground state manifold
that is engineered to imitate a long-lived optically excited

atomic state, similar to AEAs. This protocol was used
in Ref. [74] to engineer an effective two level system but
can be generalized to emulate the multilevel configurations discussed here.
In these systems, the protocol proposed to observe superradiance and dark states relies simply on (i) preparing
the atoms in a well-defined ground state, and (ii) exciting
them with a pulse of the desired polarization, which can
be easily implemented. In particular, optical pumping is
a simple way to prepare all atoms in the same ground
state, typically in the stretched states g±Fg . Experiments can also straightforwardly rotate this ground-state
by using microwave lasers or magnetic fields.
As an example, we consider the 20-level system Fg =
Fe = 9/2, which is relevant for 87 Sr. We consider the
same scheme as we studied for the 8-level system in
Sec. IX. We assume that the atoms start in the g−9/2 V
ground state, which can be easily prepared via optical
pumping, and are then excited with horizontal polarization Σ̂± . This leads to a particularly simple√looking

superradiance potential, V (θ) = 12 1 − cos[θ/(3 11)]9 ,
shown in Fig. 12(a), which looks quite similar to the
8-level potential of Fig. 10(e). In particular, we find
that there is also a saddle point but with an extremely
flat potential around it. The same is true for the curvature of the orthogonal√potential, which is given
√ by

1
d2
7
=
U
cos[θ
/(3
11)]
17
+
cos[2θ
/(3
11)] .
0
0
44
θ̃=0
dθ̃ 2
Similarly to the 8-level case, the saddle point is overall unstable, either to Σ̂− or Π̂− decay. However, due
to the flatness of the potentials, the states close to the
saddle point are metastable for a very long time before
they decay to their true final state. Specifically, the superradiance delay time scales as tD ∼ N1Γ N 7/2 according
to Eq. (46). Because of this, the saddle-point states will
appear dark to cavity decay for experimentally relevant
time scales.
The slow time evolution around the saddle-point is illustrated in Fig. 12(b). The closer to the saddle-point,
the longer it takes for the states to start decaying. For
initial states far away from the saddle-point the decay is
analogous to the 8-level case of Sec. IX. For states with
V (θ0 ) < 1/2, the atoms decay back to the initial ground
state, g−9/2 V . For states with V (θ0 ) > 1/2 the atoms
decay with both polarizations into a dark state that is
not predicted by the single-polarization potential.3 The
time scales of these processes scale as N Γ and should be
experimentally observable.

3

Note that when the√atoms start exactly at the global maximum
of V (θ) (θ0 /π = 3 11) the system decays back to the ground
manifold. This is because the initial state is e9/2 V and the
Clebsch-Gordan coefficient for e9/2 → g9/2 is larger than for
e9/2 → g7/2 , so the atoms will predominantly decay via Π̂−
into g9/2 , c.f. Sec. VII. The same reasoning applies to the 8level example of Fig. 10 (lower panel) when the atoms start at
the global maximum of V (θ), which corresponds to the e3/2 V
state.
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FIG. 12. Superradiance and dark states for 20-level system. Results for the 20-level system with Fg = Fe = 9/2
starting in the g−9/2 V state and being initially excited by a Σ̂± drive. This drive creates an initial superposition of all states
connected in a zig-zag fashion by the red arrows shown in the sketch at the top. (a) We show the superradiance potential V (θ)
2
(red) for Σ̂− decay and the curvature of the orthogonal potential ddθ̃2 U (θ̃) θ̃=0 (blue) for Π̂− decay as a function of the initial
−
rotation angle θ = θP
decay. (b) Excited state
0 . The blue (black) shaded regions denote states that are stable (unstable) to Π̂
q
1
population ne = N m hσ̂em em i obtained using MF at t → ∞ (black line) and TWA simulations for N = 104 at different times
N Γt (color lines) and averaged over 104 trajectories.
√ TWA deviates√at long times from MF for initial pulses with V (θ0 ) > 0.5.
The evolution around the saddle-points θ0 = π2 3 11 and θ0 = 3π
3 11 is extremely slow.
2

XI.

ROBUSTNESS OF DARK STATES IN
EXPERIMENTS

We anticipate three possible sources of experimental
imperfections, which have not been included in our model
so far: (i) stray magnetic fields, (ii) inhomogeneous couplings, (iii) coherent cavity interactions, and (iv) spontaneous decay into free space. We analyze in this section
whether dark states are observable when these additional
processes are included.

in this meta-stable state for some time, but then slowly
starts decaying at a reduced decay rate due to the Zeno
effect [139]. Notice that the smaller δg,e the longer it
takes for the system to start decaying. After the initial
decay, the system eventually settles down into a new dark
state. For large enough magnetic fields (δg,e ∼ ΓN ) we
find that the system superradiantly decays to the ground
manifold.

B.
A.

Magnetic fields

First, the magnetic field in experiments is never exactly
zero. Non-vanishing magnetic fields can lead to mixing
between the internal levels and, thus, to decay of the
dark state. However, if the induced Zeeman splittings
δg,e of the g and e manifolds are small compared to the
superradiant decay rate ΓN , dark states can live for a
long time and even modified dark states can emerge. This
means that the effect of δg,e can be suppressed by using
a large number of atoms N .
To show this, we investigate in Fig. 13(a) the 20-level
example of Sec. X (see Fig. 12) including now Zeeman
P
shifts through the Hamiltonian ĤB = δg m m σ̂gVm gm +
P
δe m m σ̂eVm em with δg = 23 δe ≡ δz . As an example,
we consider the case θ0 ≈ 5π where the atoms start in
the saddle point of V (θ) [Fig. 12(a)]. For δg,e = 0 the
atoms simply stay in this meta-stable dark state for all
times shown due to the long delay time, tD ∼ N1Γ N 7/2 .
For a small Zeeman shift δg,e  ΓN the system stays

Inhomogeneous couplings

In typical experiments, the atoms are tightly trapped
by a deep one-dimensional optical lattice that is supported by an optical cavity. Due to the wavelength mismatch between the lattice laser and the cavity field, the
coupling of the light to the atoms varies between lattice
sites. This can be modelled by a modified master equation with


X X
1 + −
−
+
L(ρ̂) = Γ
ξi ξj D̂i,γ
ρ̂D̂j,γ
− {D̂j,γ
D̂i,γ , ρ̂} ,
2
γ=1,2 i,j
(47)
±
where the operators D̂i,γ
are now collective operators as
defined in Eq. (2) but acting only at lattice site i. The
inhomogeneity of the interactions enters through the coefficients ξj = cos(wj) with w = πλL /λc , where λL is the
lattice laser wave-length and λc the cavity mode wavelength [32].
Despite the inhomogeneity, we can perform an analogous single-mode analysis as in Sec. VI. For this purpose,
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FIG. 14. Dynamics in the presence of elastic cavity
mediated interactions, χ 6= 0. Results for the 20-level
system with Fg = Fe = 9/2 starting in the g−9/2 V state
and being initially excited by a Σ̂± drive [c.f. Fig.
P 12]. qTime
evolution of the excited state population ne = N1
m hσ̂em em i
for different initial pulse areas θ0 . We compare results for
χ = 0 (solid) with χ = Γ (circles) computed with TWA for
N = 104 and 104 trajectories. We checked that the results
agree with MF. When starting at the very flat saddle-point
of the potential (θ0 ≈ 5π) χ has no effect on the population
dynamics. In the other cases χ makes the system decay into
a different dark state.
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FIG. 13. Magnetic field and inhomogeneous couplings.
Results for the 20-level system with Fg = Fe = 9/2 starting in
the g−9/2 V state and being initially excited by a Σ̂± drive of
pulse area θ0 [c.f. Fig. 12(a)].
P (a)q Time evolution of the excited
state population ne = N1
m hσ̂em em i for an initial pulse θ0 =
5π lying at the saddle-point of V (θ). Shown are MF (solid)
and TWA (dashed) simulations averaged over 104 trajectories
for N = 104 and for different Zeeman splittings δz /(N Γ) with
δg = 23 δe ≡ δz (motivated by [138]). Note that dashed lines
are not visible because they lie on top of the solid MF lines
of the same color. For small enough δz /(N Γ) the system
decays into a dark state. (b) Superradiance potential V (θ)
for Σ̂− decay (upper panel) and curvature of the orthogonal
2
potential ddθ̃2 U (θ̃) θ̃=0 for Π̂− decay (lower panel) for a system
with inhomogeneous couplings. We show results for different
number of lattice sites (color lines) computed for λL /λc =
813 nm/689 nm [32]. The one site case (i = 0) corresponds to
Fig. 12(a). For more sites the potential is modified but still
contains stable dark states.

we define for each of the sites i an independent set of α~i,α . All
Bloch spheres described by the Bloch vectors S
these Bloch vectors couple to each other through a mod~ → P ξi D
~ i , where D
~ i is the
ified total dipole moment D
i
dipole moment at site i. Following the same derivation
as in Sec. VI one can show that collective decay is then

V (θ) =

1 X
1
rα sin [cα ξi θ + ϕα ] + .
N i,α
2

(48)

Here, we assumed that atoms in all lattice sites start in
a state with the same initial rα , ϕα .
The sum over lattice sites modifies the shape of the
superradiance potential V (θ) computed in previous sections. However, the minima of this modified potential V (θ) will still correspond to (single-mode) MF dark
states of the dynamics. These dark states are now states
where the sum of the dipole moments for each internal
transition and lattice site cancels out. Figure 13(b) shows
how the superradiance potential for the Fg = Fe = 9/2
example of the previous section is modified as we include
more lattice sites into the system. Although V (θ) becomes more complicated due to the higher number of
frequencies, it still contains a large number of stable MF
dark states.
C.

Coherent interactions χ

As argued in Sec. IV, the coherent part of the cavitymediated interactions, χ, can be set to zero by working on resonance, ∆c = 0 [Eq. (7)]. When χ 6= 0 dark
states still remain dark, as shown in Sec. IV; however,
the superradiant dynamics is significantly altered. As an
example, we show in Fig. 14 the dynamics for the 20level example of Fig. 12 for different values of θ0 , with
χ = Γ (circles) compared to χ = 0 (solid line). When
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the system starts at the (extremely flat) saddle-point of
the potential, θ0 ≈ 5π, it remains in this quasi-dark state
with and without χ for all times shown. In contrast, for
values of θ0 on the slope of the potential V (θ), the dynamics is considerably modified by χ. Nevertheless, the
system still ends up in a dark state, although a different
one. Note, in particular, that for θ0 = 2π the system
goes back to the ground state unless χ 6= 0.
This example shows that to describe the dark states
and dynamics in the presence of χ, the simple picture
offered by the superradiance potential V (θ) would need
to be extended. The rich and intricate dynamics induced
by χ will be explored in subsequent work.

D.

Spontaneous decay and dipolar interactions

A final important source of decay for the dark state is
single-particle spontaneous decay γs into free space. The
dark states presented here are only dark with respect to
decay into the cavity modes. Hence, spontaneous decay
will inevitably lead to the decay of such dark states. The
relevant parameter is the ratio γs /ΓN with respect to the
collective decay rate. Thus, increasing ΓN is one way to
make γs negligible for the relevant time scales.
Similarly, vacuum-mediated dipolar interactions between the atoms can break the collective nature of the
system and will generally couple dark states to states
that radiate. Dipolar interactions can be large if the
atoms are placed at a close distance r since they scale
as γs /(k0 r)3 at short distances, where k0 = ω0 /c. However, the typical interparticle distances in an optical cavity experiment are of order of the transition wavelength,
r ∼ λ0 /2 (λ0 = 2π/k0 ), or larger. In this regime, k0 r & 1,
so dipolar interactions will be of order γs and will also
be suppressed compared to ΓN .

XII.

CONCLUSION AND OUTLOOK

The main result of this work is that, even within the
permutationally symmetric (collective Dicke) manifold,
superradiant dynamics in multilevel atoms can get stuck
in dark states that retain a finite fraction of excitations
and are entangled (see Sec. I A for a summary). These
dark states open up a number of exciting research directions.
One of the potential applications of dark states is in
quantum sensing and metrology. Dark entangled states
within the collective manifold will not suffer from superradiant decay and will therefore retain for longer time the
phase information necessary for Ramsey-type protocols.
An interesting question in this regard is how correlations
will evolve when the system starts close to or at a meanfield dark state, especially in the presence of nonzero coherent interactions χ. This could lead to the creation of
multilevel entangled squeezed states [107, 140].

The complexity of multilevel systems, even when constrained to a collective manifold, also anticipates a rich
landscape of physical phenomena. For example, dark
states can lead to interesting phases of driven-dissipative
systems, since they can give rise to multiple steady states.
Apart from this, long-lived subradiant states can also be
useful for storage of quantum information and for the implementation of quantum repeaters [141]. Moreover, the
complexity of the collective eigenstate structure could be
useful for engineering nontrivial effective Hamiltonians in
the ground state manifold, analogous to Raman dressing
setups [142].
Finally, one particularly appealing ingredient is that
the cavity mediated interactions can be arranged to
match characteristic collisional time scales. Investigating
the interplay of both contact and infinite range cavity
mediated interactions [143], especially within the longlived dark state manifolds investigated here, could open
untapped opportunities for the simulation of rich models of orbital quantum magnetism, novel phases of matter, chaotic dynamics and for the engineering of minimal
models of holographic gravity [39, 40].
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Appendix A: Basis rotations

In this section, we provide details on how to transform
between the different atomic bases introduced in Sec. II
and Fig. 2.
In general, we consider angular momentum eigenstates
|j, miq ≡ |miq defined with respect to a quantization axis
ẑq . We can transform between different quantization axes
by applying a unitary rotation |miq2 = R̂ |miq1 (R̂−1 =
R̂† ) which
ẑq1 → ẑq2 . Note that for a generic state
P rotates
q
|miq the coefficients transform instead as
|ψi = m ψm
q2
†
ψm
= Rmn
ψnq1 with Rmn = hm|q R̂ |niq (repeated indices
P
q
are summed over). Similarly, for Ô = m,n Omn
|mi hn|q

†
q1
q2
we obtain Omn
= Rmk
Okl
Rln .
Adopting an active convention [144], a generic rotation
ˆq
ˆq
ˆq
operator is given by R̂(ϕ, θ, χ) = e−iϕJz e−iθJy e−iχJz ,
q
where Jx,y,z
are spin-j generators fulfilling the usual
SU (2) commutation relations and are also defined with
respect to some axis ẑq . Given the quantization axis
reference frames defined in Fig. 2, i.e. {x̂H , ŷH , ẑH } =
{x̂V , −ẑV , ŷV } and {x̂k , ŷk , ẑk } = {ẑV , ŷV , −x̂V }, the corresponding atomic bases can then be transformed as
π

ˆV

|miH = ei 2 Jx |miV .

(A1)

|miV ,

(A2)

|mik = e

ˆV
iπ
2 Jy

Notice that when performing these rotations the states
acquire global phase factors which in some cases can be
dropped for simplicity.
The multilevel atoms considered in this work have a
level structure composed of a ground and an excited
state manifold with angular momenta Fg and Fe , respectively. The transformations of Eqs. (A1) and (A2) can
be easily generalized to this case by considering the rotation generators in the spin(Fg ) ⊕ spin(Fe ) representation,
q(F )
q(F )
i.e. Jˆαq = Jˆα g ⊕ Jˆα e where α = x, y, z. Written as
a matrix, Jˆαq is a block diagonal matrix where the first
q(F )
q(F )
block is Jˆα g and the second one Jˆα e .

Appendix B: Numerical methods

In this section we provide some further details on the
different numerical approximations used in the main text,
which were introduced in Sec. III. For simplicity, we drop
in this section the label q that denotes the quantization
axis employed.

1.

field (MF) approximation which neglects two-body correlations. The equations of motion for the single-body
expectation values, hσ̂ab i, depend on two-body expectation values, hσ̂ab σ̂cd i, where σ̂ab and σ̂cd and a, b, c, d
stand for any internal level of the atoms. In order to
obtain a closed set of mean-field (MF) equations for the
single-body observables we approximate
hσ̂ab σ̂cd i ≈ hσ̂ab ihσ̂cd i.

(B1)

This results in ∼ `2 MF equations of motion for the onepoint expectation values hσ̂ab i, which can be efficiently
solved numerically. The equations obtained from using
Eq. (B1) are the ones employed in this paper. However,
it is important to note that this decoupling scheme is not
unique.
A common point of ambiguity in the MF decoupling of products of collective operators, hσ̂ab σ̂cd i =
P
j
i
i,j hσ̂ab σ̂cd i, is how to treat the ‘self-interaction’ i = j
terms, where i, j label a single atom. In the approxii
i
mation of Eq. (B1) we effectively assumed hσ̂ab
σ̂cd
i ≈
i
i
hσ̂ab
ihσ̂cd
i. Another alternative, however, would be to
i
i
simplify the product at the quantum level as hσ̂ab
σ̂cd
i=
i
δbc hσ̂ad i, where δbc is a Kroenecker symbol.
This issue has been discussed in related works [132,
145, 146] for two-level systems. The conclusions seem
to depend on the problem at hand, but generally speaking the method of Eq. (B1) appears to be more accurate
when the system remains in the permutationally symmetric manifold of pure states, i.e. when processes such
as single-particle spontaneous emission are absent. At
large N , we have checked that the differences in the time
evolution between the two schemes are negligible (order
1/N ). However, in our superradiant problem we find that
i
i
i
using the second decoupling scheme, hσ̂ab
σ̂cd
i = δbc hσ̂ad
i,
leads to an unphysical decay of the dark states with a rate
of order 1/N , which is absent in ED simulations.4 Because of this, we employ Eq. (B1) in both MF and TWA
simulations.

2.

Truncated Wigner approximation

One simple way to take quantum fluctuations into account is by employing a truncated Wigner approximation
(TWA). TWA consists in solving the MF equations but
with the initial conditions sampled from a noise distribution that models the initial quantum fluctuations of
the system [147]. Expectation values are then obtained
by averaging over MF trajectories. TWA usually works
when the quantum noise distribution does not spread too
much over the phase-space, but it has not been well tested

Mean-field approximation

In the limit of large N , quantum fluctuations and correlations of collective systems are typically suppressed
by 1/N . A common approach is then to use a mean

4

We note that this behavior is consistent with the idea that these
self-interaction terms act as effective single-particle decay terms
i σ̂ i i = δ hσ̂ i i decoupling scheme [132].
in the hσ̂ab
bc ad
cd
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for dissipative system so far. Nevertheless, it can provide
us valuable insights into the role of quantum fluctuations.
For the TWA simulations we employ the MF equations
obtained from Eq. (B1). Typically, the TWA equations
of motion should be obtained using instead a symmetric decoupling scheme [147], 12 h{σ̂ab , σ̂cd }i ≈ hσ̂ab ihσ̂cd i.
However, the difference between the symmetric scheme
and Eq. (B1) lies only in self-interaction terms of the
sort described in the previous subsection, which we neglect for the same reasons as for MF.
For the sampling over initial conditions we employ a
multi-variate Gaussian distribution as detailed in [148].
This continuous approximation reproduces the mean and
variance of the quantum noise distribution and is justified
in the limit of large N , where it should be equivalent to
discrete sampling schemes [149]. Specifically, we define
a complete set of single-body hermitian operators comx
posed of the Gell-Mann type operators σ̂ab
= 21 (σ̂ab +σ̂ba )
y
1
and σ̂ab = 2i (σ̂ab − σ̂ba ) for a > b, and σ̂aa for a = b. We
denote these operators as Ôk , where k runs from 1 to `2 .
For each operator we compute the quantum expectation
values µk ≡ hÔk i and Ckq ≡ 21 h{Ôk , Ôq }i for all k, q. For
each TWA trajectory we initialize the classical variables
Ok associated to the Ôk operators by drawing a set of random numbers from a multi-variate Gaussian distribution
with mean µk and covariance matrix Σkq ≡ Ckq − µk µq .
This can then be transformed to any other single-body
basis.
It is important to note that when computing Ckq
from two-body quantum expectation values the selfinteraction terms must be treated exactly, i.e. we use
i
i
i
hσ̂ab
σ̂cd
i = δbc hσ̂ad
i. Even though such terms are subleading in 1/N , they are essential in cases where the mean
dipole is zero such as when starting at an unstable MF
dark state.

3.

Cumulant expansion

j
j
i
i
i
such as hσ̂ab
σ̂cd
σ̂ef
i = δbc hσ̂ad
σ̂ef
i exactly, we obtain additional terms to Eq. (B2) which are suppressed by 1/N
and 1/N 2 compared to the rest. However, we checked
that such terms lead again to a decay of the dark state
with a rate of order 1/N 2 , which sometimes settles in a
different dark state. Because of this we employed instead
Eq. (B2).

Appendix C: Eigenstates

In this section, we complement the eigenstate analysis
of Sec. IV with a discussion of the conservation laws of
the system and the eigenstates of level structures not
covered in the main text. In particular, we show that
the size of the eigenvalue problem for finding eigenstates
with k excitations can be reduced to diagonalizing d × d
matrices with at most d ∼ k 2Fe N max(0,2Fg −2) . These
simplifications can help push numerical simulations of
future studies of collective multilevel systems beyond the
naive d ∼ N `−1 scaling of the collective Hilbert space,
see Eq. (14).
1.

Conserved quantities

When we write the effective Hamiltonian Eq. (15) in
the ẑk basis we can straighforwardly identify several interesting conservation laws which would have been otherwise hidden in a different basis.
First, if we connect the atomic states in the ẑk basis
in a zig-zag motion [see, e.g. Fig. 10], we can define two
sets of levels (A, B) which conserve particle number independently from each other. To formalize this, we define
the magnetic number m as even (uneven) if the integer
m + Fg is even (uneven). The conserved number operators for the A, B sets can then be defined as5
X
X
N̂A =
N̂gkm +
N̂ekm ,
(C1)
m even

Another way to include the effect of correlations and
quantum fluctuations is by employing a cumulant expansion which takes higher-order correlators into account.
Specifically, we include both one-body, hσ̂ab i, and twobody correlators, hσ̂ab σ̂cd i, and derive equations of motion for these quantities by neglecting the connected part
of three-body correlators as
hσ̂ab σ̂cd σ̂ef i ≈ hσ̂ab σ̂cd ihσ̂ef i + hσ̂ab σ̂ef ihσ̂cd i
+ hσ̂cd σ̂ef ihσ̂ab i − 2hσ̂ab ihσ̂cd ihσ̂ef i.
(B2)
The number of cumulant equations of motion obtained
in this way scales as `4 . This approximation should work
as long as connected three-point correlations are small,
and it will be used to compare to TWA predictions.
As in the mean-field case, the decoupling scheme of
Eq. (B2) is not unique. If we treat self-interaction terms

N̂B =

X
m uneven

m uneven

N̂gkm

+

X

N̂ekm ,

(C2)

m even

where N̂A + N̂B = N and we defined N̂gqm = σ̂gqm gm ,
N̂eqm = σ̂eqm em . These conserved quantities were employed in the specific 4-level and 6-level examples of
Sec. IV. Both N̂A and N̂B commute with L̂± and R̂± .
Note that, because of this, we can split these opera±
tors into two commuting parts as L̂± = L̂±
A + L̂B and

5

We note that another way to identify the A, B sets of states is by
ˆk

defining a parity operator P̂ = eiπFg eiπJz (see App. A). All even
(uneven) |gm ik and |em ik states are then +1 (−1) eigenstates of
P̂ . It can be straightforwardly shown that {P̂ , L̂± } = {P̂ , R̂± } =
0, i.e. L̂± and R̂± connect states of opposite parity. This justifies
the definitions of Eqs. (C1) and (C2).
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m

This can be easily seen as both L̂+ L̂− and R̂+ R̂− separately conserve M̂k . Apart from this, Ĥeff has a discrete m → −m symmetry, where m is the magnetic
number m in the ẑk basis. The latter is because of the
−1
+1
|Cm
| = |C−m
| symmetry of the Clebsch-Gordan coefficients.
In Sec. III we showed that the size of the permutationally symmetric Hilbert space scales roughly as N `−1 with
` = 2(Fg + Fe + 1). Using the conservation of the total
excitations N̂e (see Sec. IV), the particle number N̂A (or
N̂B ), and the magnetization M̂k , we can thus reduce the
eigenvalue problem to diagonalizing d × d matrices where
d scales at most as N `−4 .
2.

4-level systems

In Sec. IV B we argued that the eigenstates of 4-level
systems are simply given by the PS states of Eq. (12) in
the ẑk basis. For the Fg = 0, Fe = 1 level structure the
PS states can be parametrized as

kL
NB
kR
,
(C4)
NA − k L − k R
k
where NA + NB = N , NA ≥ kL + kR . The dipole
k
operators in this case are given by L̂− = σ̂g0 e−1 and
k
R̂− = σ̂g0 e1 . Hence, the decay rates of the above PS
states read
γ/Γ = (kL + kR )(NA − kL − kR + 1).

(C5)

Note that the |e0 ik state is decoupled from the dynamics
at the single-particle level and hence all states with kL =
kR = 0 are trivially dark.
For the Fg = 1, Fe = 0 level structure the PS states
can instead be parametrized as

k
,
(C6)
n R NB n L k
where NB + k + nR + nL = N . In this case, we have
k
k
L̂− = √13 σ̂g1 e0 and R̂− = √13 σ̂g−1 e0 , which leads to
γ/Γ =

1
k(nR + nL + 2).
3

(C7)

Here, |g0 ik trivially decouples from the dynamics, but
there are no single-particle dark states. The decay rates
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and similarly for R̂A/B . The operators P̂A/B are projectors onto the states of subsets A and B, respectively.
Another conserved quantity is the total magnetic number in the ẑk atomic basis defined by
X
X
M̂k =
m N̂gkm +
m N̂ekm .
(C3)
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FIG. 15. 6-level collective eigenstates. Histograms of the
decay rates (γ/Γ) of all collective eigenstates with (a) k = 1,
(b) k = 2, and (c) k = 5 excitations for N = 10. We show
results for 6-level systems with: (red) Fg = 1/2, Fe = 3/2,
(blue) Fg = Fe = 1, and (black) Fg = 3/2, Fe = 1/2. We
provide in the plots the percentage of eigenstates that are
dark for each k and level structure in the associated color.
Note that the histograms are stacked on top of each other.

of both Eqs. (C5) and (C7) are in essence a sum over two
2-level decay rates, c.f. Eq. (16).
Note that in the two level structures above the L̂± and
R̂± do not commute (in contrast to Fg = Fe = 1/2), but
the L̂+ L̂− and R̂+ R̂− do.
3.

6-level systems

For systems with 6 levels (or more), the L̂± and R̂±
operators involve at least two different transitions each
(see Sec. IV C). Because of this, the products L̂+ L̂− and
R̂+ R̂− appearing in the effective Hamiltonian [Eq. (15)]
have cross terms that are responsible for PS states
[Eq. (12)] not being eigenstates. Instead, acting with
Ĥeff on a PS state results in a superposition of other PS
states weighted with combinations of Clebsch-Gordan coefficients. Because of this, some eigenstates can become
dark to cavity decay, as discussed in the main text.
In Fig. 15 we show again histograms of the decay rates
of eigenstates for fixed excitation number k, but this
time for different 6-level systems with: (red) Fg = 1/2,
Fe = 3/2, (blue) Fg = Fe = 1, and (black) Fg = 3/2,
Fe = 1/2. Alongside we also provide the percentage of
eigenstates that are dark for each k and level structure
(in the corresponding color). As one would expect, the
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plots show that the fraction of dark states is larger the
more excited levels there are, i.e. the fewer decay channels there are. For analogous reasons, the fraction of dark
states decreases with k. The Λ-type (Fg , Fe ) = (3/2, 1/2)
level structure is a special case where we find there are
no dark states.
Despite the added complexity, the problem still has
some structure left due to the symmetries discussed
above. When written in the basis of PS states in the
ẑk basis, Ĥeff splits into blocks of size d × d with d scaling at most as N `−4 , but often considerably better than
that. For simplicity we will write
Ĥeff = ~(χ − iΓ/2)Ĥ.

(C8)

In the following, we discuss the eigenstates of different
6-level systems and elaborate on the scaling of the block
sizes of Ĥ = L̂+ L̂− + R̂+ R̂− with some examples. We
note that, while we will focus on states with few number
of excitations k, analogous arguments can be applied to
states with N − k excitations. Note also that the bounds
we discuss are not tight and are only intended as an order
of magnitude estimate.
a.

Fg = 1/2, Fe = 3/2

For Fg = 1/2, Fe = 3/2 the dipole operators are given
k
k
k
by L̂− = σ̂g−1/2 e−3/2 + √13 σ̂g1/2 e−1/2 and R̂− = σ̂g1/2 e3/2 +
√1
3

k

σ̂g−1/2 e1/2 . This means that

1
R̂+ R̂− = σ̂ek3/2 g1/2 σ̂gk1/2 e3/2 + σ̂ek1/2 g−1/2 σ̂gk−1/2 e1/2
3

1  k
k
+ √ σ̂e3/2 g1/2 σ̂g−1/2 e1/2 + σ̂ek1/2 g−1/2 σ̂gk1/2 e3/2 ,
3
(C9)
and similarly for L̂+ L̂− . The terms in the second
line of the above equation connect different PS states
with each other. For example, applying Ĥ to the
state 0 N0A NB0−1 1 k connects it to 0 NA0−1 N1B 0 k ,
and viceversa.
 2 block for this 2-state
 This leads
√ to a 2 ×
subspace,

√

NB

NA NB /3

NA NB /3
NA /3

, whose eigenstate so-

lutions are Eqs. (19) and (20).
In general, applying the operator R̂+ R̂− repeatedly to
a state of the form a fb gc d k connects it to states of
E
b c+x d−x
the form a f −x
, where −N ≤ x ≤ N , and
g+x
k

analogously for L̂+ L̂− . This leads to the rough N 2 =
N `−4 scaling of the blocks of Ĥ. However, as we have
seen above, for small fixed number of excitations k =
a + b + c + d the size of the problem is independent of
N . For fixed k the size of the block is upper bounded
by (a + b + 1)(c + d + 1) . (k/2 + 1)2 ∼ k 2 , which
is independent of N . To see this, note that repeated
application of the cross terms of R̂+ R̂− is equivalent to

a transfer of population e3/2 → e1/2 and g−1/2 → g1/2
(and viceversa). This process can only happen while the
populations are non-negative, which gives at most a+b+1
distinct states, and analogously for L̂+ L̂− .

b.

Fg = Fe = 1

For Fg = Fe = 1 the dipole operators are given by
−1
L̂− = √12 (σ̂g0 e−1 + σ̂g1 e0 ) and R̂− = √
(σ̂g0 e1 + σ̂g−1 e0 ).
2
As an example, we consider again a state with a single
1
0 0
excitation, e.g. a−1
b−1 c k with a + b + c = N + 1,
a, b, c ≥ 1. The Hamiltonian Ĥ mixes this state with
0 0
1
0 1 0
the states a−1
a b−1 c−1 k . This results
b c−1 k and
√


bc √0
√b
in the 3 × 3 block 12
which has one dark
bc √
a+c ab
0

eigenstate given by
√

c

1
0 0
a−1 b−1 c

k

−

√

b

ab

b

0 1 0
a−1 b c−1

k

+

√

a

0 0
1
a b−1 c−1

,
(C10)
k

up to a normalization.
In general, the eigenvalue problem for this level structure turns out to be of similar complexity as the previous one: for fixed number of excitations k the size of the
blocks to be diagonalized is independent of N . For example, k = 2 states such as | a2 0b 0c ik get mixed with five
other states only. For fixed but general k, repeated application of Ĥ can transfer population between any two
excited states, as long as the ground state populations allow it. Specifically, L̂+ L̂− transfers e−1 ↔ e0 and R̂+ R̂−
transfers e1 ↔ e0 . Therefore, the number of states that
are connected by Ĥ is upper bounded by how many ways
there are to distribute k excitations among the three
ex
cited states. This is given by the binomial k+2
,
which
2
scales as k 2 .

c.

Fg = 3/2, Fe = 1/2

For Fg = 3/2, Fe = 1/2 the single-excitation eigenstates can not be computed independently of N as before. To see this, note first that the dipole operators are
given by L̂− = √12 (σ̂g3/2 e1/2 + √13 σ̂g1/2 e−1/2 ) and R̂− =
√1 (σ̂g
+ √13 σ̂g−1/2 e1/2 ). The crucial difference
−3/2 e−1/2
2
with the previous case is that now, even for a state with a
single excitation, repeated application of Ĥ can re-shuffle
the population of the ground states while keeping the excited state population untouched. For example, applying
1
0
L̂+ L̂− R̂+ R̂− on | a 1b 0c d ik we get a+1 b−1
c−1 d+1 k .
We call this type of process where the ground population changes but the excited population does not (or
viceversa) a loop process. Through repeated application of the loop process the state | a 1b 0c d ik will connect
1
0
to states a+x b−x
c−x d+x k with − min(a, d) ≤ x ≤
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FIG. 16. 8-level collective eigenstates. Histograms of the
decay rates (γ/Γ) of all collective eigenstates with (a) k = 1,
(b) k = 2, and (c) k = 3 excitations for N = 6. We show
results for 8-level systems with: (red) Fg = 1, Fe = 2, (blue)
Fg = Fe = 3/2, and (black) Fg = 2, Fe = 1. We provide in
the plots the percentage of eigenstates that are dark for each
k and level structure in the associated color. Note that the
histograms are stacked on top of each other.

min(b, c). The number of possible values of x is then
min(b, c) + min(a, d) + 1, which scales at most as N/2.
For general number of excitations k, repeated application of only L̂+ L̂− (or R̂+ R̂− ) leads to a transfer
of

excitations e−1/2 ↔ e1/2 , which generates k+1
∼ k
1
states with different population distributions of the excited states. Moreover, for each distinct excited state
distribution repeated application of the loop process generates at most order N other states with different ground
state populations. Therefore, the size of the largest block
in Ĥ scales as kN . Note that this rough scaling applies
best for small k and does not take possible constant prefactors into account. In particular, the scaling can be
shown to become independent of N when k ≈ N .
4.

` ≥ 8-level systems

For systems with ` ≥ 8 levels the eigenvalue problem
becomes increasingly complicated. Numerically, we find
that dark eigenstates exist for any system with ` ≥ 8
levels. In Fig. 16 we show histograms of the decay rates
of eigenstates for different 8-level systems with: (red)
Fg = 1, Fe = 2, (blue) Fg = Fe = 3/2, and (black)
Fg = 2, Fe = 1. We show results for fixed excitation
number k and N = 6, and we provide the percentage of

eigenstates that are dark for each k and level structure
(in the corresponding color). As before, the fraction of
dark states is larger for small k and for larger number of
excited states. As opposed to the 6-level case, however,
here all level structures contain dark states.
To estimate the size of the eigenvalue problem, i.e. the
size of the blocks of Ĥ [Eq. (C8)] when written in the ẑk
basis, we can proceed as in the previous section. Through
repeated application of L̂+ L̂− and R̂+ R̂− on a PS state
we can re-shuffle the population of the excited states. In
the worst case scenario, all possible combinations of excited state populations with k total excitations are connected to each other. The total numberof excited state
e
combinations scales at most as k+2F
∼ k 2Fe . Note
2Fe
that this scaling is more favorable for some ` ≤ 6 cases,
as discussed in previous sections.
Each state with a given distribution of excited state
populations can be connected through repeated application of Ĥ to other states with the same excited but different ground distribution. We call such processes loop
processes, as discussed in the previous section. Each
loop process can be written as a combination of irreducible loop processes present in L̂+ L̂− R̂+ R̂− (and
R̂+ R̂− L̂+ L̂− ). The number of independent irreducible
loop processes, i.e. loops that can not be written in terms
of other loops, is max(0, 2Fg − 2). To see this, note that,
in order to leave the excited state population untouched,
each loop process in L̂+ L̂− R̂+ R̂− must involve transferring population from a pair of ground states (gm , gm0 )
to another pair (gm+2 , gm0 −2 ) with m 6= m0 . Note that
this is only possible if Fg ≥ 3/2. If we fix m = −Fg ,
then each m0 ≥ −Fg + 3 constitutes an independent loop
process. All other loop processes with m, m0 6= −Fg can
be obtained by combining m = −Fg loop processes.
Each independent loop process connects a given
state with at most ∼ N distinct states. Therefore,
the size of the largest block of Ĥ scales at most as
k 2Fe N max(0,2Fg −2) . For Fg = 1, Fe = 2 we obtain
a k 4 scaling which is again independent of N . For
Fg = Fe = 3/2 we get k 3 N and for Fg = 2, Fe = 1
we get k 2 N 2 .

Appendix D: Proof that quantum dark states must
be entangled

In this section, we present a proof showing that if the
system is in a product state, and the internal level structure does not admit single atom dark states, then the
state can not be a quantum dark state. This implies
that many-body quantum dark states are necessarily entangled and, therefore, that the presence of non-decaying
excitations is an entanglement witness.
To show this, we will assume without loss of generality thatP
the system can only decay via one polarization,
±
D̂± =
i D̂i , where i labels the atoms. We will assume that the system is in an arbitrary (possibly mixed)
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(k)

(D1)

i

k
(k)

where pk > 0 and ρ̂i are single-atom density matrices. Without loss of generality we can assume that
(k)
(k)
(k)
(k)
ρ̂i = |ψi ihψi | for some pure state |ψi i, because we
can always do a spectral decomposition of the single-atom
density matrices and rewrite the result as Eq. (D1). Importantly, we will assume that at least one of the single(k)
(k)
particle |ψi i states fulfills D̂i− |ψi i 6= 0, i.e. at least
one of the atoms in the mixture is excited and not in a
single-particle dark state.
In the main text (Sec. VI) we showed that a MF dark
state must have hD̂± i = 0. A product state can fulfill
P
P
(k)
(k)
this because hD̂± i = k pk i hD̂i± ii , where hÔii ≡
(k)
Tr[Ôρ̂i ]. This expression can be zero even if all atoms
have non P
zero dipole moment since the various terms in
the sum k can cancel each other out. Thus, we find
again that a mixed product state can be a MF dark state.
However, in the full quantum theory a dark state also
must have zero quantum fluctuations in the dipole moment operator. In particular, a quantum dark state
has to fulfill hD̂+ D̂− i = 0. To see why, notice that
thePequation ofPmotion for the total inversion Ŝz =
1
d
+ −
m σ̂em em −
n σ̂gn gn ) is given by dt hŜz i ∝ hD̂ D̂ i,
2(
±
±
+ −
6 0 then the
because [D̂ , Ŝz ] = ∓D̂ . Thus, if hD̂ D̂ i =
total number of excitations is not stationary.
We show in the following that if the system is in a
product state given by Eq. (D1) and it contains a nonzero
amount of excitations (which are not single-particle dark,
as specified above), then hD̂+ D̂− i > 0. For this we write


X O (k)
X
pk
ρ̂i 
hD̂+ D̂− i = Tr 
D̂i+ D̂j−
i,j

=

pk

X
i

k

i

k

"
X

(k)

hD̂i+ ii

2

−

X
i

(k)

hD̂i+ ii

#
i

≥
=

X

i,k

i,k

> 0.



2
+ − (k)
+ (k)
pk hD̂i D̂i ii − hD̂i ii
pk



D̂i− −

(k)
hD̂i− ii



(k)
|ψi i

Appendix E: Single-mode mean-field picture:
variable transformation

In Sec. VI we made a variable transformation from
k
(Sαx , Sαy , Sαz ) into (Sα , Sα⊥ , Sαz ) which led to the ansatz
of Eq. (32) and the equation of motion of Eq. (33). The
explicit transformation used rotates the α-spins such that
~
one of the components is parallel to the torque vector Ω
as
Sαk =
~
where Ω

=

~
Ω
~α ,
·S
~
|Ω|

Sα⊥ =

~⊥
Ω
~α ,
·S
~
|Ω|

~⊥
(Ωx , Ωy , 0) and Ω

(E1)

=

(−Ωy , Ωx, 0).
k
Sα
This transformation can also be written as S ⊥
=
α

 x 
S
Ω
Ω
x
y
1
α
. The solution to the Rabi equations
y
−Ωy Ωx
~
Sα
|Ω|
is then given by
Sα⊥ + iSαz = rα ei(cα |Ω|τ +ϕα ) .

(E2)

P
Thus,
the total population imbalance evolves as α Sαz =
P
α rα sin(cα |Ω|τ + ϕα ), which by comparison with
Eq. (36) proves the relationship of Rabi oscillations to
the superradiance potential, Eq. (37).
For arbitrary initial conditions that are not necessarily prepared by starting in a ground state and applying
a Rabi drive, we can describe the decay dynamics by applying instead the transformation
Sαk = −σ0

~⊥
D
~α ,
·S
D

Sα⊥ = σ0

~
D
~α ,
·S
D

(E3)

~ ⊥ = (−Dy , Dx , 0), D
~ = (Dx , Dy , 0), and we
where D
generally set σ0 = 1. Note that for the excitationdecay scenario considered in the main text, the definitionsP
of Eqs. (E1) and (E3) are identical if we set σ0 ≡
sign[ α cα Sα⊥ (0)] with Sα⊥ (0) as defined in Eq. (E1).

2

X
(k)
+
hD̂i+ D̂i− ii
X

(k)

(D̂i− − hD̂i− ii )|ψi i will be a state with a nonzero
amount of excitations and hence with nonvanishing norm.

product state of the form
X O (k)
ρ̂ =
pk
ρ̂i ,

Appendix F: Dipole operator for elliptical
polarization

2

(D2)

The last inequality follows from assuming that at least
(k)
one of the i, k terms in the sum fulfills D̂i− |ψi i =
6 0
(k)
and from noting that D̂i− |ψi i must be a superposition of ground states. If for this particular i, k term
(k)
(k)
we have hD̂i− ii
= 0, then kD̂i− |ψi ik2 > 0 leads
(k)
to the above inequality. If instead hD̂i− ii 6= 0, then

In Sec. VI we explained how the dipole operator D̂±
can be brought into the multi-two-level form of Eq. (24)
by choosing the appropriate quantization axis. In some
cases, however, that strategy does not suffice. For the
general case of elliptical polarization (perpendicular to
the cavity axis) we can instead find the basis that diagonalizes the commutator [D̂+ , D̂− ]. The logic behind
this is that if there exists a basis such that D̂± has the
form of Eq. (24) then the commutator [D̂+ , D̂− ] has to

29

1 +
3 Π̂

−i

2 +
3 Σ̂

|ei

for the 6-level case Fg = 1/2,
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Fe = 3/2. By diagonalizing [D̂+ , D̂− ] we obtain
q
q
√
√
1
1
6 + 2 2|ẽ1 ihg̃1 | +
6 − 2 2|ẽ2 ihg̃2 | (F1)
D̂+ =
3
3
with
(F2)
|g̃2 i = g1/2 k ,
|g̃1 i = g−1/2 k ,
r
√
1 3
1
|ẽ1 i =
(5 + 3 2) e−3/2 k + p
√ e1/2 k ,
2 7
52 + 36 2
(F3)
s
√
3+2 2
3
1
√ e3/2 k .
|ẽ2 i = p
√ e−1/2 k +
2 5+3 2
2 5+3 2
(F4)

0.8

0.2

|g i

|g+ i

<latexit sha1_base64="RmjaM8XJCfxka+GfHNpxxZd34jE=">AAAB+XicdZDLSgMxFIYz9VbH26hLN8FSEISSFLHTXdGNywr2Am0pmTRtQzOZIckUytg3ceNCEbe+iTvfxkxbQUUPBD7+/xzOyR/EgmuD0IeTW1vf2NzKb7s7u3v7B97hUVNHiaKsQSMRqXZANBNcsobhRrB2rBgJA8FaweQ681tTpjSP5J2ZxawXkpHkQ06JsVLf84r3o/55VxE5EsxFJb/vFVAJIYQxhhngyiWyUK36ZexDnFm2CmBV9b733h1ENAmZNFQQrTsYxaaXEmU4FWzudhPNYkInZMQ6FiUJme6li8vnsGiVARxGyj5p4EL9PpGSUOtZGNjOkJix/u1l4l9eJzFDv5dyGSeGSbpcNEwENBHMYoADrhg1YmaBUMXtrZCOiSLU2LBcG8LXT+H/0CyXsOXbi0LtahVHHpyAU3AGMKiAGrgBddAAFEzBA3gCz07qPDovzuuyNeesZo7Bj3LePgHnapKI</latexit>

<latexit sha1_base64="bVEwRSRIzmFL5/fv9wQb+96EXxQ=">AAAB+XicdVDLSgMxFM3UVx1foy7dBEtBEEpmHNq6K7pxWcE+oC0lk6ZtaCYzJJlCGfsnblwo4tY/ceffmGkrqOiBC4dz7uXee4KYM6UR+rBya+sbm1v5bXtnd2//wDk8aqookYQ2SMQj2Q6wopwJ2tBMc9qOJcVhwGkrmFxnfmtKpWKRuNOzmPZCPBJsyAjWRuo7TvF+1D/vSixGnNqo5PWdAipdVsueX4aohFDF9dyMeBX/woeuUTIUwAr1vvPeHUQkCanQhGOlOi6KdS/FUjPC6dzuJorGmEzwiHYMFTikqpcuLp/DolEGcBhJU0LDhfp9IsWhUrMwMJ0h1mP128vEv7xOoofVXspEnGgqyHLRMOFQRzCLAQ6YpETzmSGYSGZuhWSMJSbahGWbEL4+hf+TpldyDb/1C7WrVRx5cAJOwRlwQQXUwA2ogwYgYAoewBN4tlLr0XqxXpetOWs1cwx+wHr7BPFrko4=</latexit>

<latexit sha1_base64="gs7AATbMPHOzRIXyzTz7HW0VNe8=">AAAB8nicbZBNS8NAEIYn9avWr6pHL4tF8GJJRNBj0YvHCrYW2lA22026dLMJuxOhxP4MLx4U8eqv8ea/cdvmoK0vLDy8M8POvEEqhUHX/XZKK6tr6xvlzcrW9s7uXnX/oG2STDPeYolMdCeghkuheAsFSt5JNadxIPlDMLqZ1h8euTYiUfc4Trkf00iJUDCK1uo+Rf2znqYqkrxfrbl1dyayDF4BNSjU7Fe/eoOEZTFXyCQ1puu5Kfo51SiY5JNKLzM8pWxEI961qGjMjZ/PVp6QE+sMSJho+xSSmft7IqexMeM4sJ0xxaFZrE3N/2rdDMMrPxcqzZArNv8ozCTBhEzvJwOhOUM5tkCZFnZXwoZUU4Y2pYoNwVs8eRna53XP8t1FrXFdxFGGIziGU/DgEhpwC01oAYMEnuEV3hx0Xpx352PeWnKKmUP4I+fzBy45kSw=</latexit>

Probability

D̂+ =

0.4

(a)

1.0
0.5
0.0
0.5
1.0
0.15 Imbalance: ng+ ng (t ! 1)

|ei
<latexit sha1_base64="41mRPxi40/b6AZh3MTn1zZRgD7w=">AAAB8HicbZBNSwMxEIZn61etX1WPXoJF8FR2RdBj0YvHCrZV2qVk02kbmmSXJCuUtb/CiwdFvPpzvPlvTNs9aOsLgYd3ZsjMGyWCG+v7315hZXVtfaO4Wdra3tndK+8fNE2caoYNFotY30fUoOAKG5ZbgfeJRiojga1odD2ttx5RGx6rOztOMJR0oHifM2qd9fCEHU3VQGC3XPGr/kxkGYIcKpCr3i1/dXoxSyUqywQ1ph34iQ0zqi1nAielTmowoWxEB9h2qKhEE2azhSfkxDk90o+1e8qSmft7IqPSmLGMXKekdmgWa1Pzv1o7tf3LMOMqSS0qNv+onwpiYzK9nvS4RmbF2AFlmrtdCRtSTZl1GZVcCMHiycvQPKsGjm/PK7WrPI4iHMExnEIAF1CDG6hDAxhIeIZXePO09+K9ex/z1oKXzxzCH3mfPwcBkIo=</latexit>

0.5

0.5

<latexit sha1_base64="09U8aLEOcgnEboFj+cCOmw8Fbmk=">AAAB6nicdZDLSgMxFIbP1Futt6pLN8EiuCpJUdvuim5cVrQXaIeSSTNtaOZCkhHK0Edw40IRtz6RO9/GTFtBRX8IfPz/OeSc48VSaIPxh5NbWV1b38hvFra2d3b3ivsHbR0livEWi2Skuh7VXIqQt4wwkndjxWngSd7xJldZ3rnnSosovDPTmLsBHYXCF4waa93i8vmgWMJljDEhBGVAqhfYQr1eq5AaIllkVYKlmoPie38YsSTgoWGSat0jODZuSpURTPJZoZ9oHlM2oSPesxjSgGs3nY86QyfWGSI/UvaFBs3d7x0pDbSeBp6tDKgZ699ZZv6V9RLj19xUhHFieMgWH/mJRCZC2d5oKBRnRk4tUKaEnRWxMVWUGXudgj3C16bof2hXysTyzVmpcbk8Rx6O4BhOgUAVGnANTWgBgxE8wBM8O9J5dF6c10Vpzln2HMIPOW+fpoSNYQ==</latexit>

<latexit sha1_base64="gs7AATbMPHOzRIXyzTz7HW0VNe8=">AAAB8nicbZBNS8NAEIYn9avWr6pHL4tF8GJJRNBj0YvHCrYW2lA22026dLMJuxOhxP4MLx4U8eqv8ea/cdvmoK0vLDy8M8POvEEqhUHX/XZKK6tr6xvlzcrW9s7uXnX/oG2STDPeYolMdCeghkuheAsFSt5JNadxIPlDMLqZ1h8euTYiUfc4Trkf00iJUDCK1uo+Rf2znqYqkrxfrbl1dyayDF4BNSjU7Fe/eoOEZTFXyCQ1puu5Kfo51SiY5JNKLzM8pWxEI961qGjMjZ/PVp6QE+sMSJho+xSSmft7IqexMeM4sJ0xxaFZrE3N/2rdDMMrPxcqzZArNv8ozCTBhEzvJwOhOUM5tkCZFnZXwoZUU4Y2pYoNwVs8eRna53XP8t1FrXFdxFGGIziGU/DgEhpwC01oAYMEnuEV3hx0Xpx352PeWnKKmUP4I+fzBy45kSw=</latexit>

<latexit sha1_base64="dnpglmwu7Gfw4EgfZiafJPnqobg=">AAAB6nicdVDLSsNAFJ3UV62vqks3g0VwFSYxtnVXdOOyon1AG8pkOmmHTiZhZiKU0E9w40IRt36RO//GSVtBRQ9cOJxzL/feEyScKY3Qh1VYWV1b3yhulra2d3b3yvsHbRWnktAWiXksuwFWlDNBW5ppTruJpDgKOO0Ek6vc79xTqVgs7vQ0oX6ER4KFjGBtpFtknw/KFWRf1KuuV4XIRqjmuE5O3Jp35kHHKDkqYInmoPzeH8YkjajQhGOleg5KtJ9hqRnhdFbqp4ommEzwiPYMFTiiys/mp87giVGGMIylKaHhXP0+keFIqWkUmM4I67H67eXiX14v1WHdz5hIUk0FWSwKUw51DPO/4ZBJSjSfGoKJZOZWSMZYYqJNOiUTwten8H/Sdm3H8Buv0rhcxlEER+AYnAIH1EADXIMmaAECRuABPIFni1uP1ov1umgtWMuZQ/AD1tsnuZ2NbQ==</latexit>

|g+ i

0.00

1.

|g i
<latexit sha1_base64="gs7AATbMPHOzRIXyzTz7HW0VNe8=">AAAB8nicbZBNS8NAEIYn9avWr6pHL4tF8GJJRNBj0YvHCrYW2lA22026dLMJuxOhxP4MLx4U8eqv8ea/cdvmoK0vLDy8M8POvEEqhUHX/XZKK6tr6xvlzcrW9s7uXnX/oG2STDPeYolMdCeghkuheAsFSt5JNadxIPlDMLqZ1h8euTYiUfc4Trkf00iJUDCK1uo+Rf2znqYqkrxfrbl1dyayDF4BNSjU7Fe/eoOEZTFXyCQ1puu5Kfo51SiY5JNKLzM8pWxEI961qGjMjZ/PVp6QE+sMSJho+xSSmft7IqexMeM4sJ0xxaFZrE3N/2rdDMMrPxcqzZArNv8ozCTBhEzvJwOhOUM5tkCZFnZXwoZUU4Y2pYoNwVs8eRna53XP8t1FrXFdxFGGIziGU/DgEhpwC01oAYMEnuEV3hx0Xpx352PeWnKKmUP4I+fzBy45kSw=</latexit>

0.5
<latexit sha1_base64="dnpglmwu7Gfw4EgfZiafJPnqobg=">AAAB6nicdVDLSsNAFJ3UV62vqks3g0VwFSYxtnVXdOOyon1AG8pkOmmHTiZhZiKU0E9w40IRt36RO//GSVtBRQ9cOJxzL/feEyScKY3Qh1VYWV1b3yhulra2d3b3yvsHbRWnktAWiXksuwFWlDNBW5ppTruJpDgKOO0Ek6vc79xTqVgs7vQ0oX6ER4KFjGBtpFtknw/KFWRf1KuuV4XIRqjmuE5O3Jp35kHHKDkqYInmoPzeH8YkjajQhGOleg5KtJ9hqRnhdFbqp4ommEzwiPYMFTiiys/mp87giVGGMIylKaHhXP0+keFIqWkUmM4I67H67eXiX14v1WHdz5hIUk0FWSwKUw51DPO/4ZBJSjSfGoKJZOZWSMZYYqJNOiUTwten8H/Sdm3H8Buv0rhcxlEER+AYnAIH1EADXIMmaAECRuABPIFni1uP1ov1umgtWMuZQ/AD1tsnuZ2NbQ==</latexit>

|g+ i

0.10
0.05

<latexit sha1_base64="DE10efHuVx5/MvlwJfxegpBvYfU=">AAAB8nicbZBNS8NAEIYn9avWr6pHL4tFEISSiKDHohePFWwttKFstpt06WYTdidCif0ZXjwo4tVf481/47bNQVtfWHh4Z4adeYNUCoOu++2UVlbX1jfKm5Wt7Z3dver+QdskmWa8xRKZ6E5ADZdC8RYKlLyTak7jQPKHYHQzrT88cm1Eou5xnHI/ppESoWAUrdV9ivpnPU1VJHm/WnPr7kxkGbwCalCo2a9+9QYJy2KukElqTNdzU/RzqlEwySeVXmZ4StmIRrxrUdGYGz+frTwhJ9YZkDDR9ikkM/f3RE5jY8ZxYDtjikOzWJua/9W6GYZXfi5UmiFXbP5RmEmCCZneTwZCc4ZybIEyLeyuhA2ppgxtShUbgrd48jK0z+ue5buLWuO6iKMMR3AMp+DBJTTgFprQAgYJPMMrvDnovDjvzse8teQUM4fwR87nDysjkSo=</latexit>

3-level system - unbalanced case

p− ≡ pe→g− = 0.8,
p+ ≡ pe→g+ = 0.2,
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We start with the 3-level example considered in
Sec. VII which is composed of the g±1/2 V and e−1/2 V
states of the (Fg , Fe ) = (1/2, 3/2) level structure. Recall
that we denote g±1/2 ≡ g± and e−1/2 ≡ e for simplicity, we work in the ẑV basis, and the single-atom decay
probabilities via Π̂− and Σ̂− are given by
(G1)

respectively.
In Fig. 17(a) we show in blue the probability distribution for the population imbalance ∆ng ≡ ng+ − ng−
for t → ∞ obtained with ED simulations for N = 30.
The distribution is maximal for ∆ng = −1 and decays
exponentially for increasing ∆ng . The reason for this is
that decaying into one ground state increases the probability of decaying the next time into the same ground
state. For comparison, we also show in gray the binomial
distribution one would obtain if the atoms decayed independently into the cavity with the decay probabilities of
Eq. (G1).
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In this section, we complement the study of the competition between different decay channels presented in
Sec. VII by looking at the final probability distribution of
the ground state population for different configurations.
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Appendix G: Ground state distributions
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Probability

be diagonal.6
As anqexample, q
we consider the elliptical polarization

From a Lie algebra perspective, the D̂± operators can be decom(†)
posed as a sum of root operators Êα . The basis where D̂± can
be written as in Eq. (24) is then equivalent to the basis where
(†)
each Êα can be written as |g(α)ihe(α)| (or |e(α)ihg(α)|).

FIG. 17. Final ground state distributions. Probability distribution of the ground state population imbalance
ng+ − ng− = N1 hσ̂g+ g+ − σ̂g− g− i at long times, t → ∞,
computed with ED for N = 30 and different level structures. We show results for collective superradiant decay (blue)
as well as for single-particle independent emission (gray).
(a) 3-level system composed of the |eiV ≡ e−1/2 V and
|g± iV ≡ g±1/2 V states of the Fg = 1/2, Fe = 3/2 level
structure. (b) 3-level system composed of the |eiV ≡ e−1/2 V
and |g± iV ≡ g±1/2 V states of the Fg = Fe = 1/2 level structure. (c) 4-level system with Fg = Fe = 1/2. In each panel,
we give the single-particle decay probabilities corresponding
to Π̂− (blue arrows) and Σ̂− (red arrows).

2.

3-level system - balanced case

An interesting variation of the previous example is to
consider a 3-level system with equal decay probabilities
in both channels,
p− ≡ pe→g− = 0.5,
p+ ≡ pe→g+ = 0.5.

(G2)

This is the case if we consider the g±1/2 V and e−1/2 V
states of the (Fg , Fe ) = (1/2, 1/2) level structure. Figure 17(b) shows the resulting probability distribution
for the ground state population. While for independent atoms (gray) we get a binomial distribution centered around zero, for superradiant decay we obtain a
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3.

4-level system

0.0000
The situation considerably changes if we consider the
full Fg = Fe = 1/2 4-level system, where |e± iV ≡
e±1/2 V . If we start again in |e− iV , the single-particle
decay rates are identical to Eq. (G2). However, a crucial difference to the 3-level case is that now the Π̂+ Π̂−
and Σ̂+ Σ̂− processes will lead to a temporary transfer of
population into |e+ iV .
In Fig. 17(c) we show that the ground state distribution obtained in this case is different from the 3-level
case of Fig. 17(b) where |e+ iV was not included. To
analytically understand this it is better to work in the
ẑk basis where the initial state is √12 |e− ik − |e+ ik
[c.f. Eq. (42)]. The superradiant decay with L̂− and R̂−
essentially transforms the populations as |e− ik → |g+ ik
and |e+ ik → |g− ik , but it kills all initial coherences between |e− iV and |e+ iV . Therefore, the final state is
 
1 X N
0 0
0 0
(G3)
ρ̂(t → ∞) = N
k N −k
k N −k k .
k
2
k

√
This corresponds to a ring of width N around the equator in a Bloch sphere where |g+ ik and |g− ik are the north
and south poles defining the z-axis. In this language, the
probability distribution for the populations of |g± iV is
the projection of this ring onto the x-axis. Interestingly,
this leads to the same shape as the one obtained in Fig. 18
for the excited state population when starting at a maximum in between two dark states.

Appendix H: Dark state distribution of excitations

In this section, we analyze in closer detail the behavior
of the 6-level system of Sec. VIII for the case where the
atoms start at a maximum of the superradiant potential
V (θ). Specifically, we study the full distribution function
of the excitation fraction ne that the system reaches as
t → ∞. In an experiment, this would correspond to the

7

This can be shown by first noting that that 0N0 V decays with
equal probability to N1−1
and N0−1
. Then we only
0
1
V
V
need to Eshow that the probability
of decaying into | anb iV from
E
n+1
a b−1

V

and

n+1
a−1 b

V

depends only on n.

TWA N = 102
TWA N = 103
TWA N = 104
ED N = 15
ED N = 30

✓0 = 2.822⇡

Probability

Probability

flat distribution due to the collectively increased probability of decaying several times into the same ground
state. The flatness of the distribution can be analytically derived by induction.7 The corresponding density matrix
P 0 is0 simply 0the0 identity matrix, ρ̂(t → ∞) =
1
k N −k V , within the permutationk k N −k V
N +1
ally symmetric manifold.

0.0

0.1
0.0

0 Excitations 1

0.2
0.4
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0.8
Excitations: ne(t ! 1)
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FIG. 18. Distribution of excitations. Results for the 6level system (Fg , Fe ) = (1/2, 3/2) starting in g−1/2 V and
being excited by an R̂± drive with pulse area θ0 = 2.822π.
The system starts at a maximum of V (θ), see Fig. 8(a). The
main plot shows a histogram of the excited state population
ne obtained with TWA by simulating 105 trajectories and
binning the results over a window of width 0.001. The results
for different N (gray-black lines) show a clear double-peak
structure peaked at the ne of the dark states left and right
of θ0 = 2.822π in V (θ). The inset shows the histogram of ne
obtained with ED simulations for small systems with N = 15
and N = 30 (blue).

distribution of values of ne measured from shot to shot.
To calculate this quantity we simulate 105 TWA trajectories and compute the histogram of the values obtained
that fall within bins of width 0.001. In Fig. 18 we show
the results for a system starting at the θ0 = 2.822π maximum [c.f. potential in Fig. 8(a)]. Interestingly, the distribution shows a double peak structure with a flat section
in between. The peaks lie at ne ≈ 0.46 and ne ≈ 0.09,
which correspond to the excited state fractions of the
dark states left and right from our initial θ0 in the potential. As N is increased we find that the peaks become
sharper.
To test the validity of the TWA results in a dynamical
regime driven by quantum fluctuations we show in the
inset of Fig. 18 ED results for up to N = 30. The distribution obtained confirms the double peak structure, although it is much smoother and slightly shifted compared
to TWA. This behavior is however expected for small N .
As N becomes larger, the peaks also get sharper and
shifted in the ED simulations. While we can not perform
ED simulations for very large N , the tendency of the ED
results is consistent with TWA.
The double-peak shape of the distribution in Fig. 18
resembles the histogram one would obtain from uniformly
sampling a sin φ function within φ ∈ [0, 2π). The key to
understand this shape is that atoms starting at a maximum have zero mean dipole moment, D+ = 0. In each
TWA trajectory, however, the initial quantum fluctuations will lead to a small but nonzero dipole moment.
For simplicity, this quantum noise can be parametrized
by D+ = eiφ with   1. This dipole essentially con-
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stitutes a small kick away from the maximum that leads
to the decay of the atoms. Importantly, the direction of
the dipole moment will be random as determined by φ.
Because of this, in each TWA trajectory the α-Bloch vectors will rotate in a different plane, which is equivalent
to moving along a different potential landscape.

For a fluctuation with φ = ±π/2 (which implies noise
in the Sαy variables) the system will decay to the MF
dark state on the right/left of θ0 in Fig. 8(a). For
any other φ the system decays into a different dark
state whose excitation fraction lies approximately in beL
tween the excitation values of the left (nD
e ) and right
DR
(ne ) dark states. Empirically and semi-analytically
we then find that the final excited state population
of the MF dark state depends on φ approximately as
DR
L
L
R
+ nD
− nD
ne (φ) = 12 [(nD
e )].
e ) sin φ + (ne
e

For completeness, we mention that for states starting
away from maxima the final distribution has a gaussian
shape, which is consistent with a MF coherent state.
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collective friction forces due to spatial self-organization
of atoms: From Rayleigh to Bragg scattering, Phys.
Rev. Lett. 91, 203001 (2003).
J. Majer, J. M. Chow, J. M. Gambetta, J. Koch, B. R.
Johnson, J. A. Schreier, L. Frunzio, D. I. Schuster, A. A.
Houck, A. Wallraff, A. Blais, M. H. Devoret, S. M.
Girvin, and R. J. Schoelkopf, Coupling superconducting qubits via a cavity bus, Nature (London) 449, 443
(2007).
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W. Guerin, M. O. Araújo, and R. Kaiser, Subradiance
in a large cloud of cold atoms, Phys. Rev. Lett. 116,
083601 (2016).
P. Solano, P. Barberis-Blostein, F. K. Fatemi, L. A.
Orozco, and S. L. Rolston, Super-radiance reveals
infinite-range dipole interactions through a nanofiber,
Nature Communications 8, 1857 (2017).
J. Rui, D. Wei, A. Rubio-Abadal, S. Hollerith, J. Zeiher, D. M. Stamper-Kurn, C. Gross, and I. Bloch, A
subradiant optical mirror formed by a single structured
atomic layer, Nature (London) 583, 369 (2020).
Z. Wang, H. Li, W. Feng, X. Song, C. Song, W. Liu,
Q. Guo, X. Zhang, H. Dong, D. Zheng, H. Wang, and
D.-W. Wang, Controllable switching between superradiant and subradiant states in a 10-qubit superconducting
circuit, Phys. Rev. Lett. 124, 013601 (2020).
G. Ferioli, A. Glicenstein, L. Henriet, I. Ferrier-Barbut,
and A. Browaeys, Storage and release of subradiant excitations in a dense atomic cloud, Phys. Rev. X 11, 021031
(2021).
G. Burkard, R. H. Koch, and D. P. DiVincenzo, Multilevel quantum description of decoherence in superconducting qubits, Phys. Rev. B 69, 064503 (2004).
M. L. Terraciano, R. Olson Knell, D. G. Norris, J. Jing,
A. Fernández, and L. A. Orozco, Photon burst detection
of single atoms in an optical cavity, Nature Physics 5,
480 (2009).
C. D. Hamley, C. S. Gerving, T. M. Hoang, E. M. Bookjans, and M. S. Chapman, Spin-nematic squeezed vacuum in a quantum gas, Nature Physics 8, 305 (2012).
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