
The Jaynes-Cummings model and its descendants

Jonas Larson
Department of Physics, Stockholm University, AlbaNova University Center, SE-106 91 Stockholm, Sweden

Themistoklis Mavrogordatos
Department of Physics, Stockholm University, AlbaNova University Center, SE-106 91 Stockholm, Sweden and

ICFO – Institut de Ciències Fotòniques, The Barcelona Institute of
Science and Technology, 08860 Castelldefels (Barcelona), Spain

(Dated: October 24, 2023)

The Jaynes-Cummings (JC) model has been at the forefront of quantum optics for almost six
decades to date, providing one of the simplest yet intricately nonlinear formulations of light-matter
interaction in modern physics. Laying most of the emphasis on the omnipresence of the model
across a range of disciplines, this monograph brings up the fundamental generality of its formalism,
looking at a wide gamut of applications in specific physical systems among several realms, including
atomic physics, quantum optics, solid-state physics and quantum information science. When bring-
ing the various pieces together to assemble our narrative, we have primarily targeted researchers in
quantum physics and quantum optics. The monograph also comprises an accessible introduction for
graduate students engaged with non-equilibrium quantum phase transitions, quantum computing
and simulation, and quantum many-body physics. In that framework, we aim to reveal the com-
mon ground between physics and applications scattered across literature and different technological
advancements. The exposition guides the reader through a vibrant field interlacing quantum optics
and condensed-matter physics. All sections are devoted to the strong interconnection between the-
ory and experiment, historically linked to the development of the various modern research directions
stemming from JC physics. This is accompanied by a comprehensive list of references to the key
publications that have shaped its evolution since the early 1960s. Finally, we have endeavoured to
keep the presentation of such a multi-sided material as concise as possible, interspersing continuous
text with various illustrations alongside an economical use of mathematical expressions.
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“Get your name in print: Diagonalize a 2× 2.”
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PREFACE

I was finishing my Diploma at the Warsaw University in the Division of Quantum Electrodynamics and Statistical
Physics of Prof. Iwo Białynicki-Birala in the end of the 1980s. Theoretical Quantum Optics was pioneered then and
there by Kazik Rzążewski and the late Krzysztof Wódkiewicz, who considered Quantum Optics to be “applied, non-
perturbative QED”. These were the times of simple non-perturbative models, mostly pertaining to single or few body
systems. From a theoretical point of view, the challenge was related to “non-perturbative” rather than to quantum
many-body complexity. Our “Bible” at that time was the book by Les Allen and Joseph H. Eberly, Optical Resonance
and Two-Level Atoms [1]. The “Bible” was in fact primarily dealing with Jaynes-Cummings (JC) model and its
variations. “Serious” theoreticians in particle or statistical physics somewhat arrogantly did not consider Quantum
Optics at all. Even my PhD mentor, the late Fritz Haake, a disciple of the Stuttgart school of Wolfgang Weidlich and
Hermann Haken, told me after my PhD exam: “Maciek, Quantum Optics is not a separate discipline, it is a part of
Statistical Physics!”. All of them, in a sense, did not foresee nor understand the enormous potential in the experimental
aspect of single-body systems: extreme control of preparation, manipulation and detection of such objects. Clearly,
this control, allowing for the boom of experiments and observations, led to the boom of practical Quantum Information
Science (realization of qubits, single- and two-party gates), practical Foundation of Quantum Mechanics (observations
of certified entanglement and Bell correlations), Quantum Technologies (quantum cryptography and metrology). The
same control (especially concerning laser techniques and methods) allowed for unprecedented possibilities of cooling
of single and many body systems, observation of Bose Einstein condensation with ultracold alkali atoms, and finally
the realization of strongly correlated atomic/molecular systems in traps or optical lattices, where Quantum Optics
and Atomic, Molecular and Optical (AMO) physics meets (beats?) Condensed Matter and Quantum Many-Body
Physics.

There were two areas of physics that dealt at that time with this amazing single-body Quantum Mechanics: physics
of trapped ions and cavity QED. The first was pioneered by inventors of ion traps, Wolfgang Paul [2] and Hans
Dehmelt [3], who obtained Nobel Prize for their work in 1989, together with Norman Ramsey, whose spectroscopic
methods made amazing impact on precise detection and measurements in both single and many-body AMO systems.
Perhaps the most spectacular experiments of that era concerned the observation of quantum jumps in a laser-driven
single trapped ion with three relevant energy levels [4]. These initial works allowed later Dave Wineland to achieve
absolutely unprecedented control of single and few-ion systems, realizing single and few-qubit systems, single and two-
qubit quantum gates with impressive fidelity, and much more...Wineland obtained the Nobel Prize for his research
and achievement in 2012 [5], together with one of the leaders and pioneers of cavity QED, Serge Haroche [6]. The
1980s also saw other cavity QED masters, like Daniel Kleppner and the late Herbert Walther.

Daniel Kleppner and Dave Pritchard were also pioneers of the novel and powerful laser-cooling techniques that
turned out to be essential for the novel precision spectroscopy, realization of BEC, strongly correlated quantum
many-body systems in optical lattices, and ultimately single trapped (Rydberg) atoms, which realize in a sense an
array of coupled JC models. Laser cooling has also awarded the Nobel Prize to Claude Cohen-Tannoudji [7], Steve
Chu [8], and William Phillips [9]. Another pioneer of laser cooling was Ted Hänsch [10], who got the Nobel Prize
in 2005 together with John “Jan” Hall [11] for precise laser spectroscopy in general, and the frequency comb. The
third laureate in 2005 was Roy Glauber, for quantum theory of coherence of light and theory of photon counting [12].
All these techniques expanded out abilities to control both single and many-body quantum systems. Ted Hänsch,
together with Dan Kleppner, Ike Silveira, and Jook Walraven, belong to major players in the quest for Bose-Einstein
condensation, first in spin-polarized hydrogen, and later in alkali atoms. In 2001, Eric Cornell [13], Carl Wieman [14]
and Wolfgang Ketterle [15] got the Nobel Prize for BEC of ultracold trapped alkali atoms.

Very quickly the interests of the AMO community turned from weakly interacting many-body systems, like a
standard BEC or weakly interacting Fermi gas that can be described by the Bardeen-Schriefer-Cooper theory, to-
wards strongly-correlated systems, described by various types of Hubbard models. In certain limits, these models
reduce to spin systems or related systems of coupled few-level units, i.e., systems of coupled generalized JC models.
Amazingly, Ted Hänsch is also behind these developments: after theory proposal of Ignacio Cirac, Peter Zoller and
collaborators [16], the seminal experiment on Bose Hubbard models was realized in 2002 in Ted’s group [17]. This
was the beginning of the new era. In 2005 I was a Vorsitzender of the Quantum Optics division DPG (German
Physical Society), preparing the gigantic DPG Tagung in Berlin. I was supposed to incorporate in the already overfull
program every laureate of the DPG. During the preparatory meeting, one of the high officials of the DPG told me:
“Herr Lewenstein, don’t worry. Quantum Optics will never get the Max Planck Medal - it goes only to Particle and
Condensed Matter Physics”. The next day Peter Zoller was awarded...

Of course, nowadays Quantum Optics and AMO Physics are not the only platforms to realize single and coupled
JC models. Condensed Matter Physics offers nowadays also enormous possibilities and opportunities: circuit QED
(i.e., coupled Josephson junctions in microcavities), systems of quantum dots, systems of coupled Nitrogen vacancy
(NV) centers, and more...
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The fascinating book by Jonas Larson and Themis Mavrogordatos reflects these equally fascinating developments
of Quantum Optics over the last 50-60 years, expanding the previously existing literature on the subject to the new
territories and areas. After a short Introduction, Section I covers the basic properties of the standard JC model and
more: it introduces the models, discusses the JC dynamics, describes driven and open JC models. It goes beyond
the Rotating Wave Approximation (RWA), and introduces various kinds of extended JC models. These models under
certain conditions turn into single-particle lattice problems. Finally, Section I reviews various approximations used
for the analysis of JC models.

Section II covers cavity QED, with careful respect to experimentally accessible regimes of parameters. It reports
early results on optical bistability and micro-maser, and discusses cavity-induced forces. The rest of the section is
relevant for the Quantum Information Science: the authors discuss state preparation, state tomography and quantum
information processing.

Section III is the first preparatory one towards elaboration on quantum many-body physics - it deals with circuit
QED, i.e., systems of coupled Josephson qubits in macro-cavities, which correspond to coupled JC models. The
section starts with the discussion of the rich physics of Josephson qubits, and then focuses on he (generalized) JC
nonlinearity and spectrum revisited in the light of circuit QED. Finally, control and transfer of quantum information
in circuit QED is discussed.

Section IV focuses on trapped ions, and covers model Hamiltonians, state preparation and tomography, and quantum
information processing. An important closing section on further aspects and perspectives relates trapped ion systems
to quantum simulators. First, this is discussed in the trivial case of a single JC model, but then turning to genuine
many-body spin chains constructed from arrays of JC models.

In Section V, the authors focus on waveguide QED, and start from description of atomic emission in the vicinity of
an interface. After revising circuit QED, the authors discuss light-matter interaction in a 1D waveguide: a continuum
for correlated photon states, and interaction with matter in nanowire plasmons.

Significant others are discussed in Section VI: nitrogen vacancy centers, strong coupling in photonic crystals, hybrid
systems: from nano-mechanics to atomic ensembles. I particularly adore Section VII, devoted to extensions and truly
challenging quantum many body systems and problems: Jaynes-Cummings-Hubbard models, many-body cavity,
mean-field explorations, critical phenomena for bosons and fermions, and, last but not least, polaritonic chemistry,
using the Born-Oppenheimer approximation and deriving molecular JC Hamiltonian. The book ends with conclusions
- the next decades...

This is a very complete book: it has over 200 pages and over 1500 references (sic!). This is a XXIst century analogue
of the Allen-Eberly book, a new “Bible” of Quantum Optics.

Maciej Lewenstein
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INTRODUCTION

It all started in 1957 when the young student Frederick Cummings knocked on the door of Edwin Jaynes’ office asking
for a thesis project [18]. Some two years later, Cummings was told to write things up and publish. However, things
got in the way and it wasn’t until years later when he was asked to contribute to a special issue in IEEE on “Quantum
electronics” that the work finally got published. In their highly influential paper of 1963 [19], Jaynes and Cummings
(JC) set forth to interpret deviations from Fermi’s golden rule and perturbation theory in the first quantization,
with regards to coherent radiation from a microwave resonator (called the beam maser). As they characteristically
note, “...it is shown that the semiclassical theory, when extended to take into account both the effect of the field on
the molecules and the effect of the molecules on the field, reproduces almost quantitatively the same laws of energy
exchange and coherence properties as the quantized field theory, even in the limit of one or a few quanta in the field
mode. In particular, the semiclassical theory is shown to lead to a prediction of spontaneous emission, with the same
decay rate as given by quantum electrodynamics, described by the Einstein A coefficients.” They go on stating that
“Because of this success, and the fact that the correspondence with quantum electrodynamics continues to strengthen
as this formalism is applied to a larger group of problems, it is felt that this formalism deserves independent status
as a physical theory in its own right, and we suggest it be called the neoclassical theory of electrodynamics.” A
seemingly brave statement about ones own theory, but now, more than 50 years later, we can confirm that a path of
its own was indeed opened. While we can find early tests of the neoclassical theory of radiation concerning resonance
fluorescence [20, 21], following an attempt to formulate a “semiquantization to restore agreement with experiment
without quantizing the electromagnetic field” in [22], these works did not really got the ball rolling. Instead, when
the predicted collapse-revival phenomenon [23], proving the field quantization, was verified in 1987 in the group of
Herbert Walther [24] things took off for real. Indeed, since the mid 1980s JC physics has formed the backbone of a
plethora of different physical systems, and till this day we see a constant flow of newly developed hybrid systems in
which the JC model, despite its simplicity, provides the correct description of their properties.

Before moving forwards, it is instructive to first move backwards in time to a few decades prior to 1963, where
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we find a set of works retrospectively related to the JC model. The JC formulation draws an obvious insight from
the quantum coherence associated with nuclear magnetic resonance in the language of first quantization, with the
solution of Schrödinger’s equation for a two-level system in a rotating magnetic field, as studied by Rabi in 1937 [25].
Its importance to the JC model will become clear later, and devote one section of this monograph to the quantum
Rabi model. The mathematical formulation of the multimode JC Hamiltonian is motivated by certain problems in
field theory, such as the interaction of two neutral nonrelativistic fermion fields, ψ̂V and ψ̂N , and a relativistic scalar
field ϕ̂ ≡ Â(r) + Â†(r). Written as an integral over the phase space, the interaction Hamiltonian reads [26]

Ĥint =

∫ [
ψ̂†
V (r)ψ̂N (r)Â(r) + ψ̂V (r)ψ̂

†
N (r)Â†(r) + δmV ψ̂

†
V (r)ψ̂V (r)

]
dτ, (1)

where g is the interaction strength (the last term in eq. (1) serves the purpose of mass renormalization). The model
was introduced as a method to handle divergences in field theory, a topic that actually led Jaynes to become interested
in quantum radiation theory [18]. When mapped to the fermionic states with occupation number 1 or 0 for the two
species, the first term of eq. (1) generates the (multimode) JC- type interaction term

Ĥint =

N∑
n=1

λn(σ̂−â
†
n + σ̂+ân). (2)

In [27], we find reference to the even earlier work by Friedrichs examining the fate of a single bound state embedded in
a continuum [28], seemingly disappearing as the coupling constant tends to zero. The extension of Friedrichs’ model
by Lee consists then in the description of the interaction between a two-state fermionic particle with a continuous
bosonic field.

Also dating back to 1954, as does the reference to the Lee model, is the work of Robert Dicke focusing on the
interaction between a molecular gas and an electromagnetic field, resulting in coherent radiation in the dipole approx-
imation [29]. Dicke studied spontaneous emission from a set of N dipoles, and found that it is possible to enhance
the emission rate by a factor N . He coined this collective phenomenon superradiance.

In the early 1960s, the laser entered physics and technology, and optical cavities were designed favoring a discrete
mode spectrum; the radiation field, therefore, was coherent enough to sequester only a few atomic levels as candidates
for the interaction. This possibility opened the door to the JC formulation. The Hamiltonian of eq. (2) can be readily
reduced to model the interaction of a two-level transition (a ‘single molecule’, as termed by Jaynes and Cummings)
with a normal mode arising as a solution to a boundary value problem; a resonant mode in a cavity constitutes a
characteristic example. In order to realize the JC model physics experimentally, the quality factor of the cavities
needed to be high enough to allow for coherent evolution, and it took until 1985 for the first experiments to reach this
so-called strong coupling regime [30]. However, once this was achieved, the field of cavity quantum electrodynamics
(QED) seriously got started [31]. Roughly two decades followed with fascinating experiments, ranging from exploring
fundamental aspects of quantum mechanics to realizing simple quantum information processing (QIP) schemes, before
the next great breakthrough in cavity QED. To not rush too much ahead, we first note that during the 1990s, the
JC model found a new arena where it could be experimentally realized – trapped ion physics [32]. These systems
turned out extremely versatile and robust, something proved by the group of David Wineland which was the first to
demonstrate a C-NOT gate in 1995 [33]. While in the 1990s JC physics was mainly to be found in the communities
of cavity QED and trapped ions, the 2000s saw the birth and rapid growth of circuit QED. In 1999, Nakamura
and co-workers had shown, by means of controlling the coherent dynamics of a Cooper-pair box, how macroscopic
matter can be used to study quantum phenomena [34]. Five years later such a superconducting q-dot, acting as an
artificial two-level atom, was successfully strongly coupled to a transmission line resonator [35]. It was now possible to
implement JC physics on an electronic chip. Today, the advance of circuit QED occurs on a massive scale with several
experimental groups worldwide. Lately, common to all these three fields, cavity QED, trapped ion physics, and circuit
QED, is the trend to push the limits in how far one can go. We briefly mention a few examples, which will be further
discussed in later sections: Within cavity QED systems, instead of single atoms, Bose-Einstein condensates formed
from tens of thousands of atoms have been trapped and coherently coupled to single cavity modes [36]. Trapped
ion physics has, for instance, demonstrated how to construct quantum simulators of paradigmatic spin systems [37].
Interacting spin models have also been experimentally realized in circuit QED [38], as well as coupling together 72
transmission line resonators on a chip for exploring nonequilibrium phase transitions of light [39]. In fig. 1 we list,
in chronological order, some of the important discoveries/achievements prior and after the 1963 Jaynes-Cummings
paper. The reader may discover notable omissions in that list, while it is clear that the timeline only depicts a small
selection chosen from hundreds of essential works.
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1900 1910 1920 1930 1940

Planck: Blackbody radiation,
‘energy elements’

Einstein: Photoelectric effect,
‘the light quantum’

Einstein: A and B
coefficients

Bohr: space quantization
for atomic stability,

indivisible quantum jump

Rabi: disparity in probabilities
depending on external field rotation

Stern-Gerlach experiment: interaction with quantized momentum

De Broglie: pλ = h

Schrödinger:
iℏψ̇ = Ĥψ

Heisenberg: ∆x∆p ≥ ℏ/2

Birkhoff and von Neumann:
‘Quantum logic’

1940 1950 1960 1970 1980

Ionescu and Mihu: first H maser

Lamb and Retherford: shift in ∆E of H levels,
‘Lamb shift’

Bloch and Purcell: Nuclear Magnetic Resonance (NMR)

Townes, Gordon and Zeiger: first ammonia maser

Dicke: Super-radiance from a molecular gas

Townes and Schawlow: optical maser

Fano: Coherent scattering from state coupled to a continuum

Jaynes and Cummings:
JC Hamiltonian for the ammonia maser

Hepp and Lieb, Wang and Hioe:
predict phase transition in the Dicke model

Meystre et al.:
collapse-revival

Eberly et al.:
collapse-revival

quantum signature

1980 1990 2000 2010 2020
Walther et al.: Strong-coupling regime

Walther et al.: JC collapse-revival demonstrated

Phoenix and Knight: Entanglement in the JC model

Cirac and Zoller: proposal of C-NOT gate with trapped ions

Wineland et al.: experimental demonstration of C-NOT gate

Haroche et al.: experiment on the decay of Schrödinger cat state

Wallraff et al.: birth of circuit QED

Kimble et al.: photon blockade in cavity QED

Greentree and Hartmann propose cavity arrays

Dimer et al. propose Raman transitions to realize an effective Dicke model

Esslinger et al.: Dicke phase transition
realized with cavity BEC

Gross et al. and Mooij et al. attain the ultra-strong coupling regime

Braak solves analytically the Rabi model

Carmichael shows that photon blockade
breaks down by means of a dissipative quantum phase transition

Houck et al. couple
72 superconducting resonators

FIG. 1. A most personal time-line of some of the most important milestones shaping JC physics. 1. At the turn of the 20th

century, Planck introduces an energy element hν to interpret the spectral energy density of blackbody radiation. 2. Based on
Planck’s theory, in 1905, Einstein proposes that light waves consist of photons or quanta to interpret the photoelectric effect.
3. Bohr introduces space quantization in 1913, maintaining that electrons in atoms could only exist in certain well-defined,
stable orbits. 4. Einstein introduces two phenomenological coefficients A and B in 1916, to quantify the rate of spontaneous
emission and stimulated absorption/emission respectively. 5. Gerlach conducts in 1922 the experiment devised by Stern a year
earlier, demonstrating that the spatial orientation of angular momentum is quantized. 6. de Broglie introduces matter waves
in his 1924 thesis, first experimentally verified by George Paget Thomson’s thin metal diffraction experiment three years later.



10

(cont.) 7. In 1925, Schrödinger postulates the linear partial differential equation bearing his name, describing the wave
function of a quantum-mechanical system. The same year also witnesses the discovery of electron spin by Uhlenbeck
and Goudsmit. One year later, Pauli and Schrödinger show that the Rydberg formula for the spectrum of hydrogen
follows from the new theory of quantum mechanics. 8. In 1927, Heisenberg introduces the uncertainty principle
stating that the more accurately the position of a given particle is determined, the less precisely its momentum can
be predicted from initial conditions, and vice versa. The formal inequality written in terms of standard deviations
was derived one year latter by Kennard and Weyl. 9. In 1936, Birkhoff and von Neumann attempt to reconcile
the apparent inconsistency of classical logic with the facts concerning the measurement of complementary variables
in quantum mechanics. In a modern interpretation, quantum logic can be regarded as a diagram of classical logic.
10. In 1937, Rabi demonstrates a disparity between transition probabilities in a two-state system (of atomic angular
momentum in an external rotating magnetic field), depending on the sign of the Landé factor. 11. In 1946, Ionescu and
Mihu build and test in Bucharest a precursor of the ammonia maser, a hydrogen-based device operating on stimulated
emission. In the same year, Bloch and Purcell demonstrate nuclear magnetic resonance (NMR) in water and parafine,
following the work of Rabi on the magnetic properties of various nuclei. 12. In 1947, Lamb and Retherford measure
the small energy shift (termed Lamb shift) between the 2S1/2 and 2P1/2 levels of hydrogen, in contradiction to the
direct analytical solution of the Dirac equation, thus providing a great stimulus to the development of quantum
electrodynamics. 13. In 1953, Townes, Gordon and Zeiger build the first ammonia maser in which excited molecules
deliver energy to a microwave resonator. Four years later, Schawlow and Townes, demonstrate “an extension of maser
techniques to the infrared and optical region is considered. It is shown that by using a resonant cavity of centimeter
dimensions, having many resonant modes, maser oscillation at these wavelengths can be achieved by pumping with
reasonable amounts of incoherent light.” 14. In 1954, Dicke demonstrates coherence in spontaneous radiation emitted
from a molecular gas, coining the term super-radiance. 15. In 1961, Fano demonstrates that the interference of a
discrete auto-ionized state with a continuum gives rise to asymmetric peaks in the excitation spectra. 16. Starting
already in 1957-1958 a student project, finally in 1963 Jaynes and Cummings publish their work [19]. 17. Hepp and
Lieb demonstrate that the Dicke model is critical [40]. 18. Eberly et al. show that the JC model predicts evolution
revivals as a result of field quantization [23]. About seven years before, in 1973, Meystre and coworkers [41] had
calculated the excitation probability and atomic dipole moment under JC evolution for an initial coherent state. 19.
The strong-coupling regime is reached in the Garching experiments in the group of Walther [30]. 20. Two years later,
in 1987, the JC collapse-revival pattern is attained by the same group [24]. 21. The first references to entanglement
in the JC model is published in a work by Phoenix and Knight [42]. 22. Cirac and Zoller suggest how to implement
a quantum C-Not gate with trapped ions following JC physics [43]. In the same year, the gate is experimentally
demonstrated in the NIST group of Wineland [33]. 23. The Paris ENS group led by Haroche captures the decay
of a prepared Schrödinger cat state from a superposition into a statistical mixture [44]. 24. In 2004, Wallraff and
co-workers demonstrate for the first time strong coupling between a q-dot and a transmission line resonator [35], which
marks the beginning of circuit QED. 25. Photon blockade, an intrinsic result of the JC nonlinearity, is demonstrated
at CalTech in the group of Kimble [45]. 26. The following year saw two independent proposals on how to simulate
interacting quantum many-body physics with JC physics; Hartmann et al suggested photonic crystals to construct
cavity arrays [46], while Greentree et al. considered nitrogen-vacancy centers [47]. 27. By coherently coupling an
atomic BEC to an optical cavity, the ETH group of Esslinger demonstrated the Dicke phase transition, and in the
same year both the Delft group of Mooij [48] and the Garching group of Gross [49] reported the first experiments
operating in the ultrastrong coupling regime. 28. Braak finds the analytical solution of the quantum Rabi model [50].
29. In 2015, Carmichael shows that photon blockade in the open driven JC model breaks down by way of a dissipative
quantum phase transition in zero dimensions, experimentally verified two years later by the group of J. Fink in IST.
30. A crucial step towards manufacturing and controlling JC lattices is taken at Princeton through the coupling of
72 driven JC cavities [39].

The interaction between a linear harmonic oscillator and a two-level atom modelling an atomic transition, a system
with paradigmatic nonlinearity, is omnipresent across various fields of modern physics, beyond those mentioned above.
However, the JC model also appears in a wide variety of different and distinct composite systems. For example, in
the interaction picture, the JC Hamiltonian can be mapped onto the Dirac equation which is first order in its spatial
derivative (contrary to the second-order Schrödinger equation) [51]. As such, it has been employed to experimentally
simulate relativistic effects like Zitterbewegung [52] and the dynamical Casimir effect [53]. Furthermore, the JC model
has also appeared in recent days in the physics of cold atomic gases, like in the explanation of a quantum Hall effect in
these systems [54], or the Rydberg blockade phenomenon [55]. We also encounter JC physics in the study of electron
cyclotron motion in graphene [56], or when describing the coherent coupling between a q-dot and spin-waves in a
magnet [57, 58].

In this monograph, we will explore notable ramifications stemming from the JC oscillator in modern physics. The
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Shore and Knight review article titled The Jaynes-Cummings model dating from 1993 [59] gives a good summary of
the works until that date, but a plethora of results have seen the light since then, as is evident from fig. 1. Contrary to
that reference, the present work also enters into neighbouring areas closely related to the physics of the JC model. The
path we take will not go much into details of the various systems and concepts; rather, we aim to visit many of them
within our overarching theme, and provide the relevant references for a more in depth reading. At first we introduce
the JC model on a purely mathematical level, and discuss general properties of it by placing special emphasis on the
role of quantum fluctuations. The prime example is that of collapse-revivals, but also other instances are also explored
like atom-field entanglement, squeezing and the “thermodynamic” limits. Much, but far from all, of the work in these
subsections can be found in introductory course books in quantum optics, see for example Refs. [60–69]. We then leave
aside the more standard aspects that can be also found in more orthodox textbooks, and move on to somewhat more
specialist topics namely driven and dissipative JC systems, and in particular the characteristic phenomenon of photon
blockade. One section is devoted to the quantum Rabi model which has become most relevant in recent years with
experiments reaching the ultrastrong coupling regime. The significance of the rotating-wave approximation (RWA)
was discussed very early on in the history of the JC model, and analytical approximations to take the counter-rotating
terms into account were put forward. The theoretical section also includes a section on various extensions of the JC
model. The most important extension is most probably that of considering many atoms, i.e. the Dicke model. It was
long believed that the predicted phase transition (PT) of the Dicke model (or Tavis-Cummings model) [40, 70] was only
of academic interest due to a no-go theorem forbidding it in rather general settings [71–73]. However, by considering
driven nonequilibrium configurations, it was shown how to circumvent the rule of this theorem [74], and since then
it has been demonstrated in different settings [75–77]. This theoretical section ends with a rather lengthy discussion
on the approximations behind the JC model, something that is usually not found in the literature. In recent years, it
has been reported that some of the approximations have far deeper consequences than first thought, namely breaking
gauge invariance. The following sections are divided into the various systems in which JC physics can be realized.
For both historical and practical reasons we start by considering cavity QED in sec. II. This was the first system to
demonstrate JC evolution back in the mid 1980s [30]. Apart from paying attention to experiments that explicitly
realize JC physics, we also discuss important related features like optical bistability, while we also place some emphasis
on the function of the micromaser. Circuit QED is the topic of sec. III. The similarities to cavity QED are evident, but
the ingredients are very different and we thereby devote some time to explain the physics of superconducting circuits.
Trapped-ion systems are conceptually different from the previous two; the two-level structure is still represented by
internal states of the matter subsystem, but the bosons are not represented by photons but by phonons. In this
respect, demonstrating the collapse-revival phenomenon in cavity QED is of much more fundamental interest since
it provides evidence for the quantization of the electromagnetic field, while in trapped-ion systems it would only
reaffirm that the vibrational energies of an ion are discrete. Nevertheless, trapped-ion systems became one of the
most promising platforms for implementing JC physics and QIP. As we have already mentioned above, there is of
course a set of other configurations that are well described by a two-level system coupled to a harmonic oscillator,
and some of them, especially their hybrid representatives, are briefly acknowledged in sec. VI, after having focused
on light-matter interaction in waveguides in sec. V and its links to circuit QED. In recent years, new directions have
been laid out in terms of emulating paradigmatic quantum many-body Hamiltonians. Cold-atom systems were the
first to break new ground in the direction of quantum simulators, but nowadays this line of research is also pursued
in circuit/cavity QED and trapped-ion systems [78]. Section VII discusses two types of systems that have come to
play an important role in this progress. In the first part, we look into Jaynes-Cummings-Hubbard models which arise
from manufacturing on-chip lattices of JC cavities. Effectively, this results in Hubbard-type lattice models. In the
second example we focus on the coherent coupling between atomic Bose-Einstein condensates and single cavity modes.
Again, these systems often lead to effective interacting quantum-lattice models. And our third example concerns cold
molecules coupled to a single or several cavity modes. It has recently been demonstrated how such couplings can
influence the ‘energy landscape’ of molecules and thereby alter their behaviour in chemical reactions or in dissociation.
In the Conclusions, we give a personal outlook on what we may expect from the coming decades.

I. THEORETICAL ASPECTS

This section, by far the longest in this monograph, introduces the JC Hamiltonian as a theoretical model. The first
two sections go through its analytical solutions and general properties of the model and its corresponding physical
quantities, but so far no attention is really payed to the connections to real physical systems. This is left for sec. IG in
which we go through various approximations leading to the JC model. Here we also present a microscopic derivation of
the model starting from a minimal coupling Hamiltonian. Incidentally, one of the earliest examples of dressing due to
radiation-matter interaction – worth summarizing on a quantitative level – appears a few years before the celebrated
JC Hamiltonian. In 1961, Fano reports [79] on the interaction between one discrete state ϕ and a continuum of states
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ψE , producing the eigenstate

ΨE = a(E)ϕ+

∫
dE′b(E′)ψ(E′), (3)

with

|a(E)|2 =
|V (E)|2

[E − Eϕ − F (E)]2 + π2|V (E)|4 , b(E′) =
V (E′)

πV (E)

sin∆

E − E′ − cos∆ δ(E − E′),

where ∆ ≡ − arctan[π|V (E)|2/(E −Eϕ − F (E))]. In the above expressions, Eϕ = ⟨ϕ|Ĥ|ϕ⟩, V (E) ≡ ⟨ψ(E′)|Ĥ|ϕ⟩ and
F (E) = P

∫
dE′|V (E′)|2/(E − E′) (here P stands for the principal value). The phase shift due to the interaction

determines the matrix element (for a set transmission operator T ) between an initial state I and the eigenstate Ψ(E),
as follows:

⟨Ψ(E)|T̂ |I⟩ = 1

πV ∗(E)
⟨Φ|T̂ |I⟩ sin∆− ⟨ψ(E)|T̂ |I⟩ cos∆, (4)

with Φ ≡ ϕ + P
∫
dE′V (E′)ψ(E′)/(E − E′), showing explicitly that the discrete state ϕ is modified by a linear

combination of states belonging to the continuum. Having now acquainted ourselves with this introductory example, in
this section we formalise light-matter interaction in the language of quantum optics alongside the main approximations
and simplifications involved in the description. Finally, we discuss some of the numerous extensions of the JC model,
like the quantum Rabi model and the Dicke model.

A. The Jaynes-Cummings model

Throughout this monograph, boson operators of the electromagnetic (or phonon) field are denoted âi and â†i where
the subscript stand for mode i corresponding to a photon energy ℏωi (In subsection. VII B we will introduce another
set of boson operators b̂i and b̂†i describing matter excitations, and sometimes the subscript i is replaced by k in
order to emphasize that it labels a certain momentum k.). The Fock states |ni⟩ (ni = 0, 1, 2, ...) are eigenstates of
the number operator n̂i ≡ â†i âi, i.e. n̂i|ni⟩ = ni|ni⟩. Using the boson commutation relation

[
âi, â

†
j

]
= δij it further

follows that âi|ni⟩ =
√
ni|ni − 1⟩ and â†i |ni⟩ =

√
ni + 1|ni + 1⟩. When a single mode is considered, which is the case

most of the time, the subscript will be dropped. Angular momentum operators, or spin operators, are written as Ŝα
(α = x, y, z), and they obey the regular commutation relation

[
Ŝα, Ŝβ

]
= iεαβγ Ŝγ , where α, β, and γ may be x, y,

or z and εαβγ is the antisymmetric Levi-Civita tensor. The total spin is here assumed to be S. Most often we are
interested in the spin-1/2 manifold, i.e. S = 1/2, and for this special case we use the more conventional notation σ̂α,
where

σ̂x =

[
0 1
1 0

]
, σ̂y =

[
0 −i
i 0

]
, σ̂z =

[
1 0
0 −1

]
(5)

are the regular Pauli matrices, which will also be refereed to as dipole operators, σ̂x and σ̂y, and inversion operator,
σ̂z. The Pauli matrices have been expressed in the “atomic” ground |g⟩ and excited |e⟩ states. The “atom” constitutes
a two-level system, and sometimes we also refer to it simply as two-level (two-state) system and sometimes also as
qubit. The energy difference between the bare atomic states is denoted ℏΩ. The bare states for a single bosonic mode
are defined by the product states as

|e, n⟩ = |e⟩ ⊗ |n⟩, |g, n⟩ = |g⟩ ⊗ |n⟩. (6)

The generalization to a higher number of modes is straightforward. These states are eigenstates of the excitation
operator

N̂ = n̂+ σ̂z/2 (7)

with eigenvalues n± 1/2 respectively. Thus, |e, n− 1⟩ and |g, n⟩ both share the number of “excitations” n− 1/2.
In the JC model, the two-level system exchanges excitations with the boson mode such that absorption lowers the

boson number by one unit, while the two-level system is excited from |g⟩ to |e⟩. The opposite situation (the conjugate
process) takes place for emission. The vacuum rate (at resonance) of such Rabi oscillations is denoted by g – the
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vacuum Rabi coupling or light-matter coupling. With a simple rotation, either with the unitary Û(φ) = exp(iσ̂zφ)

or Û(φ) = exp(in̂φ), we can always chose g to be real (hence, if not otherwise stated, the atom-field coupling is
always taken real.). This is nothing but a gauge transformation, and we will return to this a few times later in the
monograph. The JC Hamiltonian now reads (we will keep ℏ = 1 throughout our discussion apart from places where
it might be informative to keep it in the expressions)

Ĥ ′
JC = Ĥ0 + Ĥint, (8)

with

Ĥ0 = ωn̂+
Ω

2
σ̂z, Ĥint = g

(
â†σ̂− + σ̂+â

)
, (9)

the free and interaction Hamiltonians, and where the raising/lowering operators σ̂± = (σ̂x ± iσ̂y) /2. In sec. I G, we
will present a microscopic derivation of the JC Hamiltonian (8), see also text books like [60, 61, 80]. The number of
excitations is manifestly preserved in the JC model. Thus, the JC Hamiltonian possesses a U(1) symmetry

[Û(φ), ĤJC] = 0, Û(φ) = exp
(
−iφN̂

)
, φ ∈ R. (10)

It is convenient to turn to an interaction picture with respect to ωN̂ , i.e. the Schrödinger equation i∂t|ψ⟩ = Ĥ ′|ψ⟩
is transformed by the (time-dependent) unitary operator Û = exp

(
−iN̂t

)
leading to a transformed Hamiltonian

Ĥ = ÛĤ ′Û† − iÛ∂tÛ†. Using that Û âÛ† = âeiωt and Û σ̂−Û† = σ̂−e
−iωt [60] we derive

ĤJC =
∆

2
σ̂z + g

(
â†σ̂− + σ̂+â

)
, (11)

thereby reducing the number of parameters from three to two: the atom-field detuning ∆ = Ω−ω and the light-matter
coupling g. It is clear that in the bare basis (6) the JC Hamiltonian is on block form with 2× 2 blocks

ĤJC =
⊗
n

ĥn, with ĥn =

 ∆

2
g
√
n+ 1

g
√
n+ 1 −∆

2

 (12)

acting on the states |e, n⟩ and |g, n + 1⟩. The only bare state which is an eigenstate of the JC Hamiltonian (with
g ̸= 0) is |g, 0⟩ with an eigenvalue −Ω/2. So there is one block of the Hamiltonian that is simply 1×1, while all others
are 2× 2. Note that the block form results from the continuous U(1) symmetry, hence solving the full problem boils
down to diagonalizing a 2× 2 matrix [18].

The block form of the JC Hamiltonian implies that it is diagonalized by a unitary ÛJC =
⊗

n Ûn, with

Ûn =

[
sin(θn/2) cos(θn/2)
− cos(θn/2) sin(θn/2)

]
(13)

diagonalizing a given block ĥn. Hence, the eigenstates of ĤJC are

|ψn±⟩ = sin

(
θn
2

)
|e, n⟩ ± cos

(
θn
2

)
|g, n+ 1⟩, (14)

with the angle given by

tan(θn) =
2g
√
n+ 1

∆
(15)

and the corresponding eigenvalues

En± = ±Ωn ≡ ±
√

∆2

4
+ g2(n+ 1), (16)

where we have introduced the Rabi frequencies Ωn. The states (14) are often referred to as dressed states since they
can be envisioned as photons "attached" to the atom. In this sense, these states are also the so-called polaritonic states
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FIG. 2. Schematic diagram of the bare (a) and dressed (b) energies of the JC model. As the atom-field coupling strength
increases, the linearity (two equidistant ladders of eigenvalues for g = 0 in (b)) of the spectrum is lost. This anharmonicity is
characteristic for the JC model and plays an important role in many physical systems (see for instant sec. III and VII A). The
anharmonic spectrum of the JC model is called the Jaynes-Cummings ladder [81, 82]. For further larger couplings, the energy
levels in (b) begin to cross and build up a much more complex structure.

or simply polaritons (see further sec. VIIC), which represent composite bosonic quasi-particles [82]. The energies are
given in the interaction picture, while the true energies become

En± = ω

(
n± 1

2

)
±
√

∆2

4
+ g2(n+ 1). (17)

At resonance, ∆ = 0, the angle θn is n-independent and the solutions are especially simple; cos(θ/2) = sin(θ/2) =

1/
√
2. In this case we see already from eq. (12) that a so-called Hadamard rotation

HH =
1√
2

[
1 1
1 −1

]
, (18)

brings the Hamiltonian into a diagonal form. The basis in which the resonant JC Hamiltonian is diagonal is sometimes
referred to as diabatic [83]. The eigenstates (here in the interaction picture) are also called dressed states from the
fact that it is often more relevant to talk about polariton-like particles [84, 85] than atoms and photons separately.
Similarly, the eigenvalues are the dressed energies. In fig. 2 both the bare E0n± = ωn±Ω/2 and dressed energies (16)
are shown. The presence of the two-level system implies that the harmonic spectrum split into two Jaynes-Cummings
ladders, which for g = 0 are separated by the energy Ω, as shown in (a). The onset of a g causes a repulsion between
the bare levels that are coupled, and the ladders will not be as clear. As a consequence, when a two-level system
couples to a boson mode, one finds a splitting of the harmonic energies, which for the lowest state is termed vacuum
Rabi splitting [86, 87] (The vacuum Rabi splitting was one of the early experimental verifications that single atoms can
be made to interact coherently with single cavity modes [88, 89]). This shift is related to the Lamb shift occurring in
a two-level system interacting with the vacuum of the electromagnetic field [90], to which we will return in sec. I G 2.

In the large-detuning limit or dispersive regime |∆| ≫ g
√
n̄ (with n̄ the average photon number), it is practical to

first perform a Schrieffer-Wolff transformation [91, 92]

ĤJC′ = eŜĤJCe
−Ŝ (19)

and then use the operator identity eÂB̂e−Â = B̂+[Â, B̂]+ 1
2! [Â, [Â, B̂]]+ ... to systematically expand the Hamiltonian

such that the linear-in-g term vanishes. The operator Ŝ = g
∆

(
σ̂+â− â†σ̂

)
serves this purpose and one obtains (up to
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trivial constants)

ĤJC′ =
∆

2
σ̂z +

2g2

∆
n̂σ̂z +O

(
g4

∆3

)
. (20)

The above transformation is also referred to as a polaron transformation [93–95]. For an alternative expansion, the
renormalization group approach has been recently applied to the JC model [96]. By neglecting higher order terms
in (20) we arrive at the effective Hamiltonian for dispersive atom-light interaction

Ĥdisp =
∆

2
σ̂z + λn̂σ̂z, (21)

where we have introduced the effective atom-field coupling λ = 2g2/∆. It is clear that the first term is just the bare
atomic energy, while the second term is the Stark shift [97] which is proportional to the field intensity n̂ and depends
on the sign of ∆ (what is called red or blue detuned). To this order, the effective Hamiltonian is diagonal in the
bare basis, and in particular the spectrum is linear in the photon number. Next term, χn̂2 ≡ −8g4n̂2/∆3, in the
expansion breaks this linearity and acts as an effective “interaction term” for the photons [98], see further discussions
about this in sec. VII A. The results (21) and the higher-order terms are interpreted as virtual two, four,...(2n) photon
processes respectively; a photon is absorbed/emitted with amplitude g

√
n, ‘interacts’ giving a factor ∼ ±1/∆, and

then re-emits/absorbs the photon giving the contribution ±g2n̂/∆, and equivalently for the higher order terms.
We note that the effective Hamiltonian agrees with what one would obtain by expanding the eigenvalues (16) in

the small parameter g
√
n/∆. Another systematic way to derive (21) is via adiabatic elimination [99, 100]. Working

in the Heisenberg picture, and assume we can split the system into two subsystems A and B, Ĥ = ĤA + ĤB + ĤAB ,
we have

∂tÂ = −i
[
Â, ĤA + ĤAB

]
= FA(ÔA, ÔB),

∂tB̂ = −i
[
B̂, ĤB + ĤAB

]
= FB(ÔA, ÔB),

(22)

with Â and B̂ any operators acting on the respective subsystems, FA and FB some functions of operators ÔA and ÔB
that act on the respective subsystems. Assume now that ĤB provides the fast time-scale such that B̂ rapidly reaches
a steady state. We may then set ∂tB̂ = 0, and from the identity FB(ÔA, ÔB) = 0 we can solve for the operators
ÔB = ÔB(ÔA) and insert these into the first equation

∂tÂ = FA

[
ÔA, ÔB(ÔA)

]
≡ −i

[
Â, Ĥeff

]
, (23)

where we in the second step has defined the effective Hamiltonian Ĥeff generating the effective time-evolution of
subsystem A. We may point out that in the general case it is not always possible to find a Hermitian Ĥeff satisfying
the equality above. Furthermore, we will see examples where we apply the adiabatic elimination procedure to open
quantum systems.

Letting A be the boson subsystem and B the atomic subsystem we write down the equations of motion [101, 102]

∂tâ = −i
[
â, ĤJC

]
= −igσ̂−,

∂tσ̂− = −i∆σ̂− + igâσ̂z,

∂tσ̂z = 2ig
(
â†σ̂− − σ̂+â

)
.

(24)

Since the fast time scale is set by ∆ we may assume that the atom degrees of freedom follows adiabatically the
boson evolution. Thus, we can approximate the atomic operators with their steady state values, σ̂+ = gâ†σ̂z/∆
and σ̂− = gâσ̂z/∆, and by inserting these into the equations of motion for the field one derives effective dynamical
equations for â and â†, i.e.,

∂tâ = −ig
2

∆
âσ̂z, (25)

and consequently also an effective field Hamiltonian as in eq. (21) from the relations ∂tâ = −i
[
â, Ĥdisp

]
and ∂tâ

† =

−i
[
â†, Ĥdisp

]
. The case in which |∆| ≫ g

√
n̄ is called the adiabatic [103] or dispersive regime, and we will return to
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FIG. 3. Following up from fig. 2 for resonance fluorescence: (left) Degenerate ladder of energy levels for the uncoupled atom-
field system; (right) Level splitting due to the light-matter interaction. Reading from left to right, the depicted transitions
have frequencies ωA, ωA −Ω, ωA +Ω and ωA [see eq. (30)]. The transitions with frequency ωA correspond to the central peak
of the Mollow triplet, which is enhanced with respect to the side peaks at ωA ± Ω. We remark that the central peak of the
Mollow triplet has a subnatural linewidth in the weak-excitation limit [105]. Source: Fig. 2.4 of [106].

it frequently throughout the monograph. Here the Hamiltonian is quasi-diagonal in the bare basis (6). The adiabatic
limit, g

√
n̄/∆ → 0 is in a sense the opposite of the diabatic limit, ∆/g

√
n̄ → 0. The adiabatic elimination scheme

outlined above for the JC model in the large detuning limit is more general and applicable when there are clear
time-scale separations. In sec. I E 5 we will consider the situation where we adiabatically eliminate the boson degree
of freedom in order to obtain an effective model for the spin degree of freedom, while in sec. I D we discuss the
Born-Oppenheimer approximation which again assumes an adiabatic following of the fast-evolving variables.

We will now explore a connection between the light-matter interaction level splitting in the JC model and the dressed
states of resonance fluorescence, aimed at interpreting the celebrated Mollow-triplet spectrum. The Hamiltonian for
a resonantly-driven two-level atom is given by

ĤS = 1
2ℏωAσ̂z − dE(e−iωAtσ̂+ + eiωAtσ̂−), (26)

where d is the projection of the dipole moment d12 on the electric field of amplitude E. A complementary view of the
atomic dynamics is provided by the dressed-states formalism, whose application was pioneered by Cohen-Tannoudji
and Reynaud [104]. The formalism is developed around the fully quantized (JC) Hamiltonian

ĤS,JC = 1
2ℏωAσ̂z + ℏωAâ†â+ ℏ(κâσ̂+ + κ∗â†σ̂−), (27)

where we must take ℏκ ⟨â⟩ = −dE to make the connection with the Hamiltonian of resonance fluorescence. The
energy eigenvalues are

En,± =
(
n+ 1

2

)
ℏωA ±

√
n+ 1ℏ|κ|. (28)

If the laser field driving the two-level atom is in a coherent state with mean photon number n≫ 1, we may write

dE = ℏ|κ ⟨â⟩ | = ℏ|κ|
√
n, (29)

and for all the populated eigenstates,

En,± ≈
(
n+ 1

2

)
ℏωA ± ℏ

(
d

ℏ
E

)
=
(
n+ 1

2

)
ℏωA ± 1

2ℏΩ, (30)

where Ω is the Rabi frequency. Transitions between the eigenstates of the interacting atom-field system identify the
frequencies encountered in the solution of the Heisenberg equations of motion under the action of HS in eq. (26),
namely ωA, ωA + Ω and ωA − Ω as depicted in fig. 3. If we suppress the term nℏωA, which distinguishes states in
the Fock hierarchy, the four-level structure that remains gives the dressed energies for the atom, − 1

2ℏ(ωA ∓ Ω) and
− 1

2ℏ(ωA ± Ω) – these are the quasienergies for the Hamiltonian (26). For large n, the dressed states approximately
factorize as the product of a Fock state for the field and linear combinations of the atomic states |e⟩ and |g⟩, where
we neglect the difference between |n⟩ and |n+ 1⟩ [106].
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The incoherent spectrum is calculated from the expression

Sincoh(ω) = f(r)
1

2π

∫ ∞

−∞
dτ ei(ω−ωA)τ ⟨∆ˆ̃σ+(0)∆ˆ̃σ−(τ)⟩ss , (31)

where ∆ˆ̃σ∓ ≡ e±iωAt(σ̂∓ − ⟨σ̂∓⟩ss) and

f(r) ≡
(
ω2
Ad12

4πϵ0c2

)2
sin2 θ

r2
(32)

is the geometrical factor (θ is the angle between the dipole moment and the position vector with respect to an origin
at the location of the atom). In the strong-field limit, incoherent scattering dominates and the spectrum takes the
form of a Mollow triplet [107]. The appearance of the triplet is directly related to the four-level structure depicted in
fig. 3. On the other hand, the incoherent part of the resonance-fluorescence spectrum has a subnatural linewidth in
the weak-field limit, which is due to the squeezing of field fluctuations in phase with the field radiated by the mean
induced atomic dipole [105]. This instance shows that the atomic emission is nonclassical even for very weak excitation
where the Mollow sidepeaks have not yet developed [106]. Squeezing-induced linewidth narrowing is also seen in the
transmitted and fluorescent light emanating from a driven optical cavity containing a single resonant two-level atom.

The Mollow spectrum of resonance fluorescence, measured first for atoms, has served as a long-standing figure
of merit for the coherent addressing of both semiconductor nanocrystals [discussed in more detail in subsec. VI C]
and superconducting-circuit qubits [108–111]. In a remarkable experiment with a superconducting-circuit qubit and
squeezed microwave photons, Toyli and coworkers have extended the observation of resonance fluorescence from a
two-level system bathed by ordinary vacuum fluctuations to one embedded in a re-engineered bath where vacuum
fluctuations are squeezed, thus permitting narrow spectroscopic lines to be observed [112, 113]. Here vacuum fluc-
tuations undergo phase-sensitive amplification and deamplification to produce a set number of photons per mode,
and this phase sensitivity dramatically changes the bath-induced radiative decay rates and the spectrum of resonance
fluorescence. This development follows a long thread of theoretical investigations initiated by the proposal of Gar-
diner in 1986 [114–116], while the phase-dependent dipole decay was observed for the first time in the circuit QED
experiment of [117] in 2013.

Finally, we note that the JC model may also be construed as a bipartite atom-field qubit [118]. Writing the JC
Hamiltonian as Ĥ = ℏωN̂ + ℏgR̂, with N̂ = â†â+ σ̂+σ̂− and R̂ = 1

2βσ̂z + â†σ̂− + âσ̂+, with β ≡ (Ω− ω)/g, then the
action of R̂ on the state |e, n⟩ yields R̂ |e, n⟩ = r |ϕ⟩, with

|ϕ⟩ = c1 |e, n⟩+ c2 |g, n+ 1⟩ , r =
√
β2/4 + n+ 1, c1 = β/(2r), c2 =

√
n+ 1/r. (33)

On resonance (β = 0), the states |e, n⟩ and |ϕ⟩ = |g, n+ 1⟩ are evidently orthogonal.

B. Jaynes-Cummings dynamics

The previous section made clear that the JC model takes a block form in the bare basis (6). Importantly, this
block decomposition derives from number conservation [N̂ , ĤJC] = 0. As a result, the Hamiltonian can be easily
diagonalized where the corresponding solutions attain simple closed analytic forms (14). Despite its simplicity, the JC
model generates very intriguing dynamics. The fact that the Rabi frequencies Ωn depend on the photon number n,
and moreover that this dependence is nonlinear, imply that the bi-partite atom-field system display complex evolution
including phenomena such as; collapse-revivals, atom-field entanglement, squeezing, and the generation of macroscopic
superposition field states. It is the aim of the present subsection to give an introduction to these topics.

1. General solution and remarks

For a pure state, the general solution to the Schrödinger equation is written in the bare basis as

|ψ(t)⟩ =
∑
n

[cen(t)|e, n⟩+ cgn(t)|g, n⟩] . (34)

It is enough to solve the 2 × 2 problem for a given N . In a rotating frame with respect to the term ∆σ̂z/2, the
coefficients obey

∂tcen = −ig
√
n+ 1ei∆tcgn+1,

∂tcgn+1 = −ig
√
n+ 1e−i∆tcen

(35)
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with the general solution

cen(t) =

{
cen(0)

[
cos(Ωnt)−

i∆

2Ωn
sin(Ωnt)

]
− ig

√
n+ 1

Ωn
cgn+1(0) sin(Ωnt)

}
ei∆t/2,

cgn+1(t) =

{
cgn+1(0)

[
cos(Ωnt) +

i∆

2Ωn
sin(Ωnt)

]
− ig

√
n+ 1

Ωn
cen(0) sin(Ωnt)

}
e−i∆t/2.

(36)

If the atom is initially excited, cgn(0) = 0 and cen(0) = cn(0) with cn(0) the initial photon amplitudes, the solutions
simplify to

cen(t) = cn(0)

[
cos(Ωnt)−

i∆

2Ωn
sin(Ωnt)

]
ei∆t/2,

cgn+1(t) = −cn(0)
ig
√
n+ 1

Ωn
sin(Ωnt)e

−i∆t/2.

(37)

Finally we note that for the resonant case the above expressions relax to

cen(t) = cn(0) cos(g
√
n+ 1t),

cgn+1(t) = −icn(0) sin(g
√
n+ 1t).

(38)

In certain cases it might be useful to consider the explicit expression for the JC evolution operator ÛJC(t) = e−iĤJCt.
In the interaction picture, when ĤJC = g

(
â†σ̂− + σ̂+â

)
, it is rather straightforward to evaluate the evolution operator

by expanding the exponent [42]

Û(t) =

∞∑
n=0

(−igt)n
n!

[
0 â†

â 0

]n
, (39)

and use the identities[
0 â†

â 0

]2n
=

[ (
â†â
)n

0

0
(
ââ†
)n ] , [

0 â†

â 0

]2n+1

=

[
0 â†

(
â†â
)n

â
(
ââ†
)n

0

]
. (40)

One then finds the interaction picture JC evolution operator

ÛJC(t) =

 cos
(
gt
√
ââ†
)

−iâ
√
â†â sin

(
gt
√
â†â
)

−iâ†
√
ââ† sin

(
gt
√
ââ†
)

cos
(
gt
√
â†â
)  . (41)

This can be further reshuffled such that it is written on the form [61, 80]

ÛJC(t) =


cos(g

√
n̂+ 1t) −i sin(g

√
n̂+ 1t)√

n̂+ 1
â

−iâ† sin(g
√
n̂+ 1t)√

n̂+ 1
cos(g

√
n̂t)

 . (42)

Experiments in cavity QED typically rely on atoms traversing a resonator one after the other [119]. The finite
probability for the atoms to exit the cavity in their ground states implies that the atoms pump energy into the
resonator. This is the idea of the so-called micromaser [120–125] which will be considered in sec. II A 2. Even without
cavity losses, the growth of the field amplitude ⟨n̂⟩ typically terminates. To understand this ‘field freezing’ we note
that the atomic velocity determines the effective interaction time tf . Given g, ∆, and tf , if there is an n such that
Ωntf = νπ (ν ∈ N) the atom will leave the cavity in its excited state provided the field state is in the precise Fock
state |n⟩. These |n⟩’s are called trapping states [126, 127], and will be discussed in much more detail in sec. IIA.
Note that the frozen population does not mean that the atom is not interacting with the field; rather, it is performing
exactly ν Rabi oscillations while traversing the cavity. Trapping states was observed in the micromaser in the group
of Walther [128]. For a sufficiently narrow initial distribution P (n), the micromaser field will normally approach one
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FIG. 4. Schematic representation of the atomic state (not normalized) on the Bloch sphere where the circle represents the
equator and the blue arrows the atomic states for different photon numbers n′. Initially the atomic state points in the positive
x-direction (a). After some time t the precession of the state vector depends on the field intensity n (b).

particular trapping state and can thereby be employed for state preparation of photon number states [129]. Another
type of trapping effect in the JC model was found by Cirac and Sanches-Soto [130], who showed that for special
initial atom-field states, no population swapping between the two atomic states |e⟩ and |g⟩ took place, whence the
internal atomic population was instead trapped.

We note that in the dispersive regime, the atomic states |g⟩ and |e⟩ are disconnected and the general solutions (36)
are approximated as

cen(t) = cen(0) exp (−iλ(n+ 1)t) ,

cgn(t) = cgn−1(0) exp (iλnt) ,
(43)

where we have turned into an interaction picture with respect to the term ∆σ̂z/2. As demonstrated below, these
expressions allow for closed analytical expressions of various expectation values for certain initial states.

Even if the large detuning Hamiltonian (21) is diagonal in the bare basis, if the initial state is a linear superposition
of bare states the time evolved state will in general be an entangled atom-field state. This derives from the n-
dependence of the phase factors of (43), which means that the atomic two-level state is ‘rotated’ (in a spin sense)
differently depending on the photon number n. More precisely, if the atom is initially pointing in the spin x-direction
(e.g., (|g⟩+ |e⟩)/

√
2), the time evolved atom-field state can be expressed as

|ψ(t)⟩ = 1√
2

∑
n

eiλnt
(
cn−1(0)|g⟩+ e−iλ(2n+1)tcn(0)|e⟩

)
|n⟩. (44)

Thus, for given n and assuming cn(0) ≈ cn−1(0) the atomic state has been rotated an angle λnt along the equator
on the Bloch sphere. Figure 4 pictures the time-evolution of the atomic state (not properly normalized) on the
Bloch sphere. Ideally, if the state of the atom could be determined it would imply that information about the
photon number n has been extracted (without measuring directly on the field). This is the idea behind quantum
non-demolition measurements (QND) [131, 132] and interaction-free measurements [133]. In order for such schemes to
be experimentally feasible, the parameter λ needs to be larger than the transition linewidths of both the atom and the
photons. This is termed the number-split regime [134–137]. JC type of QND measurements have been experimentally
implemented numerous times, something we will come back to in sec. II and subsec. III B.

A special interesting case of (44) is when the field is in an initial coherent state

|α⟩ =
∑
n

cn|n⟩ ≡ e−|α|2/2
∑
n

αn√
n!
|n⟩. (45)

As will be discussed further in sec. I B 2, coherent states were introduced as quantum states most closely following
classical states, e.g. they are minimum uncertainty states meaning that they satisfy the Heisenberg uncertainty
relation. Another property is that they are eigenstates of the annihilation operator, i.e. â|α⟩ = α|α⟩, where the
amplitude α is in general a complex number [138, 139]. From this is directly follows that the average photon number
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n̄ ≡ ⟨n̂⟩ = |α|2. The coherent state can be constructed by acting with a displacement operator on the vacuum
state [60, 138, 140]

|α⟩ = D̂(α)|0⟩ ≡ eαâ†−α∗â|0⟩. (46)

By using the expansion (45) of the coherent state in terms of Fock states it is readily derived that the atom-field
states evolves into [141, 142]

|ψ(t)⟩ = 1√
2

(
|αeiλt⟩|g⟩+ e−iλt|αe−iλt⟩|e⟩

)
(47)

under evolution with the dispersive JC Hamiltonian (21). A useful formula for coherent states is [60]

N ≡ ⟨β|α⟩ = e−
1
2 (|β|

2+|α|2−2β∗α) → |⟨β|α⟩|2 = e−|α−β|2 , (48)

which measures how ‘dislike’ two coherent states are. In particular, we see that the further apart the states are
(increasing |α − β|), the smaller the overlap, which implies a larger entanglement between the atom and the field in
the state (47). We will come back to this type of states, called Schrödinger cats or simply cat states, repeatedly in
this monograph and especially in secs. II C and IVB. A more general single mode cat state is given by

|ψcat⟩ =
1√
N

(|α⟩+ eiϕ|β⟩, (49)

where |α⟩ and β⟩ are both coherent states, N a normalization constant, and ϕ some phase. In order to count as
a proper cat we should have that the overlap (48) is small. The non-classical properties of such cat states will be
discussed further in sec. I C 2.

For a solution of the JC model in the Heisenberg picture we refer to ref. [61]. An alternative way of treating the
JC system [143] is by introducing the Bargmann representation [144], i.e.

â† → z, â→ ∂z. (50)

For a further discussion on the Bargmann representation and its application to the quantum Rabi model see sec. I D 3.
The Bargmann approach has also been employed for analyzing the spectrum of the Tavis-Cummings model dis-
cussed in sec. I E 5, see also [145].). In a similar way, the problem can alternatively be tackled in the quadrature
representation [146]

x̂ =
1√
2

(
â† + â

)
,

p̂ =
i√
2

(
â† − â

)
.

(51)

Here, x̂ and p̂ are conjugate variables, [x̂, p̂] = 1. In the quadrature representation, the JC Hamiltonian (11) in the
interaction picture becomes

ĤJC =
∆

2
σ̂z +

g√
2
(x̂σ̂x + p̂σ̂y) . (52)

As already mentioned in the introduction, the linearity in p̂ connects the JC model with the Dirac equation, more
precisely the Dirac oscillator in 1D [147, 148]. We will return to this mapping to a relativistic equation when discussing
trapped ion physics in sec. IVD. Thanks to this, some grasp of relativistic quantum mechanics may provide meaningful
insight into the JC model. As an example, the JC model has been shown to support an SO(4) algebra much like
the Dirac oscillator [149]. The JC Hamiltonian has also been shown to be supersymmetric, allowing an alternative
method for its treatment [150]. The supersymmetric property of the JC without the RWA, i.e. the quantum Rabi
model of sec. I D, was further analyzed in [151], while it has also been discussed in terms of generalized JC models
(see sec. I E) [152].

Since the Schrödinger evolution is unitary, any initial pure atom-field state will remain pure for all times. It is
often, however, interesting to consider initial mixed states, for example evolution of thermal field states. To describe
these situations we introduce the density operator ρ̂(t) [153, 154] for the combined atom-field system. Its dynamical
behaviour is ruled by the Liouvillian

∂tρ̂(t) = i[ρ̂, ĤJC] ⇔ ρ̂(t) = ÛJC(t)ρ̂(0)Û
−1
JC (t), (53)
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where the evolution operator is ÛJC(t) = exp(−iĤJCt). Remember that in the resonant case, the interaction picture
evolution operator was given in eq. (42). Since any mixed state can always be written as a sum of pure density
operators, i.e. ρ̂(t) =

∑
j Cj |φj(t)⟩⟨φj(t)|, it follows from the linearity of the evolution operator that the general

solution (36) can provide ρ̂(t) for any initial state. The reduced density operator ρ̂a(t) (ρ̂f(t)) of the atom (field) is
obtained by tracing the full density operator over the field (atom) degrees of freedom;

ρ̂a(t) = Trf [ρ̂(t)], ρ̂f(t) = Tra[ρ̂(t)]. (54)

Note that this is a general result for any ρ̂(t), mixed or pure. If the full density operator is pure, ρ̂(t) = |ψ(t)⟩⟨ψ(t)|,
the reduced density operators ρ̂a,f(t) need not be pure. In fact, as we will see in sec. I B 4 the reduced states are
in general mixed, and the evolution of the reduced states separately is not unitary. An example of this non-unitary
sub-space evolution is the collapse-revival phenomenon that will be investigated below in sec. I B 3.

Expectations of some observable Â, often encountered in the bibliography and numerous applications, are given by

⟨Â⟩ = ⟨ψ(t)|Â|ψ(t)⟩, pure state,

⟨Â⟩ = Tr[Âρ̂(t)], mixed state.

(55)

For the special case of a density matrix corresponding to a pure state, the latter expression reduces to the former. In
terms of quantum information processing there are a few multi-qubit states of special interest, both from a fundamental
viewpoint but also in terms of applications. Let us mention some of them (using the standard notation |0⟩ and |1⟩)
that will be recurring in our monograph. The Bell or EPR states (Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen)

|EPR⟩± =
1√
2
(|1, 0⟩ ± |0, 1⟩). (56)

These are maximally entangled two-qubit states (the reduced states will be maximally mixed) that extremize the
violation of the Bell inequality [153]. The GHZ state (Greenberger-Horne-Zeilinger) which for three qubits read

|GHZ⟩ = 1√
2
(|0, 0, 0⟩+ |1, 1, 1⟩). (57)

The state can be generalized to any number of qubits. The reduced state for two qubits, i.e. when we trace out one
qubit, becomes

ρ̂GHZ
12 =

1

2
(|0, 0⟩⟨0, 0|+ |1, 1⟩⟨1, 1|), (58)

which shows classical correlations between the two qubits, but no entanglement. Application of the GHZ state involves
ruling out local hidden variable theories, similar as for the Bell experiments but without satisfying an inequality; such
an experiment obeys an equality [153, 155, 156]. Another three-qubit state of interest is the W state

|W ⟩ = 1√
3
(|0, 0, 1⟩+ |0, 1, 0⟩+ |1, 0, 0⟩). (59)

Like the GHZ state, the W state is non-biseperable, i.e. all three qubits display multi-partite entanglement. However,
as one qubit is traced out, the remaining two qubits

ρ̂W12 =
1

3
(|EPR⟩++⟨EPR|+ |0, 0⟩⟨0, 0|) (60)

are entangled for the W state, contrary to the state (58). The two three-qubit states, (57) and (59), cannot be
transformed into one another by simple single qubit operations, and they thereby belong to two different classes of
entangled three-qubit states [153, 155, 156]. Finally we encounter the Dicke states [157] defined as

Ŝ2|s,m⟩ = s(s+ 1)|s,m⟩, Ŝz|s,m⟩ = m|s,m⟩, (61)

where Ŝα are the spin angular momentum operators, see further sec. I E 5. Here s is the total spin for the state. The
Dicke states are entangled multi-partite qubit states, e.g. the s = 0 singlet |0, 0⟩ is an EPR state, the s = 1 triplet
|1, 0⟩ is also an EPR state, while for three qubits the W state |W ⟩ = (|011⟩+ |101⟩+ |110⟩)/

√
3 belongs to the s = 3/2

spin sector.
There are several physical quantities that will concern us in this work – the most important ones are listed below:
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1. Atomic inversion

W (t) = ⟨σ̂z⟩ (62)

gives the population difference between the two atomic states |e⟩ and |g⟩, and the explains why σ̂z is called the
inversion operator. Within the bare basis, the inversion contains no information about the coherences. W (t)
is, however, often easily measured experimentally [119]. Furthermore, rotations of the atomic two-level system
allow for other spin directions to be measured.

2. The Bloch vector

R(t) = (Rx(t), Ry(t), Rz(t)) = (⟨σ̂x⟩, ⟨σ̂y⟩, ⟨σ̂z⟩) , (63)

that parametrizes the atomic state

ρ̂a(t) =
1

2
[1 +Rx(t)σ̂x +Ry(t)σ̂y +Rz(t)σ̂z] , (64)

and its length R(t) = |R(t)| is a measure of the atomic-state purity [158], i.e. it indicates the amount of
“mixedness”. Note that Rz(t) = W (t) and that Rx(t) (for real atom-field coupling g), which is the expectation
of the dipole operator σ̂x, is often referred to as the atomic dipole value. In particular, Rx(t) measures how
“aligned” the atom is with the field. In subsecs. I B 3 and I B 4 we will be particularly interested in Rx(t) when we
analyze the behavior of the bi-partite system for large amplitude fields. All equations that govern the evolution
of the state ρ̂a(t) can equally well be recast into a form dictating the evolution of the Bloch vector, i.e.

∂tR(t) = MR(t), (65)

where M is a 3 × 3 matrix. These are called optical Bloch equations [159], and they can be generalized to any
dimensions [160]. Furthermore, the form of the optical equations is general such that it could include non-unitary
time-evolution (e.g. for unitary evolution the matrix M is anti-symmetric).

3. The von Neumann entropy

SvN(t) = −Tr [ρ̂(t) log2 ρ̂(t)] , (66)

defined for some general state ρ̂(t) [161, 162]. In the basis where ρ̂(t) is diagonal with eigenvalues λn(t), the
above expressions should be understood as SvN(t) = −

∑
n λn(t) log2 λn(t). Whenever ρ̂(t) is pure, the entropy

vanishes, SvN(t) = 0. While, if the state is maximally mixed SvN = log2N with N being the Hilbert space
dimension. The eigenvalues of ρ̂a(t) are λ±(t) = 1

2 ± 1
2

√
R2
x(t) +R2

y(t) +R2
z(t). In sec. I B 4 we will use the von

Neumann entropy in order to quantify the amount of atom-field entanglement. We finally note that the purity

P (t) = Tr[ρ̂2(t)] (67)

(or equivalently to the linear entropy or Tsallis entropy, SL(t) = 1 − P (t)), which measures the amount of
‘mixedness’ of the state, can be directly related to the Bloch vector for the atom, as P (t) =

(
1 +R2(t)

)
/2. A

generalization of the purity are the so-called Rényi entropies defied as S(n)(t) = Tr [ρ̂n(t)] /(1−n) [162]. Clearly,
S(2)(t) = −P (t), but we also have limn→1 S

(n)(t) = SvN(t).

4. The Mandel Q-parameter [60, 163]

Q(t) =
⟨n̂2⟩ − ⟨n̂⟩2
⟨n̂⟩ − 1 (68)

which is indicative of the uncertainty in the photon number, i.e. whether the photon distribution P (n) is sub-
(Q < 0) or super-Poissonian (Q > 0). For a Fock state |n⟩, the uncertainty in the photon number vanishes and
Q = −1. For a coherent state (Poissonian photon distribution) Q = 0. In general, Q < 0, i.e. sub-Poissonian
statistics, is taken as a smoking gun of “non-clasicallity” [164].

5. Second-order correlation function

g(2)(τ) =
⟨â†(0)â†(τ)â(τ)â(0)⟩

⟨n̂⟩2 . (69)
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The zero-delay value g(2)(0) is directly related to the Q-parameter, e.g. a state with sub-Poissonian statistics is
characterized by g(2)(0) < 1. The function g(2)(τ) indicates how correlated two photons are in time [60, 61] and
is typically measured with a Hanbury Brown and Twiss setup [see also sec. II G]. If the light source is classical,
for example thermal, one that has g(2)(τ) ≤ g(2)(0). This instance corresponds to the so-called photon bunching
and implies that photons from the source prefer to be bunched rather than randomly spread. If the source is
quantum, like a single two-level atom, g(2)(τ) > g(2)(0), and the light is said to be anti-bunched [60, 61, 165].
Anti-bunched light is different from random as it is more evenly spread, for random light every now and then
two consecutively detected photons will appear very close in time. In sec. II B we will also mention higher-order
correlation functions when discussing antibunching of photons pairs, while in sec. I C 3 we will point to the link
between nonclassical statistics and photon blockade.

6. The quadrature variances

∆x(t) = ⟨x̂2⟩ − ⟨x̂⟩2,

∆p(t) = ⟨p̂2⟩ − ⟨p̂⟩2,
(70)

where we x̂ and p̂ are defined in eq. (51). With a simple rotation

xϕ = x cosϕ+ p sinϕ,

pϕ = −x sinϕ+ p cosϕ
(71)

the variances ∆xϕ and ∆pϕ for the angle ϕ are equivalently obtained. Since ∆xϕ+π/2 = ∆pϕ, squeezing of the
photon field implies a variance ∆x2ϕ < 1/2 for some ϕ ∈ [0, 2π) [60, 166].

7. The state fidelity

F (ρ1, ρ2) =

(
Tr

[√√
ρ̂1(t) ρ̂2(t)

√
ρ̂1(t)

])2

(72)

between two states ρ̂1 and ρ̂2. For pure states it identifies FΨ1,Ψ2
= |⟨Ψ1|Ψ2⟩|2, and thus it is the overlap

between the two states such that if the two states are (physically) the same F = 1, and if they orthogonal
F = 0. There exists, of course, other measures for how alike two states are, like the trace distance, T (ρ1, ρ2) =
1
2Tr

[√
(ρ̂1 − ρ̂2)† (ρ̂1 − ρ̂2)

]
[153]. We will, however, consider the fidelity whenever we compare different states

and not the trace distance. We note that the fidelity is sometimes defined without the square of the R.H.S. and
we will sometimes show the non-squared fidelity.

All information of the time-evolved state is contained in ρ̂(t). However, in order to picture the state and get
an intuition for its properties it is convenient to introduce phase space distributions [68, 101, 167]. More precisely,
phase space distributions are employed for representing quantum mechanical states in a phase space, similar to how
they are used in classical mechanics. There are many ways how these distributions can be defined [168], but among
the most common ones are: the Glauber-Sudarshan P -function [138, 169], the Q-function [170], and the Wigner
distribution [171]. We will now focus on the last two. The Q-function for a single (spinless) particle in one dimension
is defined as

Q(α) ≡ 1

π
⟨α|ρ̂|α⟩, (73)

where ρ̂ is the state of the particle and |α⟩ is a coherent state with amplitude α, see eq. (45), and hence Q(α) is
a function of two variables – the real and imaginary part of α. For a particle with spin plus a boson field, the Q
function is defined as Q(z, α) = 1

π2(1+|z|2) ⟨z, α|ρ̂|z, α⟩, where |z, α⟩ ≡ |z⟩ ⊗ |α⟩ is the product of a spin coherent state
with amplitude z [172] and the bosonic coherent state |alpha⟩. The Wigner distribution (not to be confused with the
atomic inversion (62)) is defined accordingly

W (x, p) =
1

π

∫
dy ⟨x− y/2|ρ̂|x+ y/2⟩eipy. (74)

The Wigner distribution is not positive definite and is therefore not a proper probability distribution. However, its
marginal distributions, P (x) =

∫
dpW (x, p) and P (p) =

∫
dxW (x, p), give the correct probability distributions for

the quadratures x and p. The Q-function can be obtained from W (x, p) via a Gaussian average [173]

Q(x̄, p̄) =
1

π

∫
dxdp e−(x−x̄)2−(p−p̄)2W (x, p). (75)
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This ‘smoothening’ of the Wigner function implies that Q(α) ≥ 0. This is indeed the case, since the quantity πQ(α)
is the diagonal matrix element of the density operator taken with respect to the coherent state |α⟩. Hence, it is a
probability in the strict sense, namely the probability for observing the coherent state |α⟩ [see Ch. 4 of [106]].

In the dispersive regime, closed-form analytical expressions of W (x, p, t) and Q(α, t) for the JC model are straight-
forward to derive for certain initial field states. For the simplest non-trivial example, we consider the initial
product state |ψ(0)⟩ = (|e⟩|β⟩+ |g⟩|β⟩) /

√
2, i.e. the atom in an equal superposition of its bare states and the

field in a coherent state with an amplitude β taken to be real. Time evolution, according to eq. (43), gives
|ψ(t)⟩ =

(
|e⟩|βe−iλt⟩+ |g⟩|βeiλt⟩

)
/
√
2 [142]. After tracing out the atomic degrees of freedom the field is in gen-

eral in a mixed state (apart from the times λt = nπ, n ∈ N). One then obtains the phase space distributions

Q(α, t) =
1

2π

(
e−|α−βe−iλt|2 + e−|α−βeiλt|2),

W (x, p, t) =
1

2π

(
e−(x−

√
2β cos(λt))

2−(p+
√
2β sin(λt))

2

+e−(x−
√
2β cos(λt))

2−(p−
√
2β sin(λt))

2)
.

(76)

Thus, both Q(α, t) and W (x, p, t) are given by two Gaussian distributions counter propagating around the phase space
origin. At λt = νπ the two Gaussians completely overlap, while at λt = νπ/2 they are maximally separated. These
results hinge on ‘linearizing’ the time-evolution operator, which results in the Gaussian evolution. The properties and
the evolution of the field phase space distributions for more general JC interactions have been extensively studied
over the last decades, see for example refs. [146, 174–180].

We make here a brief comment on the application of phase-space approaches to the JC model. In quantum optics,
the quantized electromagnetic field is often treated using phase-space methods, where the bosonic mode annihilation
and creation operators are represented by complex-number phase space variables. According to the prescription,
the density operator is associated with a distribution function of these variables. Fokker–Planck equations for the
distribution function are then obtained, and either used to determine quantities of direct experimental interest or
in order to develop Langevin equations for stochastic versions of the phase-space variables from which experimental
quantities are extracted as stochastic averages (see e.g., [106]).

Phase-space methods have also been employed in the study of atomic systems, with the atomic spin operators
mapped to complex-number phase space variables. Haken, Risken and Weidlich introduced a direct extension of
the Glauber-Sudarshan P representation to represent atomic states, when developing their theory for the laser [181–
183]. In addition, atomic coherent states (or coherent spin states) [184, 185] have been introduced for a collection
of N atoms, particularly convenient for situations preserving the total angular momentum where Dicke states are
used as basis states. In the limit N → ∞, they may be formally connected to the coherent states we find in the
harmonic oscillator. This corresponds to the radius of the sphere a spin is mapped to becoming infinite to yield the
flat phase space for bosons. The associated Q representation has been used in the study of superfluorescence [186]
as well as in the description of thermalization in the Dicke model [187]. The atomic spin operators however satisfy
the standard angular momentum commutation rules rather than the commutation rules for bosonic annihilation and
creation operators; there exist in fact numerous mappings, both quadratic and non-quadratic – see the Schwinger
spin-boson mapping discussed in subsec. I F 4. Since the Hilbert space for bosons is infinite, but the one for a spin S is
not, one needs to restrict the number of bosons available in the system (through particle conservation) to accomplish
an exact mapping.

Although the phase-space methods where the fermionic operators are represented directly by phase-space variables
are yet to find a meaningful application, the anti-commutation rules these operators obey point to the possibility
of using Grassmann variables, which have similar anti-commutation properties. Nevertheless, despite the impact
of the seminal work by Cahill and Glauber [188] and a few other notable applications [189, 190], the use of phase
space methods in quantum optics employed to treat fermionic systems through a direct representation of fermionic
annihilation and creation operators by Grassmann phase space variables is rather rare. The analysis of Dalton and
collaborators [191] shows that phase-space methods using a positive type distribution function, involving complex-
number variables for the cavity mode alongside Grassmann variables for the two-level atom, can be used to study the
Jaynes–Cummings model, where quantities of experimental interest are related to quantum correlation functions –
expectation values of normally-ordered products of bosonic and fermionic operators.

The Grassmann phase-space theory allows the derivation of complex-variable equations governing the evolution (over
time or temperature) of quantum correlation functions describing the position probabilities for atoms of opposite spins
in a single or a couple of Cooper pairs. These correlators may be measured using Bragg spectroscopy. The theory is
also applicable to simple Fermion systems, such as those described by the Fermi-Hubbard model. Functional Fokker–
Planck equations are derived after establishing correspondence rules, followed by the equivalent Ito stochastic field
equations. The required correlators are then computed in the Fourier space as stochastic averages of products of
Grassmann stochastic momentum fields.
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FIG. 5. Time evolution of various physical quantities at resonance (∆ = 0); atomic inversion W (t) in (a) and (d), the Mandel
Q-parameter in (b) and (e), and the von Neumann entropy SvN(t) in (c) and (f). Since the initial state is pure, the entropies
of the atom and the field are identical. More precisely, the atom is initially excited and the field initially in a coherent state
with amplitude α = 10 (a)-(c), and α = 5 (d)-(f). The time axis has been scaled with g

√
n̄ in order to help comparing the two

cases; n̄ = 100 upper plots and n̄ = 25 lower plots. It is clear that revivals get more distinct the larger the field amplitude is.
A close-up of the atomic inversion and entropy production in the collapse region can be seen in fig. 7 below.

With the phase-space methods already enjoying some popularity in the treatment of laser-like systems, the theme
of revival for the population inversion of the atomic states in the JC model in the presence of cavity losses is revisited
in the 1990s. Quasiprobability distributions are given in [192], while a phase-space distribution function is employed
in [193] to visualize the departure from the perfect reconstruction of the quantum state in the driven JC model with
dissipation absent. Typical examples of how the phase-space distributions evolve will be presented in the subsections
that follow. In particular, we will see how the phase-space dynamics of the JC model can be related to the collapse-
revival phenomenon, squeezing, and atom-field entanglement.

2. Collapse-Revival

For any initial state with an uncertainty in the photon number, ∆n2 = ⟨n̂2⟩−⟨n̂⟩2 > 0, one expects to find a collapse
of any observable ⟨Â⟩ as time progresses [194]. Considering one of the simplest examples, the atomic inversion at
resonance becomes

W (t) =
∑
n

|cn(0)|2 cos(2g
√
n+ 1t), (77)

where the coefficients cn(0) are determined from the initial state of the cavity field and the two-level atom. It follows
from the above expression that such a collapse is an interference effect between the various terms in the expansion.
Thus, it is a result of quantum fluctuations of the radiation field. Signatures of a collapse does not, however, prove that
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the radiation field is quantized, i.e. a collapse could in principle emerge from fluctuations of a classical electromagnetic
field [61]. What if the different terms in the sum (77) return back in phase at some later time tR? The square root
n-dependence of the Rabi frequency forbids in general a complete rephasing whenever the sum contains many non-
zero terms. Nevertheless, a partial rephasing might well occur. This is the phenomenon of quantum revivals in the
JC model [195]. Contrary to the collapse, the occurrence of revivals in the JC model is a direct result of the field
quantization.

To the best of our knowledge, the first mention of collapse and revival in the JC model appeared in 1973 in a Note to
Lettere al Nuovo Cimento titled Destruction of Coherence by Scattering of Radiation on Atoms [41]. Therein, Meystre
and coworkers consider the elastic scattering of radiation by a two-level atom inside a Fabry-Pérot resonator. Quoting
their results directly, for the atom initially in its excited state |+⟩ and a single cavity mode prepared in a coherent
state |α⟩ – the initial conditions required for the application of eq. (77) – the probability P+(t) of finding the atom in
the excited state |+⟩ upon evolution with the JC Hamiltonian [see also eq. (115)] is [note that W (t) = 2P+(t)− 1]

P+(t) =
1
2 exp(−|α̃|2)

∞∑
n=0

|α̃|2n
n!

[1 + cos(
√
nx)]. (78)

The authors also calculate the atomic dipole moment as

⟨D⟩ (t) = exp(−|α̃|2)
∞∑
n=0

|α̃|2n+1√
n!(n+ 1)!

cos(
√
nx) sin(

√
nx){i exp[i(ωt− ϕ(α̃))] ⟨+|D|−⟩+ c.c.}, (79)

with x ≡ gt
√
p the dimensionless time and α̃ ≡ α/

√
p (the atom is assumed to have no permanent dipole moment).

The index p enumerates the cavity mode and scales the coupling constant – in the present case p = 1. Two years
later, the same authors extended their analysis to include a set of initial conditions for the intracavity field [196].

Subsequent explorations of the revival date back to the 1980s in works by Eberly, Milburn, Stenholm among
others [23, 143, 197–205]. In terms of the electrodynamic field, revivals were first demonstrated experimentally in
the micromaser by the group of H. Walther [24]. Later, revivals as a proof of the quantization of the field has also
been verified in the group of S. Haroche [44], and beautifully demonstrated in trapped ion systems by Wineland and
co-workers [206]. The mechanism behind the collapse-revival evolution is well understood and can be found in most
text books on quantum optics, see for example [61, 63, 65, 66, 68, 80, 167]. The idea relies on assuming that the
relative width δn = ∆n/n̄, with n̄ = ⟨n̂⟩, of the photon distribution P (n) vanishes as n̄→∞. This is certainly true for
coherent and squeezed states. The collapse time occurs when the phases Ωnt of the different n-dependent components
of the evolved state are spread out over an interval of length unity, see fig. 4 (b). This leads to the collapse time

(Ωn̄+∆n − Ωn̄−∆n) tc = 1 ⇒ tc =
1

Ωn̄+∆n − Ωn̄−∆n
, (80)

since (Ωn̄+∆n − Ωn̄−∆n) can be taken as an estimate of the spread in the Rabi frequencies. For a coherent state,
∆n =

√
n̄, and for n̄≫ 1 we can expand the square root in the Rabi frequencies to obtain [61, 207]

tc =
1

2g

√
1 +

∆2

4g2n̄
. (81)

Similarly, the revival should occur when the involved components return in phase, i.e.

(Ωn̄ − Ωn̄−1) tr = 1 ⇒ tr =
2πm

Ωn̄ − Ωn̄−1
≈ 2πm

√
n̄

g

√
1 +

∆2

4g2n̄
. (82)

This time, (Ωn̄ − Ωn̄−1) is an estimate for the phase difference of two neighbouring terms in the sum (77). Again,
we assumed a coherent state with n̄ ≫ 1, and m = 1, 2, . . . denotes the first revival, second revival and so on. For
gn̄ ≫ |∆| (for example at resonance, ∆ = 0), both tc and tr scale as ∼ g−1. However, while the collapse time is
independent on the mean photon number n̄ in this limit, the revival is delayed for increasing photon numbers. The
latter

√
n̄-dependence implies that revivals become more and more difficult to observe when the field amplitude n̄

grows big. This regime is sometimes referred to as the classical limit of the JC model which will be considered in more
detail in sec. I B 3. For now we note that the more “classical” a field is, i.e. n̄ is very large, the harder it is to see the
revivals which we have argued is a purely quantum phenomenon.

The derivations leading to the expressions (81) and (82) rely on a relatively sharply peaked distribution P (n).
Indeed, when n̄ ≫ 1 the revivals become more complete as the distribution narrows. This may occur, for example,
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for initial squeezed field states depending on the squeezing parameter [201, 208, 209]. Another interesting localized
field state is the binomial state [210]

|p,N⟩ =
N∑
n=0

[
N !

(N − n)!n!p
n(1− p)N−n

]1/2
|n⟩, (83)

which has been thoroughly studied by Joshi et al. in terms of the JC model and the occurrence of the collapse-revivals
pattern [211–213].

It is the ‘sharpness’ of the distributions P (n) that causes the collapse time tc to be n̄-independent. For initial
thermal field states [60]

P (n) =
1

1 + n̄

(
n̄

1 + n̄

)n
, (84)

with n̄ = [exp(ω/T )− 1]
−1 the thermal photon number and T the temperature (the Boltzmann constant kB has been

set to unity), one finds instead tc = Ωn̄/2 [200, 202]. In general, the large (thermal) fluctuations in a thermal state
weaken or completely destroy the revival signatures [214]. The thermal state is far from pure (indeed, it is the state
with maximum entropy given n̄). In fact, the presence of revivals in the JC model does not crucially depend on
the field purity and off-diagonal coherence. The effect of such mixedness has been analyzed [215] and it was found
that the absence of coherence may particularly delay and suppress the revivals. This does not, however, contradict
the claim that JC revivals result from the quantum graininess of the electromagnetic field. The importance of the
initial atomic state has also been studied [216–218]. In ref. [216] it was demonstrated that the revivals may build up
a double peak structure, while in [218] it was shown that the revivals may be greatly suppressed for certain atomic
initial states (this phenomenon will be discussed further in the next subsection).

In fig. 5, we depict the atomic inversion W (t) in frames (a) and (d), and the Mandel Q-parameter in frames (b) and
(e) for the atom initially in the |e⟩ state and an initial coherent field state |β⟩ with |β|2 = 100 (a) and (b) and |β|2 = 25
(d) and (e). On resonance (∆ = 0) the inversion oscillates around its zero long-time mean. Both the collapse and the
revivals are clearly visible. For the scaled time g

√
n̄t, the revivals (but not the collapses) occur approximately at the

same instant in the two examples depicted here. The larger the amplitude β, the clearer the collapse-revival structure
is. In frames (d) and (e), for long times we observe a slower variation within the Rabi oscillations. These are the so-
called super-revivals [219–221]. Collapse and revivals are beautifully explained in the phase-space representation [195]
(see sec. I B 3 and 5). During the collapse period, for example, the phase-space distribution is split into localized sub-
distributions. In particular, super-revivals can be understood as “interference of different revivals”. More precisely, the
width of the revival periods grows for larger revivals, and finally two consecutive revivals will “overlap” [219–221]. The
phenomenon of super-revivals can be made more apparent for initial sub-Poissonian photon distributions (as compared
to the Poissonian ones of fig. 5. For completeness, we end this subsection by noting that fractional revivals [195, 222]
which correspond to temporal formation of symmetric phase-space distributions have been discussed in terms of the
JC model [223]. For a more thorough comparison of revivals deriving from anharmonicities in the potentials and those
of the JC model we refer to ref. [83] (see fig. 6).

In [207], the sum of the atomic inversion is replaced by an infinite sum of integrals via the Poisson summation
formula; each revival is then associated with one term of this infinite series of integrals, calculated via the stationary
phase method, while in [224] the inversion sum is replaced by a sum of two integrals for an initial thermal field
applying the Abel-Plana formula. The fist term represents the initial collapse and the second term gives the revival
as a quantum correction; this rationale has been extended to account for a thermal coherent state [a mixed state with
ρ̂(α, β) = (1−e−ℏβω) D̂(α)e−ℏβωa†aD̂†(α), where β = 1/(kBT ) and D(α)|0⟩ = |α⟩] at low temperature in [225]. Novel
asymptotic formulae for the atomic inversion were identified in [226], relying on the functional equation of the Jacobi
theta function. It has been recently demonstrated that the atomic inversion in the JC model on resonance has an
exact representation as an integral over the Hankel contour. Using the integral representation of the Bessel function of
half-integer order, the inversion sum is replaced by a contour integral in the complex plane which is evaluated through
the saddle-point method for a highly excited initial coherent state of the cavity field. The saddle points identified from
a differential equation, the solutions of which are trajectories in the complex plane–the Lambert W-function which
is pivotal in the manifestation of collapse and revivals. The method carries over as an asymptotic approximation for
the non-resonant case [227].

The excited-state population in the multimode JC model satisfies an integrodifferential equation [228], and the
kinklike behavior in the profile of the population [229] is explained by recursively solving a series of equations for
sequential time intervals, while sending the number of modes to infinity. The number of modes required for the
numerical results to agree with the exact solution increases with the light-matter coupling strength [230]. Finally, we
mention that collapse and revival has been studied for the dissipative multimode JC model [231], and the numerical
results were compared against the experimental observations of [232].
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FIG. 6. The plots of the left column display examples of the Wigner distribution at different times, while the right column
plots show the corresponding Q-function. In (a) and (b), t = tr/2 (i.e. in the collapse region), in (c) and (d) t = tr, and in
(e) and (f) t = 500 (in dimensionless units). The initial state |ψ(0)⟩ = |β⟩|e⟩ is the atom in its excited state and the field in a
coherent state with the amplitude β = 7. The detuning ∆ = 0 and g = 1. The “classical” phase-space trajectory is indicated
by the white circle.

Collapse and revivals in the light-matter interaction described by the JC model have been recently discussed in the
pedagogical account of [233].

3. Semiclassical regime and the classical limit

The meaning of a “classical limit” in the JC model is ambiguous as the atom (two-level system) has no classical
counterpart (In sec. I E 5, when discussing the Dicke model, we will see that there exists, on the contrary, a proper
classical limit.). The electromagnetic field, on the other hand, has a natural classical limit in terms of coherent states
first introduced by Glauber [138]. The classical limit here corresponds to letting the coherent state amplitude α grow
to infinity [234]. The relative number fluctuations δn ≡ ∆n/n̄ = 1/

√
n̄ tend to zero in the large amplitude limit.

In phase space, a coherent state is a symmetric Gaussian, see eq. (76), which furthermore is a minimum uncertainty
state, meaning that it is maximally localized according to the Heisenberg uncertainty principle. If the Hamiltonian
is purely bosonic and quadratic in terms of these operators (in any number of degrees of freedom) it can be solved
via Bogoliubov transformation [235]. The linearity of the Bogoliubov transformation implies that a coherent state
will stay coherent under evolution of the quadratic Hamiltonian, and in particular it will follow the classical phase
space trajectories. In field theories, a coherent-state ansatz is often referred to as a mean-field approximation. For a
normally ordered Hamiltonian Ĥ(âi, â

†
i ), the corresponding mean-field energy functional is simply H[α] = Ĥ(α, α∗).

In such an approach for the JC model, any quantum correlations between the atom and the field are neglected even
when the two-level system is treated at a full quantum level. This can only be valid for times long before the collapse
has set in. In order to explain the evolution for longer times it is necessary to include quantum fluctuations and
correlations. This was the topic of the seminal works by Gea-Banacloche, and Knight and co-workers [174, 236–238].
Before recapitulating their results we discuss this observation in somewhat more general terms, and argue that the
“classical limit” for the JC model does not amount to simply letting α→∞, but some additional care is needed.

We saw in the previous section that the collapse derives from the fluctuations of the field around the mean-field
background. These fluctuations build up the entanglement between the field and the atom; as demonstrated in
fig. 4 the atomic state possesses information about the photon distribution. We will aim to provide an instructive
explanation for how the entanglement forms when discussing the results of refs. [174, 236]. For now we note that
given that the field is initially in a coherent state and the atom in one of its internal states |g⟩ or |e⟩, the time-scale
for the entanglement generation between the two subsystems agrees with the collapse time (81). What is striking is
that, provided that n̄ is large, this time is independent of the coherent-state amplitude, and depends solely on the
inverse coupling, g−1. Thus, the combined atom-field system gets entangled on the same time-scale irrespective of
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FIG. 7. The time evolution in the JC model for scales of the collapse time tc. The two curves both correspond to initial
coherent state of the field with very different amplitudes, α =

√
10 (dashed blue) and α =

√
1000 (solid black). In both plots,

g = 1/2 and ∆ = 0, such that tc = 2. In the upper plot (a) we display the atomic inversion with the atom initially in its
excited state |e⟩, and in the lower plot (b) we give the corresponding von Neumann entropies. What is evident from the figure
is that the collapse, as well as the entanglement production, depends solely on the coupling g and not on the field amplitude
|α|. Hence, the degree of “classicality” of the field is not important for entanglement formation. In the main text we suggest
that the classical limit of the JC model should therefore be taken as |α| → ∞ while g|α| is kept constant. One clear distinction
between the two cases is the drop of entanglement within the collapse region; this occurs much earlier for smaller |α|. This
follows from the atom-field disentangling at tr/2 ∼ |α| which is explained in the main text.

how “classical” the field is, i.e., the size of the coherent state amplitude α. We wish, somehow, that the classical limit
of the JC model should reproduce the Rabi model – a two-level system driven by a monochromatic electromagnetic
field [239]

i∂t|φ(t)⟩ =
(
Ω

2
σ̂z + I cos(ωt)σ̂x

)
|φ(t)⟩, (85)

with the field intensity I2 proportional to the field amplitude |α|2. After imposing the RWA (see secs. I D and IG 4)
we derive the Rabi model

i∂t|φ(t)⟩ =

 ∆

2
gα

gα∗ −∆

2

 |φ(t)⟩, (86)

where |φ(t)⟩ = [ae(t) ag(t)]
T is the state vector for the atom. The Rabi model (86) should be viewed as the

semiclassical analogue of the JC model - the quantum properties of the electromagnetic field are disregarded completely
making the field classical.

In fig. 7 we show how the JC collapse occurs in relation to the formation of atom-field entanglement formation. We
display two examples with very different field amplitudes α, and what is clear is that it is indeed g−1 determining
the relevant time-scale, and not how “classical” the field is. What distinguishes the two curves is the Rabi frequency
that scales as Ωn = g

√
n = g|α|, i.e. the larger |α| the more Rabi oscillations take place before the collapse and the

build-up of entanglement. As a result of this observation, to compare the semiclassical Rabi model to the JC model,
one should not simply look at the large α-limit, but take this limit while keeping the Rabi frequency Ωn, see eq. (16),
fixed. Thus, the classical limit of the JC model is thereby defined as an initial coherent field state |α⟩ and take the
limit |α| → ∞ while keeping |gα| fixed. In this limit, the collapse time tc goes to infinity at the same time as the Rabi
oscillation frequency stays intact. There is a physical motivation behind this. By placing the atom inside a cavity, it
can couple more strongly to the light field compared to the atom in free space. To compensate for the small g in free
space we need a light field of strong intensity. As a side remark, in secs. ID and I E 5 we will discuss another type of
classical limit for the quantum Rabi model, that does not rely on the state of the electromagnetic field but only on
the system parameters. In that limit one lets the spectrum of the harmonic oscillator collapse into a continuum (as
for a classical harmonic oscillator).

To return to the results of refs. [174, 236–238], let α be real and large compared to ∆/g, the semiclassical Rabi
Hamiltonian then simply becomes ĤcR = gασ̂x. The dipole states

|+⟩ = 1√
2

[
1
1

]
, |−⟩ = 1√

2

[
1
−1

]
(87)
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FIG. 8. A graphic explanation of the large field JC evolution. Initially (a) the atomic state (red arrows) can be decomposed
into a component aligned or anti-aligned with the field (blue circle). As time goes, the two atomic components follows the
fields and therefore are no longer pointing in opposite directions (b). At half the revival time (c), however, the two atom
components coincide and consequently disentangle from the field.

are eigenstates of the Hamiltonian. In the language of spins, the state |±⟩ points to the positive/negative x-
(spin)direction. As time progresses, |+⟩ will rotate anti-clockwise around the Bloch sphere along the equator, while
|−⟩ rotates clockwise. After quarter rotation both states will point in the positive y-direction. This will have inter-
esting consequences as we show next. For finite α, quantum fluctuations in the field will always be present. Assuming
that n̄ = |α|2 ≫ 1, the photon distribution P (n) is then rather localized around its mean n̄, and we may thereby
expand the Rabi frequencies Ωn around n̄, which at resonance gives [174]

Ωn = g
√
n+ 1 ≈ g

√
n̄+

g

2

n− n̄√
n̄
− g

8

(n− n̄)2
n̄3/2

+ ... . (88)

The first term is just an overall phase shift, the second term induces a phase ∓gt/2
√
n̄ upon the coherent states

given the atomic states |±⟩, while the third nonlinear term induces a deformation of the Gaussian (coherent) field
state. Thus, within the linear regime (i.e. neglecting quadratic and higher order terms) the atom-field interaction of
an initial state |α⟩|±⟩ will cause a circulation of the field state around the phase space origin and a rotation of the
atomic state along the equator [174, 236]. This type of evolution is schematically presented in fig. 8. Initially, any
atomic state (not entangled with the field) can be decomposed as |φ(0)⟩ = a+|+⟩ + a−|−⟩. Thus, the atom has one
component aligned and one component ant-aligned with the field. The field is initially in a coherent state with some
amplitude α, i.e. |ψ(0)⟩ = a+|+⟩|α⟩+ a−|−⟩|α⟩ (see fig. 8 (a)). At a later time, fig. 8 (b), the field hat split up into
two parts and the atom is ‘following’ the field rotation. At half the revival time tr/2 (recall that the revival time
tr ∼

√
n̄/g, see eq. (82)), fig. 8 (c), the field is in a coherent-state superposition |θ(tr/2)⟩ ∝ (a+|iα⟩ + a−| − iα⟩), as

was already demonstrated in fig. 6 (a) and (b) which showed the Wigner and Q phase-space distributions, and the
atom has disentangled from the field. For |a+| = |a−| the field is deterministically prepared in a cat state [240], i.e. a
macroscopic superposition state (49). For initially mixed atomic states, but still not initially entangled with the field,
the atom can again be prepared in a pure state [241].

This disentangling is an astonishing property of the dynamics, since this effect does not depend on the initial atomic
state |φ(0)⟩, and at t = tr/2 the atom is always ‘prepared’ in a given state. It reflects the non-unitary evolution of
the reduced atomic state ρ̂a(t) [242]. The characteristic evolution is not relying on a coherent-state ansatz for the
field as long as the distribution P (n) is narrow and peaked around some large n̄. The disentangling effect may in
fact be enhanced for initial squeezed states [209]. Complete disentanglement at tr/2 occurs only in the large field
limit n̄ → ∞, which on the other hand from eq. (82) implies that it is impractical for any experimental realization
since the rival time grows with n̄. The natural question is then how entangled the atom and field are at tr/2, i.e.
how much effect does the quadratic and higher order terms in the expansion (88) have. In fig. 5 (c) and (f) the von
Neumann entropy is shown for n̄ = 100 and n̄ = 25 respectively. In this case when the initial state is a pure atom-field
product state, SvN(t) is a direct measure of the amount of entanglement; SvN = log2(N) for maximal entanglement
and SvN = 0 for no entanglement. Already for n̄ = 20 the disentanglement is very evident. At later times τ , such
that τg(n− n̄)2/8n̄3/2 ∼ π, the small terms in the expansion (88) can no longer be neglected and during the second
collapse period the disentanglement is greatly reduced.

Having understood the semiclassical evolution of the JC model, we can give a qualitative explanation for the con-
nection between the collapse and entanglement formation. In the linear regime, where we truncate the expansion (88)
after the second term, in phase space the initial coherent state splits and the two components encircle the origin.
After some time, the two components will approximately be orthogonal and the two subsystems are then approxi-
mately maximally entangled. A coherent-state component close to the origin will move slower than a coherent-state
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FIG. 9. Time evolution for the von Neumann entropy (a) and the atomic fidelity (b) for three different initial states; |ψ1(0)⟩ =
|e⟩|α⟩ = 1√

2
(|+⟩+ |−⟩) |α⟩ (black solid line in (a)), |ψ2(0)⟩ = 1√

2
(|e⟩+ |g⟩) |α⟩ = |+⟩|α⟩ (red dotted line in (a)), and |ψ3(0)⟩ =

1√
2

(
|e⟩+ eiπ/4|g⟩

)
|α⟩ = 1

2

[(
1 + eiπ/4

)
|+⟩+

(
1− eiπ/4

)
|−⟩

]
|α⟩ (blue dashed line in (a)), and α = 10. In the lower plot;

Fρ1ρ2(t) (black solid line), Fρ1ρ3(t) (red dotted line), and Fρ2ρ3(t) (blue dashed line). It is particularly noted that the atom-field
disentangling at t = tr/2 does not seem to depend on the initial atomic state. More striking is the perfect fidelity at times
tr/2, 3tr/2, ..., regardless whether the atom-field entanglement is large or not.

component further away from the origin. However, the overlap between the two components will not depend much
on α, since the width of the coherent state increases with α in the same way as the velocity of rotation. An overlap
which is roughly zero between the two field components means that the reduced states ρ̂a and ρ̂f have lost their phase
coherence – this instance marks the collapse.

We end this subsection by considering the importance of the initial atomic state. This topic was briefly discussed
in [216, 217]. As explained above and in fig. 8, at tr/2, 3tr/2, ... the atom disentangled from the intracavity field in
the limit of a large field amplitude. The atomic state at these instants is independent of the initial state. However, for
other times the atomic state will strongly depend on the initial state. In fig. 9 (a) we give three examples of SvN(t).
If the atom starts in its excited state (black line) the atom and field build up an appreciable entanglement, while if
the atom starts in the ‘dipole state’ |+⟩ (which is aligned with the field) the atom-field entanglement remains low for
short times. A linear combination of these two limiting cases (blue line) falls in between the two other results. The
three lines indeed coincide at the expected disentanglement times. In principle, SvN(t) cannot reveal if the atomic
states at those times are independent of the initial conditions. This is indeed the case, as is verified in fig. 9 (b) which
displays the three different state fidelities (72) [243]. The fidelity is extremely close to unity at the disentanglement
times even when the atom is still entangled with the field. At very long times the fidelity approaches unity, which is
due to the fact that the atomic state becomes maximally mixed.

4. Entanglement

The particularly simple, yet non-trivial, JC Hamiltonian has served as a model formulation for numerous studies on
quantum correlations between different parts of a composite system, characteristically exemplified by entanglement.
Understanding the very nature of entanglement, as the source of many quantum information processing protocols,
constitutes by now a research field in its own right [153, 244]. We will not attempt to review all the different properties
of quantum correlations (let alone multi-partite entanglement), but will instead focus on those ones conspicuously
related to the JC model.

The earliest study relating quantum correlations to the JC model dates back to the first half of the 1980s [245],
i.e. before the rise of quantum information science. Aravind and Hirschfelder especially looked at the purity of the
atom as the bi-partite system evolved. The first introduction of the concept of entanglement in the JC model seems
to appear in the early 1990s [246]. However, it should be noted that many of the conclusions of Ref [246] had already
been put into action some years earlier in [42] when the von Neumann entropy of the atom and field sub-systems was
thoroughly studied. Since the beginning of the 1990s, numerous papers have discussed entanglement properties in the
JC model in one or another way, see for example Refs. [174, 247–256]. In the coming section, when discussing specific
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physical systems, we will return in more detail to many of the schemes devised for generating entangled states (see,
for example, subsecs. II C and IV C).

For pure initial states |ψ(0)⟩, the von Neumann entropy (66) is a good measure of entanglement between any two
subsystems with reduced density operators ρ̂A(t) and ρ̂B(t) [153]. Moreover, for such states Araki and Lieb have
proved that SvN(ρ̂A, t) = SvN(ρ̂B, t), i.e. the entropy for either of the reduced states must be equal [257]. This result
is expected; subsystem A is as entangled with subsystem B as B is entangled with A. In sec. I B 1, the von Neumann
entropy SvN(t), the purity P (t), and the linear entropy SL(t) were all expressed in terms of the length of the Bloch
vector R(t). Thus, provided that the system is initialized in a pure state, and that the evolution is unitary, it follows
that measuring the three components of the Bloch vector, ⟨σ̂x⟩, ⟨σ̂y⟩, and ⟨σ̂z⟩ (which naturally determines the full
atomic state), the intrinsic atom-field entanglement is accessible. Figure 5 has already illustrated two examples of
the von Neumann entropy for an initial state |ψ(0)⟩ = |e⟩|α⟩ with α = 10 (c) and α = 5 (f). During the collapse, the
atom and field become almost maximally entangled due to the mechanism explained in the previous subsection.

Characterizing quantum correlations for mixed states is a much more subtle problem [244, 258–260]. For initially
pure states, we saw that there is a one-to-one correspondence between the purity P (t) and the entropy SvN(t).
Clearly, this cannot be true for more general states, since one cannot say whether the mixedness of the reduced state
stems from entanglement with the other subsystem or from mixedness of the full system state. For two qubits, the
concurrence [261],

C(t) ≡ max {0, λ1(t)− λ2(t)− λ3(t)− λ4(t)} , (89)

where the λi(t)’s are eigenvalues (in decreasing order) of

R̂(t) ≡
√√

ρ̂(t)ρ̂′(t)
√
ρ̂(t) with ρ̂′(t) = (σ̂y ⊗ σ̂y) ρ̂∗(t) (σ̂y ⊗ σ̂y) , (90)

is a necessary and sufficient entanglement measure. This then is only a good measure for the N̂ = 1 special case of
the JC model, i.e. a maximum of one photon. For more general bi-partite systems, the logarithmic negativity [259]
can be used as a sufficient condition for entanglement (in 2 × 3 it is also a necessary condition). The logarithmic
negativity is also a monotone [262], meaning that it can be used a measure of entanglement. It is defined as

EN(t) ≡ log2(2N (t) + 1), (91)

where

N (t) ≡
∑
i

|λi(t)| − λi(t)
2

(92)

is the negativity and λi(t) is the i’th eigenvalue of ρ̂ΓA(t) which is the partial transpose with respect to subsystem A
of the state ρ̂(t). For the JC system, the partial transpose with respect to the atom is

ρ̂Γa(t) =

[
ρ̂Tee(t) ρ̂Teg(t)
ρ̂Tge(t) ρ̂Tgg(t)

]
, (93)

with ρ̂ij(t) = ⟨i|ρ̂(t)|j⟩ (i, j = e, g), and T stands for the regular matrix transpose. The negativity, or logarithmic
negativity, has been used to study how atom-field entanglement builds up in the JC model, both for initial pure
field state but mixed atomic states [256, 263], and also when both bi-partite subsystems are initially mixed [253]. In
ref. [253] it was explored how ‘hot’ – thereby mixed – the initial state can be in order to build up entanglement. By ‘hot’
we mean that the temperature of the effective thermal field state is high. It was found in particular that entanglement
might survive even for very hot fields, given certain initial mixed atomic states. There exist many other entropic
measures, e.g. recently the quantum relative entropy was considered in terms of characterizing the flow of information
between the subsystems of the JC model [264], it is defined for two states ρ̂ and ϱ̂ as S(ρ̂, ϱ̂) = Tr [ρ̂ log ρ̂− ρ̂ log ϱ̂],
and the Wigner-Yanase skew information has also been considered for the JC model [265], which is defined for a state
ρ̂ and an observable Ô as I(ρ̂, Ô) = −Tr

[
[
√
ρ̂, Ô]2

]
/2. The Wehrl entropy, SW = − 1

π

∫
Q(α) logQ(α)d2α, with Q(α)

the Q-function (73), was early on studied for the JC evolution [266].
To give an example of entanglement formation in the JC model for mixed states, in fig. 10 we plot the logarithmic
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FIG. 10. Logarithmic negativity (a) and atomic purity (b) for various initial atom-field states; ρ̂I(0) (black dashed line), ρ̂II(0)
(blue solid line), and ρ̂III(0) and ρ̂IV(0) (green dotted line) see eq. (94). The two initial states ρ̂III(0) and ρ̂IV(0) give identical
evolution for the two plotted quantities. The coherent-state field amplitude is α = 10.

negativity and atomic purity for the initial states

ρ̂I(0) = |α⟩⟨α| ⊗ |e⟩⟨e|,

ρ̂II(0) = |e⟩⟨e| ⊗
∑
n

|cn|2|n⟩⟨n|

ρ̂III(0) =
1

2

(
|e⟩+ ei|g⟩

) 〈
e|+ ei⟨g|

)
⊗
∑
n

|cn|2|n⟩⟨n|

ρ̂IV(0) =
1

2
(|e⟩⟨e|+ |g⟩⟨g|)⊗

∑
n

|cn|2|n⟩⟨n|,

(94)

where the coefficients cn are given in eq. (45) for a coherent state of amplitude α = 10. The two last cases, ρ̂III(0) and
ρ̂IV(0) yield identical negativities and atomic purities. The first case, ρ̂I(0), represents a pure state, and the logarithmic
negativity resembles the von Neumann entropy of fig. 9. The blue and green curves of fig. 10, corresponding to initially
mixed states, demonstrate how mixedness and entanglement are not necessary one and the same thing.

In recent years, an interesting aspect about entanglement among qubits has been pointed out by Yu and Eberly [267];
two initially entangled qubits interacting with independent “reservoirs” can suddenly become disentangled. This
phenomenon has been named entanglement sudden death (ESD), and similarly the entanglement can be suddenly
reestablished (entanglement sudden birth [268] (ESB)). A proper entanglement measure for the two qubits was given
by the concurrence defined in eq. (89). Note that, similar to the negativity, the concurrence is defined in terms of
the density matrix and is therefore valid for pure as well as for mixed states. From the definition of C(t), it is clear
that ESD/ESB occurs whenever the quantity λ1(t)− λ2(t)− λ3(t)− λ4(t) changes sign. While the ESD effects have
been demonstrated with polarized photons [269], the early theoretical investigations ware often devoted to JC-like
systems [270]. More precisely, the model systems comprise two decoupled JC Hamiltonians where the two atoms
are initially entangled. Thus, the two fields serve the function of independent reservoirs. Various types of initial
entangled states have been considered [271], alongside decoherece effects [272, 273] which demonstrate that ESD can
survive Markovian information loss to an external reservoir. Generalizations to other JC setups have been considered
in numerous works, see for example refs. [274–279].

Independently, Vedral with Henderson and Ollivier with Zurek have demonstrated that there exist quantum cor-
relations beyond classical correlations but still for disentangled states [280, 281]. More precisely, for disentangled
mixed states there may still exist correlations with no classical interpretation, i.e., for a situation where correlations
are due to quantum physical effects and classical physics would predict no correlations. Such quantum discord has
been proven an actual asset for quantum computing [282]. Some aspects of the quantum discord have been discussed
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in terms of JC type systems [283]. In ref. [284], it was specifically shown that in the time periods of ESD (i.e., for
vanishing qubit entanglement) the quantum discord may be non-zero.

The generation of atom-field entanglement in the JC model naturally creates the possibility to carry out quantum
logic gate operations [153] (see further subsecs. II E and IV C for more detailed discussions of specific quantum
information processing schemes). There exist either single qubit gates applied to the atom, or two-qubit gates
addressing the atom and the field [285, 286], or equally two-qubit gates addressing two field modes mediated by an
atom [287–289], as well as two-qubit gates addressing two atoms interacting with the same field mode [290–297].
The general idea for entangling two qubits, field qubits or atomic qubits, is to let the parts interact via an ancilla
subsystem. For two atomic qubits, the ancilla is the cavity mode (sometimes also referred to as a quantum bus shuffling
information between the two qubits), while for the field and qubits, an auxiliary atom may serve as the ancilla. As
demonstrated in the previous section, a field in the vacuum state may still interact with an atom and this interaction,
in particular, causes an energy shift which may be utilized for performing conditional phase-gates [290, 291, 295]. Even
for a general cavity state [298] (including a thermal field state [294]) are qubit gate operations feasible. Most of the
above schemes are not prone to cavity decay since the field mode is only virtually excited by the atoms. On the other
hand, they are sensitive to actual gate times. A way to circumvent such errors, adiabatic quantum computing has
been proposed in [299]. Here the evolution is adiabatic and does not rely on operation times as long as the adiabatic
constraint is met. Adiabatic logic gates have also been discussed for the JC model, see for example [298, 300–306].
These adiabatic implementations often rely on the existence of dark states, i.e. instantaneous eigenstates of the
time-dependent Hamiltonian with vanishing eigenvalues,

Ĥ(t)|ψ(t)⟩ = 0. (95)

In the adiabatic limit, the state evolves from |ψ(−∞)⟩ to |ψ(+∞)⟩, while the fact that the state is dark implies
suppression of photon losses. Other adiabatic schemes rely on the system geometry by taking advantage of the Berry
phase [307, 308].

The JC model – an exemplary realizable model of supersymmetric [150] quantum mechanics – exhibits a nontrivial
behavior in the course of an adiabatic evolution of the system parameters. For a cyclic variation of the atom-field
detuning ∆ and the dipole coupling constant µ = |µ|eiϕ (so that ∆̇/∆ and µ̇/µ are the smallest characteristic
frequencies in the system evolution), Andreev and collaborators [309], using the WKB approximation, found that the
initial state

|ψ⟩ = |N,−⟩ , (96)

transforms to

|ψ′⟩ = cos θ |N,+⟩+ sin θ |N − 1,−⟩ , (97)

where

θ =

∫ t ∆ϕ̇

4Ω
dτ, Ω ≡

√
4|µ|2N +∆2, (98)

has the meaning of a topological phase. In the limit N = 0 one obtains θ = 0, i.e., the vacuum state does not acquire
a topological phase. For a large N (which is an integral of motion), θ ∼ 1/

√
N → 0, i.e., the effect is of a purely

quantum nature and disappears in the classical limit N → ∞. For a sinusoidal variation of the detuning, the phase
and the amplitude of the coupling constant, with ∆(t) = ±ϵ cos(γRt), ϕ = sin(γRt), 2

√
N |µ|(t) = ϵ sin(γRt) (with

γR ≪ |∆|,|µ|), one finds a large Berry phase, namely θ = ±π/4.
The authors of [309] further propose that the accumulated geometric phase may be measured by a Ramsey in-

terferometer. In the course of a measurement a wavefunction of the form |ψ⟩ = α0 |a⟩ + β0 |b⟩ is transformed into
the wavefunction |ψ′⟩ = α̃0 |a⟩ + β̃0 |b⟩, where α̃0, β̃0 are the modified amplitudes and ϕ is the phase of a refer-
ence oscillator. Ramsey’s arrangement enables the determination of the quantity |α̃0β̃

∗
0 | cos(θ + ϕ − ωt0), where

θ = arg(α̃0β̃
∗
0) = arg(α0β

∗
0), and ωt0 is linked to the transit time between the two fields. To make the connection,

the authors note that the two atomic states (ground and excited) play the role of the interferometer arms, while
the resonator is to be prepared in a Fock state with N photons [310]. A generalized kinematic approach for the
computation of the geometric phases acquired in both unitary and dissipative JC models has been recently developed
in [311].

5. Squeezing

Squeezing [166, 312] of the electromagnetic-field fluctuations is defined as ∆x2ϕ < 1/2 for some angle 0 ≤ ϕ < 2π,
where the variance ∆xϕ was introduced in (71). Thus, squeezing means suppressing quantum fluctuations of the field
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FIG. 11. The plot in (a) shows the squared variances of the x (black solid line) and p (green solid line) quadratures, together
with the maximum squeezing ∆x2(m)(t) (red dashed line). The inset is the same but for short times. The state is initially
|ψ(0)⟩ = |α⟩|+⟩ with α = 10. The plot in (b) gives the maximum attainable squeezing, i.e. mint ∆x

2
(m)(t), for the same type

of initial state but varying the amplitude. It is plotted towards n̄−4/3 in order to reproduce a straight line. The rest of the
parameters are g = 1 and ∆ = 0.

below the semiclassical limit of a coherent state for which ∆x2ϕ = 1/2, ∀ϕ. In this respect, squeezing is a quantum
signature intimately related to antibunching and sub-Poissonian photon statistics [163, 313]. As such, it has naturally
been the subject of intense research in quantum optics in general and also within the realm of JC physics. Is is also
interesting to note that the generation of fluctuation squeezing has been very recently associated with a self-gravitating
quantum field (such as an axion), an instance which may be used to probe whether dark matter can exhibit observable
quantum characteristics [314].

The first demonstration of squeezing in the JC model is due to Meystre and Zubairy in the early 1980s [315].
They studied in particular the amount of squeezing as a function of the field amplitude for initial coherent states.
Knight continued this analysis in [316], while Kuklinski et al. performed a thorough numerical analysis to demonstrate
that the amount of squeezing for coherent states can become substantial only for large initial field amplitudes [317]
(see also ref. [318] for another early reference on the same topic). The question regarding higher-order squeezing in
the JC model was addressed by Gerry and coworkers in ref. [319],who showed that it may indeed appear but not
for general initial atomic states. Aravind et al. considered various initial atomic states (not only |e⟩ or |g⟩ as in
the aforementioned references) and maintained that squeezing can be improved for certain initial conditions [320].
Using the large-field amplitude expansion (88), valid for moderate times t, Gea-Banacloche provided an analytical
expression for the maximum amount of squeezing in [174, 321]. Subsequently, Gerry et al. proposed projective atomic
measurements in order to improve the amount of squeezing [322].

Figure 6 illustrated the electromagnetic field phase-space distributions at various times when the atom was initially
excited and the field was in a coherent state. According to fig. 8, we know that the splitting of the phase space
distribution can be understood by expressing the atomic state in terms of the two atomic dipole states |±⟩. It is clear
from fig. 8 (a) and (b) that for large squeezing in the x0 quadrature one should not start with the atom in |e⟩ or
|g⟩ but instead in either of |±⟩. If the atom is initialized in say |+⟩, in the large field limit the distribution will not
split up but will stay localized for time-scales t ∼ tr. At t ∼ tr/2 squeezing in the p0 quadrature is obtained, while
for t ∼ tr the squeezing occurs in the x0 quadrature instead. The tilt of the distributions at say tr/2 implies that
maximum squeezing is not exactly obtained for ϕ = π/2. Figure 11 (a) displays ∆x2(t) (black line), ∆p2(t) (green
line), and ∆x2(m)(t) (red line), where the maximum squeezing is defined as

∆x2(m) = min
ϕ∈[0,2π)

∆x2ϕ(t). (99)



36

With a slight shift (see inset), maximum squeezing at the times t = tr/2, tr, 3tr/2, ... occurs approximately along
either the x- or the p-direction. The squeezing angle that satisfies eq. (99) is to first order independent of the detuning
∆ and grows as ϕ = πgn̄ with the average photon number, i.e. it does not share the

√
n̄-dependence of the Rabi

frequency Ωn [see eq. (16)]. As demonstrated in ref. [321], after a certain time tmax ∼ n̄3/4/g, squeezing is no longer
present. The maximum attainable squeezing as a function of the average photon number is shown in fig. 11 (b). As
for what happens at tmax, this amount of squeezing shows a fractional power dependence [321].

Atomic squeezing in the JC model has also been considered in numerous works [323–327]. The Heisenberg un-
certainty relation reads ∆σ̂2

x∆σ̂
2
y ≥ 1

16 ⟨σ̂z⟩2. Spin squeezing is usually defined as for the boson field, namely if
∆σ̂2

i <
1
4 ⟨σ̂z⟩2 for either i = x, y the state is said to be squeezed. Such definition directly generates some issues since

⟨σ̂z⟩ may vanish for states that are supposedly ‘squeezed’, or even coherent spin states may appear to be squeezed if
the basis is appropriately selected [328]. In order to overcome such subtlety one has to assume that the spin has a
non-zero mean ⟨σ̂z⟩. Other ideas to circumvent this issue rely on entropic properties and has been applied to the JC
model [327]. This entropic approach led to somewhat contradicting results when compared to the predictions of the
Heisenberg uncertainty relation. More precisely, the definition relying on atomic entropy may signal the presence of
squeezing, while the definition based on the uncertainty relation predicts a vanishing squeezing. Comparing atomic
and field squeezing in the JC model showed that there is indeed some correlation between the two; following the above
definition it may happen, however, that the boson field is squeezed while the atomic state is not [325].

C. Driven and open Jaynes-Cummings physics

Historically, JC physics has played an important role in the coherent control of quantum systems and the early
explorations of quantum information processing (QIP). Many of the breakthroughs are indeed related to results
obtained from operating deep in the quantum regime where the system becomes extremely sensitive to dissipation
and decoherence. As a result, the effect of losses in the JC model has been extensively studied. The driven JC model
is also of great relevance for experiments of multiphoton quantum nonlinear optics, comprising an active research
field. In this subsection we review some of the most important aspects of the open driven JC model.

1. Field or atom driving

A classical drive (or pump) of the cavity field adds a term to the standard JC Hamiltonian [119, 329], which becomes

Ĥ ′
fJC = ωn̂+

Ω

2
σ̂z + g

(
â†σ̂− + σ̂+â

)
+ η
(
â†eiωpt+âe−iωpt

)
, (100)

where ωp is the drive frequency and η the drive amplitude. A standard procedure when analyzing time-periodic
Hamiltonians is to employ Floquet theory [330], but for most purposes involving the model (100) this would be
equivalent to killing a fly with an elephant gun since the Hamiltonian becomes time-independent in a rotating frame
(in sec. I E 5 we will briefly discuss examples where the time-dependence of the periodic drive cannot be absorbed into
a rotating frame). Namely, in the interaction picture with respect to ωpN̂ we have

ĤfJC = δpn̂+
∆p

2
σ̂z + g

(
â†σ̂− + σ̂+â

)
+ η
(
â† + â

)
, (101)

with the field-pump detuning δp = ω − ωp and the atom-pump detuning ∆p = Ω− ωp.
Driving the atom means that the two states |e⟩ and |g⟩ are coupled via an external field in the Hamiltonian

Ĥ ′
aJC=ωn̂+

Ω

2
σ̂z+g

(
â†σ̂−+σ̂+â

)
+η
(
σ̂+e

iωpt+σ̂−e
−iωpt

)
, (102)

which in the interaction picture becomes

ĤaJC = δpn̂+
∆p

2
σ̂z + g

(
â†σ̂− + σ̂+â

)
+ ησ̂x, (103)

with the same meaning of the two detunings. The last two terms of the above expression can be combined and
written as g

[(
â† + η/g

)
σ̂− + σ̂+ (â+ η/g)

]
. Thus, the pump term ‘shifts’ the field by η/g. Using the properties of

the displacement operators [138]

D̂(ν) = eνâ
†−ν∗â, (104)
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namely D̂(ν)âD̂†(ν) = â+ ν∗ and D̂(ν)â†D̂†(ν) = â† + ν, it follows that ĤfJC and ĤaJC are unitary equivalent [329].
Thus, the properties of the two possible driven JC models are most similar. The quasienergies and eigenstates of the
resonantly-driven Hamiltonian (100) (δp = ∆p = 0), commonly known as the dressed JC eigenstates, were derived
in [97]. The quasienergy spectrum comprises a ground level e0 = 0 and the doublets

en,± = ±√n ℏg[1− (2η/g)2]3/4, n = 1, 2, . . . (105)

The splittings collapse to zero at η = g/2; beyond that point, the spectrum is continuous. The singularity locates a
critical point, which is the organizing center of a second-order dissipative quantum phase transition [331]. We will
have more to say on this topic in subsec I C 3.

It is clear that for the driven systems, N̂ is no longer a constant of motion, i.e., the continuous U(1) symmetry is
broken. As a result, there is no reason to expect that the driven JC model is integrable in the general case of non-zero
detunings (see, however, sec. I D 3). However, in the dispersive regime, as for the regular JC model, a Schrieffer-Wolff
transformation [91, 92] diagonalizes the spin part of the Hamiltonian [332]

ĤfJC′ = δpn̂+

(
∆p

2
+
g2n̂

∆p

)
σ̂z + η

(
â† + â

)
. (106)

When applying the Schrieffer-Wolff transformation to the driven JC model, care must be taken since the transformation
does not normally commute with the drive terms [333]. An alternative semiclassical approach in order to derive an
effective model for the low-energy states relies on the so-called Born-Oppenheimer approximation (BOA) [334]. The
idea of the BOA is that the spin precesses on a much faster timescale than the field, and can thereby be assumed to
adiabatically follow the field (i.e., the spin degree of freedom can be adiabatically eliminated). For the JC model, the
BOA approach was first considered in [146, 335], and it consists of finding the adiabatic eigenstates which diagonalize
the two-level structure of the Hamiltonian. A more thorough analysis of the cavity BOA was presented in [336], which
we will return to in sec. VIIC when we consider molecules (instead of atoms) coupled to quantized cavity fields. The
corresponding diagonalization matrix Û(â, â†) will typically not commute with neither n̂ nor the pump term. As will
be shown in sec. VIIC, this gives rise to non-adiabatic corrections (also referred to as synthetic gauge potentials [308])
which are typically neglected in the BOA. In the quadrature representation (51) we see that the effect of the pumping
is just to shift the harmonic oscillators by the term

√
2ηx̂. The BOA for the driven JC model has been considered in

ref. [337] in order to study both static and dynamical properties. In secs. ID and I E 5 we will describe in some detail
how the BOA works when applied to the quantum Rabi and Dicke models respectively.

In general, most of the explorations of the driven JC model have concentrated on dynamical aspects, especially on
how an initial state evolves when the system is driven [220, 338]. In particular, collapses and revivals of the mean
photon number occur at a much longer time scale than the revival time for the two-state inversion [193]. The inherent
nonlinearity of the JC model also implies that when the system is driven on resonance the amount of energy pumped
into the system remains finite [339]. This nonlinearity gives rise to the onset optical bistability in certain regimes of
operation [101, 167, 340–342] at the single atom level [329, 331, 332, 343–345]. Optical bistability, see sec. IIA 1,
manifests itself as a hysteresis effect when the pump amplitude is adiabatically ramped up or down. In cavity QED
conditions it has been observed for the first time in the group of Kimble where, however, the nonlinearity due to the
presence of a single atom was not strong enough to trigger hysteresis [346]. We will briefly revisit bistability in its
many-atom version in subsec. II F.

By driving the JC model it is also possible to create bespoke interactions such as that of the anti-JC [347, 348] (see
sec. IV and next section on the quantum Rabi model). To see this we consider the atom-driven Hamiltonian (103),
and take ∆p = 0. We then turn to an interaction picture with respect to δpn̂+ ησ̂x, giving us

Ĥint =
g

2

(
|+⟩⟨+|+ |−⟩⟨−|+ e2iηt|+⟩⟨−| − e−2iηt|−⟩⟨+|

)
âe−iδpt + h.c., (107)

where we have expressed the Hamiltonian in the atomic dipole basis (87). Provided that η ≫ g, δp we can perform a
RWA and drop the rapidly oscillating terms to arrive at

Ĥint =
g

2

(
âe−iδpt + â†eiδpt

)
σ̂x. (108)

We will have reasons to come back to this effective Hamiltonian in later sections. In sec. II C, it is shown how this
type of effective Hamiltonian can be utilized to prepare exotic states like Schrödinger cat and entangled states, and
in sec. II E it will be deployed for QIP in cavity QED setups.

Let us pause here to link the characteristic collapses and revivals in the JC model to a nonlinear oscillator behaviour
for its driven version, following closely the analysis of [193] (reinstating ℏ). We consider a two-state atom driven on
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resonance by an external field and coupled to a resonant cavity mode. The Hamiltonian in the interaction picture
reads

Ĥ = ig(σ̂+â− σ̂−â†) + iη(σ̂+ − σ̂−), (109)

where η is the real amplitude of the external field. Introducing the displacement

D̂†(α)âD̂(α) = â+ α, α ≡ η/g, (110)

with D̂(α) ≡ exp[α(â− â†)], we obtain

ˆ̃H ≡ D̂†(α)ĤD̂(α) = iℏg(σ̂+â− σ̂−â†). (111)

We then solve the corresponding Schrödinger equation,

iℏ
d

dt
|ψ̃⟩ = ˆ̃H |ψ̃⟩ , |ψ̃⟩ ≡ D̂†(α) |ψ⟩ , (112)

with initial state |ψ(0)⟩ = |0⟩ |+⟩, transformed to |ψ̃(0)⟩ = D̂(α) |ψ(0)⟩ = |α⟩ |+⟩ (where |α⟩ = D̂(α) |0⟩ is a coherent
state of amplitude α). If we denote P+ the occupation probability of the state |+⟩, then eq. (112) preserves the sum
⟨ψ̃|â†â|ψ̃⟩+ P+. Hence, from eq. (110) the average photon number can be written as

⟨â†â⟩ ≡ ⟨ψ|â†â|ψ⟩ = ⟨ψ̃|(â† − α)(â− α)|ψ̃⟩ = 2α
(
α− ⟨ψ̃|â|ψ̃⟩

)
+ 1− P+. (113)

The standard JC model yields the solution

⟨ψ̃|â|ψ̃⟩ =
∞∑
n=1

CnCn−1

{√
n+ 1 +

√
n

2
cos[(

√
n+ 1−√n)gt]−

√
n+ 1−√n

2
cos[(

√
n+ 1 +

√
n)gt]

}
(114)

and

P+ =
1

2

[
1 +

∞∑
n=1

C2
n−1 cos(2

√
n gt)

]
, (115)

where the constants

Cn = e−α
2/2 α

n

√
n!

(116)

are the familiar expansion coefficients of the coherent state |α⟩ in the |n⟩ representation.
Like in sec. I B 2, we now expand the difference-frequency term about the mean photon number as

√
n+ 1−√n =

1

2α
− 2k + 1

α3
+ . . . , (117)

where k = n − α2 is an integer. Keeping only the first term in this series, effecting the approximations (
√
n+ 1 +√

n)/2 ≈ √n, CnCn−1 ≈ C2
n, and replacing P+ in eq. (115) by its time average, yields

⟨â†â⟩ ≈ 2α2{1− cos[gt/(2α)]]}+ 1/2, (118)

with a period of oscillation given by

2gTinv = 4πα, (119)

where Tinv is the revival time for the two-state inversion. Keeping the second term in the series (117) accounts for the
collapse and revival of the oscillation defined by eq. (118). The collapse takes place when the frequency component
located one standard deviation away [coefficient C2

n(k = α)] dephases from the central component [coefficient C2
n(k =

0)]. The collapse time is then

gTc = 4πα2 ⇒ Tc =
4πη2

g3
. (120)



39

FIG. 12. The quasiprobability distribution Q(z̃) (in the high excitation approximation) calculated for the time when the photon
number attains its maximum in the course of the first revival, for α = 15 and an initial Gaussian distribution peaking at the
front center of the plot. (a) The symmetric distribution obtained from the sum over the two orthogonal anharmonic oscillator
modes. (b) The contribution from the Âu mode, rotating clockwise (while the distribution corresponding to Âl rotates anti-
clockwise). (Source: Fig. 3 of [193]). Reproduced with permission from the author and the APS.

At the photon number revival all frequency components return back to phase, which occurs at

gTr = 8πα3 ⇒ Tr =
8πη3

g4
. (121)

Compared to the corresponding results for the nondriven JC model, eqs. (81) and (82), we see how the collapse/revival
times now scale with different powers of the coupling strength g.

As pointed out in [193], the solution for the mean photon number given by eqs. (113)-(116) and the associated
wavepacket dynamics (see [195] for a review), suggest an underlying anharmonic oscillator for the electromagnetic
field instead of the two-state oscillator for which the JC model is most commonly known. To clarify this point, we
begin with the eigenstates of the Hamiltonian ˆ̃H + ℏω0(â

†â+ σ̂z/2 + 1/2), which are the ground state |G⟩ = |0⟩ |−⟩,
with energy Eg = 0, and the excited-state doublets

|un⟩ = (|n− 1⟩ |+⟩ − i |n⟩ |−⟩)/
√
2,

|ln⟩ = (|n− 1⟩ |+⟩+ i |n⟩ |−⟩)/
√
2,

(122)

for positive integers n and with energies Eun
= nℏω0 + ℏ

√
ng and Eln = nℏω0 − ℏ

√
ng. Considered on their own,

each of these two energy ladders, both referred to the same ground state, defines an anharmonic oscillator, where the
anharmonicity enters as an energy-dependent frequency shift. For highly excited states (n≫ 1), this shift is inversely
proportional to the square root of the energy,

(Eun,ln − Eun−1,ln−1
)/ℏ− ω0 ≈ ±g/(2

√
n). (123)

To construct quantized anharmonic oscillators, we rewrite the Hamiltonian of eq. (112) in the energy representation,

H̃ = ℏg
∞∑
n=1

√
n(|un⟩⟨un| − |ln⟩⟨ln|), (124)

and we introduce the ladder operators

Âλ = |g⟩⟨λ1|+
∞∑
n=2

√
n|λn−1⟩⟨λn|, (125)

with λ = u, l. The two ladders share the same ground state, as reflected in the commutator

[Âλ, Â
†
λ] = P̂λ + |g⟩⟨g|, P̂λ =

∞∑
n=1

|λn⟩⟨λn|. (126)
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The Hamiltonian of eq. (124) can now be written in terms of the newly defined ladder operators, and, in particular,
in terms of the square root of the number operator which count the excitations on the two JC ladders:

H̃ = ℏg
(√

Â†
uÂu −

√
Â†
l Âl

)
(127)

It is interesting to note that Â†
λ and Âλ create and annihilate entangled excitations of the electromagnetic field coupled

to the two-state atom, rather than single electromagnetic quanta. The system state can then be written as a sum of
two orthogonal states of almost orthogonal anharmonic oscillator modes:

|ψ̃(t)⟩ = [|Ũ(t)⟩+ |L̃(t)⟩]/
√
2, (128)

with

|Λ̃(t)⟩ =
√
2 exp

[
∓igt

√
Â†
λÂλ

]
P̂λ |α⟩ |+⟩ , (129)

for Λ = U,L. For highly excited states, the two anharmonic oscillator modes can be considered orthogonal, and
â = Âu + Âl. The coherent states of Âλ, denoted by |z̃λ⟩λ, are states of the electromagnetic field and the two-state
atom. To demonstrate the potential of this new model to produce a reconstruction of the quantum state during
revival, in fig. 12 we plot the phase-space distribution function [frame (a)]

Q(z̃) =
1

2

(
| ⟨Ũ |z̃⟩u |2 + | ⟨L̃|z̃⟩l |2

)
, (130)

at the time of the first revival, isolating explicitly the contribution of the first term in the sum, in frame (b). This is an
exemplary manifestation of dispersion in the JC model; the Gaussian wave-packets spread over time interfering with
one another after running around a circle in phase space. The distribution depicted in frame (a) is indistinguishable
from the exact Q function of the intracavity field on the scale of the figure. The partial reconstruction, which lacks
the symmetry of the initial Gaussian state, is primarily a result of neglecting higher-order terms when making the
approximation (117) to estimate the revival time. These terms also restrict the revival of the photon number oscillation
to about a third of its initial magnitude (see fig. 1 of [193]).

The excited states of the JC Hamiltonian can be accessed by driving the cavity mode coupled to the two-level
atom with broadband chaotic light. For a sufficiently large dipole coupling strength the spectrum of the scattered
light exhibits peaks at the many resonance frequencies of the JC Hamiltonian. A similar multipeaked spectrum is
observed in transmission. The spectrum of the light reflected from the cavity shows corresponding absorption dips
superimposed onto the broadband input [349].

2. Applying the open systems formalism

In typical quantum optical experiments, the characteristic frequencies of the system and their baths/reservoirs
are often such that the mechanism behind losses, either dissipation (energy loss) or decoherence (loss of quantum
coherence), can be assumed to be Markovian [350]. Even if defining non-Markovianity in quantum mechanical systems
is far from trivial [351], in general terms Markovianity can be thought of as if any information about the system that
has been extracted by the bath will not ‘flow’ back into the system. The Markovian approximation thereby relies
on rapid decay of correlations within the bath compared to any time-scale of the system evolution. To treat such
Markovian system-bath evolution for the JC model one typically considers a master equation approach (Schrödinger
picture) or a Heisenberg-Langevin approach (Heisenberg picture). Which method that is preferable depends on the
question asked, but in terms of number of works, the former seems somewhat more popular in the JC literature.
However, when analyzing the light leaking the cavity the input-output theory, as an application of the Heisenberg-
Langevin method, has been developed [62]. We note here in passing that the transient spectrum in a cavity QED
setup is found by generating a sequence of control pulses, which induce non-Markovian coherence revivals, with an
envelope that can be determined by a phase-sensitive measurement of the output field [352]. Of significance is also
the so-called time-resolved physical spectrum, which brings forward the role of causality when measuring the transient
magnitude of characteristic cavity QED features, like the Rabi doublet [353].

In order to derive a master equation for the system state ρ̂(t), the system-bath coupling is assumed ‘weak’ (in the
sense that the reservoir is only slightly affected by the system). In the resulting Born approximation, system-bath
entanglement is neglected. The ‘size’ of the bath is also assumed to be much larger than that of the system such that
its state is minimally affected by the system. The final approximation before arriving at a master equation on the
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FIG. 13. The general idea behind the Lindblad master equation. The system state ρ̂(t) is obtained by tracing out the bath
degrees of freedom from the full system+bath density operator ρ̂tot(t) (vertical arrows). Instead of solving the full (unitary)
dynamics of the system+bath, the dynamical map L̂[ρ̂, t] evolves the system state (normally non-unitarily). Losses due to the
bath implies that the time-evolution under the dynamical map is irreversible and the set of Liouvillian operators L̂ therefore
forms a semi-group and not a group as for the unitary time-evolution operators Û [354]. In the figure, the irreversibility can
be seen as stemming from the partial trace over the bath.

Lindblad form [354] a RWA is imposed (in this community it is called secular approximation). The general Lindblad
master equation reads

∂tρ̂(t) = L̂ρ̂(t) = i
[
ρ̂(t), Ĥ

]
+

J∑
j=1

D̂[L̂j ]ρ̂(t), (131)

where the super-operator L̂ is the Liouvillian and the Lindblad super-operator

D̂[L̂]ρ̂ = L̂ρ̂L̂† − 1

2

(
L̂†L̂ρ̂+ ρ̂L̂†L̂

)
, (132)

with jump operator L̂j , in principle arbitrary operators acting on the system’s degrees of freedom. In a strict math-
ematical sense,

∑J
j=1 L̂

†
jL̂j should be a bounded operator in order to preserve positivity and trace norm of ρ̂ [354].

This constraint is in general not crucial, and we will indeed consider unbounded operators. Ĥ in (131) is the system
Hamiltonian (more precisely, the Hamiltonian part should also contain a Lamb shift term [350], which, however, is
usually negligible), and thus, the term D̂[L̂j ] accounts for irreversible dissipation and decoherence. For a single qubit,
for example, described by the Hamiltonian Ĥqu = Ω

2 σ̂z, coupled to a zero temperature bath of harmonic oscillators
we would find the master equation

∂tρ̂qu(t) = i

[
ρ̂qu(t),

Ω

2
σ̂z

]
+ γ (2σ̂−ρ̂qu(t)σ̂+ − σ̂+σ̂−ρ̂qu(t)− ρ̂qu(t)σ̂+σ̂−) . (133)

Using the parametrization (64) for the density operator and substituting into the above equation we derive the
corresponding Bloch equations [350],

d

dt
Rx(t) = −

γ

2
Rx(t),

d

dt
Ry(t) = −

γ

2
Ry(t),

d

dt
Rz(t) = −γRz(t) + γ.

(134)

A schematic picture of the irreversible time-evolution generated by L̂ is presented in fig. 13.
In the limit g ≪ Ω, ω, cavity losses are typically modeled by the phenomenological master equation [175, 202, 247,

329, 355–358]

∂tρ̂(t) = i
[
ρ̂(t), ĤJC

]
+
κ

2
nth
(
2â†ρ̂(t)â− ââ†ρ̂(t)− ρ̂(t)ââ†

)
+
κ

2
(nth + 1)

(
2âρ̂(t)â† − â†âρ̂(t)− ρ̂(t)â†â

)
, (135)



42

where the reservoir is assumed to be thermal (at temperature T ) with an average number of photons nth =
1/
(
eω/T − 1

)
, (kB = 1). For optical photons, one can often assume T = 0, i.e. nth = 0 and only the last

term survives (no thermal photons enter the cavity). In this case, the state ρ̂ = |g, 0⟩⟨g, 0| is a steady state of the
master equation. Moreover, since L̂|g, 0⟩ = 0, or L̂ρ̂ = 0, the state is called a dark state [359, 360] or decoherence-free
state [361], i.e. it is transparent for the decoherence. In the long time limit of the JC model coupled to a zero
temperature photon bath, the system state will approach |g, 0⟩ regardless of the initial condition. This reflects the
irreversible evolution; the steady state is unique such that it is impossible to reverse time and regain the initial state.

As a demonstrative example of how the bath affects the time-evolution we consider a cat state (49) which, of
course, is extremely sensitive to decoherence. Due to the fluctuation-dissipation theorem, we expect photon losses to
inevitably imply some sort of decoherence (fluctuations) [60]. According to eq. (135), a harmonic oscillator coupled
to a zero temperature boson bath evolves as

∂tρ̂(t) = −i
[
ρ̂(t), ωâ†â

]
+ κ

(
2âρ̂(t)â† − â†âρ̂(t)− ρ̂â†â

)
. (136)

For an initial even cat state (see sec. II C 2)

|ψ⟩ = 1√
N

(|α⟩+ | − α⟩), (137)

with N =
√
2 (1 + Re [eiϕ⟨α| − α⟩]) the normalization constant, the density matrix is

ρ̂(0) =
1

N2
(|α⟩⟨α|+ | − α⟩⟨−α|+ |α⟩⟨−α|+ | − α⟩⟨α|) . (138)

The time-evolved state becomes [362, 363]

ρ̂(t) =
1

N(t)

(
|α(t)⟩⟨α(t)|+ | − α(t)⟩⟨−α(t)|+ C(t)|α(t)⟩⟨−α(t)|+ C(t)| − α(t)⟩⟨α(t)|

)
, (139)

where α(t) = αe−iωt−κt, and the factor multiplying the coherence terms reads

C(t) = exp
(
−2|α|2(1− e−2κt)

)
(140)

if we assume α to be real. For κt≪ 1, we have that the coherence terms vanish as C(t) ≈ e−2κ|α|2t. By noting that
2|α|2 is the “distance” between the two coherent states that form the cat state we see how the cat becomes extremely
fragile to decoherence the larger the cat is (the cat state size is the number of bosons n = |α|2). Thus, after an
exponentially short time the cat has turned into a statistical mixture

ρ̂ =
1

N2
(|α⟩⟨α|+ | − α⟩⟨−α|) . (141)

An insight to these results is provided by a particularly illuminating application of quantum-trajectory theory, which
has to do with extracting photon-counting records from a damped coherent state [364]. Working in the interaction
picture, a damped resonator is described by the jump operator Ĵ =

√
2κ â and the non-Hermitian Hamiltonian

Ĥ = −iℏκâ†â. The initial conditional state is |ψREC(0)⟩ = |α⟩, while we adopt the ansatz

|ψREC(t)⟩ = A(t) |α(t)⟩ , (142)

with

|α(t)⟩ = exp[α(t)a† − α∗(t)a] |0⟩ . (143)

The norm ⟨ψREC(t)|ψREC(t)⟩ = |A(t)|2 yields the record probability density. By solving the trajectory equations, we
solve not only the master equation but a photon counting problem as well.

We consider a record with n counts up to time t. The evolution of the conditional state consists of a sequence of
jumps at the ordered sequence of count times t1, t2, . . . tk, with a continuous evolution between these jumps. A jump
at time tk preserves the ansatz while it changes the norm as

A(tk)→
√
2κα(tk)A(tk). (144)

The time evolution between the jumps must satisfy the equation of motion

d |ψREC(t)⟩
dt

= −(κâ†â) |ψREC(t)⟩ .
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It preserves the ansatz too provided α(t) and A(t) satisfy a set of equations. To determine them we substitute the
conditional state in both sides of (I C 2),

dA(t)

dt
|α(t)⟩+A(t)

(
dα(t)

dt
â† − dα∗(t)

dt
α(t)

)
|α(t)⟩ = −κâ†α(t)A(t) |α(t)⟩ . (145)

Equating the two sides yields

dα(t)

dt
= −κα(t) and

1

A(t)

dA(t)

dt
=
dα∗(t)

dt
α(t) = (−κ|α(t)|2) = d

dt

(
1
2 |α(t)|2

)
, (146)

with solutions α(t) = α exp(−κt) and A(t) = A(tk) exp[− 1
2 |α|2(e−2κtk − e−2κt)], for tk ≤ t ≤ tk+1. Putting the pieces

together we arrive an analytical expression for the conditional state:

|ψREC(t)⟩ = (
√
2καe−κtn) . . . (

√
2καe−κt1) exp[− 1

2 |α|2(1− e−2κt)] |αe−κt⟩ , (147)

from where we obtain the record probability

⟨ψREC(t)|ψREC(t)⟩ = (2κ|α|2e−2κtn) . . . (2κ|α|2e−2κt1) exp[−|α|2(1− e−2κt)]. (148)

This result is expected from the semiclassical treatment of photoelectric emission for a classical field of a decaying
intensity (in photon flux units) 2κ|α|2 exp(−2κt): the exponential factor exp[−|α|2(1−e−2κt)] is the null measurement
probability in a time span up to t – precisely the factor of eq. (140) – while 2κ|α|2e−2κtk is the probability density for
one count at the time tk. From the record probability we obtain the photon count distribution, i.e., the probability
of n counts in time T , summing (integrating) over all possible counting times. Using

(2κ|α|2)n
∫ T

0

dtn

∫ tn

0

dtn−1 · · ·
∫ t2

0

dt1 e
−2κtn . . . e−2κt1 =

[
2κ|α|2

∫ T
0
e−2κt′dt′

]n
n!

(149)

to calculate the sum, we arrive at the familiar Poisson distribution,

P (n, T ) =
[|α|2(1− e−2κT )]n

n!
exp[−|α|2(1− e−2κT )]. (150)

Now, since the evolution of the unnormalized conditional state |ψREC(t)⟩ is linear, we can extend eq. (147) to an
arbitrary coherent-state superposition, such as the even cat of eq. (137), written as

|ψREC,even cat(0)⟩ =
1√
2

|α⟩+ |−α⟩√
1 + exp(−2|α|2)

. (151)

The two pats of the superposition differ only in the action of the jump operator, on the basis of the different signs of
the coherent-state amplitudes. Finally, we obtain

|ψREC,even cat(t)⟩ = (
√
2καe−κtn) . . . (

√
2καe−κt1) exp[− 1

2 |α|2(1− e−2κt)]
1√
2

|αe−κt⟩+ (−1)n |−αe−κt⟩√
1 + exp(−2|α|2)

. (152)

From the expression we see that “preserving the coherence between the two pieces of the superposition is a matter of
tracking every last photon transferred to the environment. It is not so much that the prepared cat ‘dies’. It simply
leaves the resonator to exist in the output field; it is necessary to know what part is on the inside and what on
the outside (down to the level of one photon) if we are to continue to have access to the coherence of the prepared
cat.” [364] We will revisit quantum trajectories when dealing with the strong-coupling limit in subsec. I C 3, as a
method which is instrumental for assessing the importance of quantum fluctuations. There, expectedly, we give up
on the convenience of an analytical solution for most cases of interest.

In phase space, a cat state consists of two well separated blobs, as already shown in fig. 6 (a) and (b). The Wigner
function for the state (139) becomes [240]

W (x, p) =
1

NC(t)

[
e−2|x−ip−α(t)|2 + e−2|x−ip+α(t)|2 + 2C(t)e−2|α(t)|2 cos (4Im[(x− ip)α(t)])

]
, (153)

where NC(t) is a normalization constant. The term, proportional to C(t), displays the coherences of the cat seen
in the oscillations of the cosine-function. In fig. 14 we show the Wigner function at three different times. The first
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FIG. 14. Time shots of the Wigner function (153) for the decaying cat state. In (a), t = 0 such that the cat is in a perfect
superposition even cat with α = 5. The coherent superposition is manifested in the interference fringes at the center which
also display negative values. As time progresses, the distribution starts to rotate with the angular frequency ω (in this example
ω = 10), but decoherence sets in due to the non-zero decay rate κ = 1. In principle, dissipation also kicks in implying that
the two blobs approach the origin. However, on these time-scales this is a minor effect compared to the decoherence. In (b)
t = 0.01 and we already see how the interference pattern is weaker, and the negative values smaller. Finally in (c), for t = 0.05,
almost all interference is lost and the cat has decayed into a statistical mixture, while the field amplitude is approximately
intact.

plot gives the initial even cat with a fully developed interference pattern, i.e. C(t = 0) = 1. In (b) the interference
term has been decreased by the factor C(t = 0.01) ≈ 0.4, and in (c) C(t = 0.05) ≈ 0.014. We also note how the cat
rotates around the origin with the frequency ω. The dissipation occurs on a much longer time-scale than that of the
decoherence. For example, in (b) e−κt = 0.99 and in (c) e−κt = 0.95, to be compared to the factor C(t). In this
example α(0) = 5, meaning that the decoherence takes place on a time-scale 50 (= 2|α|2) times that of dissipation!
This rapid transition into a statistical mixture is the idea behind einselection and pointer states [365]. It has been
beautifully demonstrated by Haroche and co-workers in a cavity QED experiment [141], which will be further discussed
in sec. II C 2. For a similar analysis as the one above, but for finite temperature baths we refer to [366].

Effects of the photon loss have been thoroughly studied in the past in terms of cat states, but it has also been shown
how the reservoir induced decoherence suppresses the revivals [175, 202, 203, 355, 367, 368]. In the weak-damping
limit, n2κ≪

√
n+ 1g, the atomic inversion (77) is modified as

W (t) = exp

(
−κt

2

)[ ∞∑
n=0

|cn(0)|2e−nκt cos(2g
√
n+ 1t) +

∞∑
n=0

∞∑
l=n

[2(l − n)]!
22(l−n)[(l − n)!]2

(
1− e−κt

)l−n |cl(0)|2]− 1. (154)

What is clear is that the JC revivals will be exponentially sensitive to photon losses. In ref. [367] Puri and Agarwal,
apart from analyzing the atomic inversion, also studied the influence of damping on the second order correlation
function (69). One sort of decoherence, not stemming from coupling to a photon bath, is phase noise, i.e. the
atom-field coupling is subject to stochastic fluctuations g → g eiθ(t) where θ(t) is a stochastic variable. Such noise
results also in an exponential suppression of the revivals [369, 370]. The same type of behaviour of the inversion is
also found in the JC model with quenched disorder [371]. By quenched disorder we mean that in an experiment some
parameter, here the coupling g, varies from one experimental run to the next, and as one average over realizations one
finds a damping of the revivals. An alternative to the standard Lindblad form is to follow phase space approaches as
considered in Refs. [175, 356], and especially it was shown how to derive a Fokker–Planck equation for the phase-space
distributions.

In the dispersive regime (21) the Hamiltonian is diagonal in the number basis and it is easy to solve eq. (135) for
initial coherent field states and arbitrary atomic states [358]. It should be emphasized that performing the adiabatic
elimination in the presence of a bath normally results in different Lindblad operators D̂[L̂] since the Schrieffer-Wolff
transformation (19) may not commute with the L̂’s [93, 333]. Assuming the above form of the Lindblad operators, since
the dispersive JC Hamiltonian only accounts for a phase shift of the coherent state amplitudes, the field states (for the
atom in either of the two bare states) remain coherent with an exponentially decaying amplitude [68, 101, 121, 167].
Expectedly, cavity losses have also been shown to suppress squeezing [176]. More surprising is that photon losses
may actually favour entanglement between atoms collectively coupled to a boson mode [372]. Quantum correlations
between the atom and the field can also arise from collective coupling to the same environment. In [373], the time-
evolution of the negativity, the mutual information, and the discord was analyzed for a non-interacting system, i.e.
the coupling g = 0, coupled to a common reservoir of harmonic oscillators. As long as the photon loss rate was small
compared to the spontaneous emission rate of the atom, all three measures indicated non-classical correlations, even
in the Markovian limit.
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Atomic loses, described by the eq. (133), are phenomenologically mimicked by adding a term D̂[σ̂−] to the master
equation [68, 101, 121, 167]. Pure atom dephasing is obtained instead by for example D̂[σ̂z]. Both dissipation [329,
342, 369, 374] and dephasing [375–381] have been the subject of interest. In ref. [379], for example, the entanglement
evolution of an initial Bell state (e.g., |ψ⟩ = (|g, 1⟩+ |e, 0⟩)/

√
2) was studied in the case of dephasing. A similar study

was performed in [377], but for unentangled initial atom-field states. Most of these works, however, discuss how the
cavity spectrum is affected by atom dephasing.

One solvable version of the open JC model arises when we consider the jump operator L̂ = ĤJC [382]

∂tρ̂(t) = i
[
ρ̂(t), ĤJC

]
− κ

[[
ρ̂(t), ĤJC

]
, ĤJC

]
. (155)

Such a Lindblad equation was first proposed in the general case by Milburn in order to mimic intrinsic decoher-
ence [383]. Intrinsic decoherence, as arising from coupling to a gravitational field, had been speculated whether it
could explain the collapse of the wave function upon a measurement. It is clear that the effect of the double com-
mutator is to kill off all non-diagonal terms of the density operator in the energy eigenbasis. Generally, a double
commutation in the equations of motion implies some sort of diffusion. The general solution ρ̂(t) of (155) was derived
in [382] using a method of super-operators. It is expressed as an infinite sum and slightly complicated, but the
expression of the inversion (62) is rather simple. Instead of the expression (77), valid at the resonant case for the JC
model, one finds

W (t) =
∑
n

|cn(0)|2e−2κ(n+1)g2t cos(2g
√
n+ 1t). (156)

Thus, instances of coherence, as seen for example in the revivals, are exponentially suppressed by the presence of
decoherence.

The above explorations are only valid in the weak coupling regime. Increasing the coupling g means that at some
point the ground state will be the dressed state |ψ0−⟩. For even larger g, the excitation number of the ground state
increases even further. It is clear that the master equations discussed above cannot reproduce a realistic situation;
at zero temperature the system will not relax to its ground state but instead reproduce unphysical results [384].
This issue was first discussed by Carmichael and Walls [385]. In the advent of circuit QED, where the coupling
g can become rather big (see sec. III), this topic is even more relevant and hence has been discussed in numerous
works [85, 386–391]. In order to derive a more accurate Markovian master equation for the JC model, the operators
L̂j are often taken to be projection operators onto the dressed states. Another way to circumvent problems like this
is to instead leave the Schrödinger picture and work in the Heisenberg picture, i.e. solve the Heisenberg-Langevin
equations which for the JC model read

∂tâ(t) = −igσ̂−(t)− κâ(t) +
√
2κâin(t),

∂tσ̂−(t) = i∆σ̂−(t) + igâ(t)σ̂z(t)−
γ

2
σ̂− +

√
γσ̂z f̂in(t),

(157)

where âin(t) and f̂in(t) are the field and atomic input (Langevin) noise terms [167, 392]. The properties of the bath
determine the characteristics of the noise terms. For a thermal bath, for example, they are taken to have vanishing
means, ⟨âin(t)⟩ = ⟨f̂in(t)⟩ = 0, and to be δ-correlated, ⟨âin(t)â†in(t′)⟩ = δ(t − t′) and ⟨f̂in(t)f̂†in(t′)⟩ = δ(t − t′). This
approach has been frequently employed to the JC model, see for example [85, 393–399]. Like with the Schrödinger vs.
the Heisenberg representations, which one is the most convenient one depends strongly on the problem being studied.
For example, in terms of the JC model, studying say statistics like correlators of the photon field might be more
easily done with the Langevin input-output formalism (as we already mentioned above), while if one is interested in
entanglement properties it might be more practical to work with the master equation.

Above we introduced the decoherence-free states as those obeying D̂[ρ̂df ] = 0. If, furthermore
[
L̂j , Ĥ

]
= 0 ∀j,

it implies that an initial state will typically decay into one of the decoherence free states. The set of states ρ̂df
is called decoherence free subspace [361]. Once the system has relaxed into this subspace, the states are protected
by dissipation. If these states contain interesting properties, like entanglement, squeezing, or are topological, they
become experimentally very attractive. Thus, given the Hamiltonian, if the loss channels L̂j can be experimentally
engineered and controlled this presents a robust method for state preparation [359, 400, 401]. These ideas have also
been considered in terms of the JC model or extensions of it [402–405]. Here, spontaneous emission of the atoms
are acting as a resource by projecting the system state down onto an entangled two-atom state. The method can be
extended also to ensembles of atoms [406, 407]

Decoherence arises also from quantum measurements - any measurement induces a backaction on the system [408].
Among the first examples of such effects in terms of the JC model was the analysis of the micromaser [120, 121, 126].
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In the micromaser (see sec. II A 2), excited single atoms traverse a resonator one-by-one and resonantly interact with
one of the cavity modes [124]. The states of the atoms when exiting the interaction region is not recorded, i.e. the
atomic degrees of freedom are traced out, and only the properties of the cavity field is considered. Most generally,
tracing out the atoms leaves the field in a mixed state. A somewhat related situation emerges when the state of the
atom is repeatedly measured. This has been considered as a method for implementing a quantum Zeno effect [154, 409]
which then can slow down the field evolution [410, 411]. The quantum Zeno effect of the field in a microwave cavity,
induced by atomic measurements, has been observed in the group of Haroche [412]. They studied a pumped cavity,
where they interrupted the coherent pumping, performing non-demolition measurements by sending atoms through
the resonator. Likewise, by performing non-demolition measurements of the field the evolution of the atom can be
frozen [413, 414]. It has also been suggested how the Zeno effect could help in protecting entanglement shared between
two atoms [415]. One of the earliest studies of backaction from field measurements was by Imoto and co-workers [416].
Recently, the backaction from either the atom [417] or the field [134, 418–420] has been addressed. As a remark,
deriving microscopic equations of motion for the system state including measurements backaction typically leads to
master equations which are not in a Lindblad form [413, 418, 421]. In general, the idea that measurements can explain
emergence of chaos in quantum systems and the occurrence of classical behaviour [365] has also been considered in
terms of the JC model [422]. Continuous measurements prohibit the oscillation collapse, maintaining Rabi oscillations
over long periods. An efficient and experimentally feasible method to realize the Zeno effect has been proposed in [423]
for a dissipative two-level system interacting with a single-mode field. The method relies on the dressed-state dynamics
in the open JC model, yielding five orders of magnitude longer decay times for the H atom, compared to that of the
bare-state model.

From a more general perspective, Minganti and coauthors have explored the fundamental properties on first-order
dissipative quantum phase transitions as well as second-order transitions associated with symmetry breaking [424].
The density matrix solving a Lindblad master equation, with the spectrum and eigenvectors of the Liouvillian defined
from Lρ̂i = λiρ̂i, can be written in the form

ρ̂(t) = ρ̂ss +
∑
i ̸=0

ci(0)e
λitρ̂i, (158)

where tr(ρ̂ss) = 1 and tr(ρ̂i) = 0. The eigenvalues, satisfying Re[λi] ≤ 0, are ordered such that |Re[λ0]| < |Re[λ1]| <
· · · < |Re[λn]|, with λ0 = 0 corresponding to the eigenvector which comprises the steady state. The next eigenvalue
in this sequence, defines the Liouvillian gap via λ = |Re[λ1]|, which determines the slowest relaxation rate in the
long-time limit.

When there is only one real Liouvillian eigenvalue, λi, the corresponding density ρ̂i can be diagonalized with the
spectral decomposition [425]

ρ̂i =
∑
n

p(i)n |ψ(i)
n ⟩⟨ψ(i)

n |, (159)

where ⟨ψ(i)
n |ψ(i)

m ⟩ = δn,m and all coefficients p(i)n must be real; some must be positive and others negative since
tr(ρi) = 0. One may order the coefficients with respect to an integer M such that p(i)n > 0 for n ≤ M , and p

(i)
n < 0

for n > M . We can then explicitly write

ρ̂i = c(ρ̂+i − ρ̂−i ), ρ̂+i =
∑
n≤M

p(i)n |ψ(i)
n ⟩⟨ψ(i)

n |, ρ̂−i = −
∑
n>M

p(i)n |ψ(i)
n ⟩⟨ψ(i)

n |, (160)

where the coefficients pn have been normalized to ensure that tr[ρ̂+i ] = tr[ρ̂−i ] = 1, which renders ρ̂±i density matrices.
This means that a state of the form ρ̂(0) = ρ̂ss + c1ρ̂i will evolve in time as [426]

ρ̂(t) = ρ̂ss + c1e
λit(ρ̂+i − ρ̂−i ). (161)

For a straightforward extension to a complex eigenvalue, see sec.II B of [424].
In the thermodynamic limit, the Liouvillian gap λ = |Re[λ1]| closes when a characteristic parameter of the Liou-

villian, called ζ, assumes a critical value ζc. When the scale parameter is taken to infinity, N → ∞, a dissipative
quantum transition between two phases is characterized by the nonanalytical behavior exhibited by an observable Ô
which is independent of the parameter ζ which approaches a critical value ζc. Formally, there is a phase transition of
order m if

lim
ζ→ζc

∣∣∣∣ ∂m∂ζm lim
m→∞

tr[ρ̂ss(ζ,N)Ô]

∣∣∣∣ = +∞. (162)
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Since the observable Ô does not depend on the parameter ζ, the discontinuity evinced by the above limit is attributed
to ρ̂ss(ζ,N → ∞) and associated with a level crossing in the Liouvillian spectrum [427]. Now, as ρ̂ss is associated
with the eigenvalue λ0 = 0, the phase transition should coincide with the closure of the Liouvillian gap [428, 429].
The thermodynamic limit is then associated with the emergence of multiple steady states.

Following the analysis of [424], we discuss in some detail the occurrence of criticality in a system with discrete Z2

symmetry, represented by the super-operator Z2 = Ẑ2 · Ẑ2 which admits the eigenvalues ±1. For ζ < ζc, there exists
a unique steady state ρ̂ss corresponding to the eigenvalue λ0 = 0, with Z2ρ̂ss = ρ̂ss. For ζ ≥ ζc, a phase transition
accompanied by spontaneous symmetry breaking takes place identifying two solutions, ρ̂0 and ρ̂1 (with λ0 = λ1 = 0)
which belong to two different symmetry sectors. These two solutions are orthogonal, given that Z2 is Hermitian:

⟨ρ̂0|ρ̂1⟩ = ⟨Z2ρ̂0|ρ̂1⟩ = ⟨ρ̂0|Z2ρ̂1⟩ = −⟨ρ̂0|ρ̂1⟩ . (163)

Since λ1 is real and of degeneracy one, the matrix ρ̂1 is Hermitian. We infer that the density matrices

ρ̂± ≡ ρ̂0 ± ρ̂1
tr[ρ̂0]

(164)

represent steady states of the master equation breaking the symmetry, since Z2ρ̂
± = ρ̂∓. From eq. (164) it follows

that ρ̂+ and ρ̂− are as well orthogonal, whence we can write

ρ̂0 ∝ ρ̂+ + ρ̂−, ρ̂1 ∝ ρ̂+ − ρ̂− (165)

and conclude that the two symmetry-broken states originate from the spectral decomposition of ρ̂1, see eq. (160). For
a finite-system size with a unique steady state, we have

ρ̂ss(ζ ≥ ζc, N) ≈ 1

2
[ρ̂+1 (ζc, N) + ρ̂−1 (ζc, N)], (166)

with tr[ρ̂+1 (ζc, N)] = tr[ρ̂−1 (ζc, N)] = 1. Since we are dealing with a second-order phase transition, we must make
sure that the unique steady state for ζ = ζ−c coincides with both the symmetry-broken steady states for ζ = ζ+c , i.e.,
ρ̂ss(ζ

−
c ) = ρ̂+(ζ+c ) = ρ̂−(ζ+c ). It readily follows that ρ̂1(ζc) = 0, which means that a second-order phase transition is

characterized by the coalescence of two eigenvectors of the Liouvillian [424].
In addition to the well-known criticality of the single-photon driven Kerr oscillator, a comprehensive experimental

and theoretical analysis of both first- and second-order quantum phase transitions occurring in a superconducting two-
photon driven Kerr resonator has been recently published in [430]. The breakdown of photon blockade on resonance
constitutes a characteristic second-order phase transition for the open driven JC oscillator [431], which we will discuss
in sec. I C 3, while a discrete-Z2 symmetry breaking underlies the Dicke phase transition, which we meet in sec. I E 5.

3. Quantum fluctuations and criticality: photon blockade and its breakdown

The coherently-driven JC model is a characteristic example of a nonlinear oscillator which exhibits photon block-
ade [98]. Like Coulomb or Rydberg blockade, the photon blockade arises due to an anharmonicity induced by
interaction. The mechanism is most clearly understood from the JC spectrum (17). Let us for brevity consider the
resonant JC model, i.e. ∆ = ω − Ω = 0. The ground state of the JC model is the state |g, 0⟩ with an energy −ω/2.
The first excited states are, according to eq. (14), |ψ0±⟩ = (|e, 0⟩±|g.1⟩)/

√
2, with corresponding energies E1± = ω

2 ±g.
Thus, the energies needed to excite the JC system from the ground state to any of these are δE1 = ω ± g. If we drive
the JC oscillator with a coherent field of frequency ωdr = ω − g and the system is initially in its ground state, then
a photon of the pump will be excited to put the system in its first excited state |ψ0−⟩. Next pair of states in the JC
ladder are |ψ1±⟩ = (|e, 1⟩ ± |g.2⟩)/

√
2, and with energies E2±/ℏ = 3ω

2 ± g
√
2. To excite the system to any of these

states we need an energy (in this section we reinstate ℏ for clarity) E2/ℏ = ω± g(
√
2∓ 1). Thus, the frequency of the

pump is off resonant with any transition and transitions to higher states are suppressed – the one-photon blockade.
The phenomenon has been experimentally verified in the group of Jeff Kimble for a single trapped atom in an optical
resonator [45, 432]. The idea can be generalized to multiphoton processes, and the two-photon blockade has also
been experimentally demonstrated [433]. The blockade is depleted but may persist also in the dispersive regime [434],
and by adding a Stark shift term it is possible to reestablish strong nonlinearity [435]. The strongly-dispersive JC
Hamiltonian with coherent driving of the two-level atom has been employed in [436] to assess the process of N -photon
emission upon the generation of maximally entangled polaritons of the type (|g, 0⟩ ± |e,N⟩)

√
2. The coherent drive

dresses the two-level atom, opening up a Mollow ladder where the cavity Purcell-enhances the N -photon transitions
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from the |g⟩ to the |e⟩ states. Also in circuit QED (see sec. III) the blockade has been experimentally analyzed in the
groups of Wallraff [437] and Houck [434].

The result of photon blockade is that a single photon (with the appropriate frequency) can be transferred from the
pump field to the JC oscillator, but a second photon is prohibited from being transferred. However, after some time the
photon will decay and the JC system will be reset in its ground state, opening up the possibility for another photon to
be transmitted. A detector measuring the decayed photons will see single photons separated in time, i.e. they will show
antibunching [see eq. (69]. Since the anharmonicity of the JC spectrum scales as ∼ g one expects strong antibunching,
i.e. efficient photon blockade, in the strong coupling regime where g exceeds the line broadening set by κ. It thereby
came as a surprise that perfect antibunching can also be achieved for very weak anharmonicities (when the size of
g only a few percent of κ) [438]. The mechanism behind this phenomenon, which has been termed unconventional
photon blockade, has a different origin than for the regular photon blockade as it derives from destructive interference
for injecting two photons into the cavity [439]. The unconventional photon blockade has been experimentally verified
by coupling a q-dot to a two-mode micropillar cavity [440]. An effective non-Hermitian Hamiltonian has been derived
in [441] to model photon blockade with a phenomenologically introduced two-photon dissipation.

Conventional photon blockade breaks down as an out-of-equilibrium process that involves fundamentally both inputs
and outputs. The latter send information into the environment measuring the quantum state of the open system,
while the former impose some sort of boundary constraints. This dynamical effect takes place by means of a dissipative
quantum phase transition. The transition is first-order apart from one critical point in the phase space set by the
drive, where the phases of the system are characterized by continuous solutions [331]. A similar dissipative quantum
phase transition will be discussed in sec. II A in terms of the micromaser response.
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FIG. 15. Amplitude and phase bimodality in zero dimensions (for a single atom coupled to a cavity mode and with
nsat,wc = 0). (a) Region of drive detuning-amplitude plane within which the steady-state Q-function of the intracavity-field
distribution is bimodal. Contours of r = 1− |h1 −h2|/(h1 +h2) are shown, with h1 and h2 the peak heights. Red lines demark
the region of bistability according to the neoclassical equations of motion. (b)-(e) Sample Q-functions plotted, respectively,
for (η/κ, δp/κ) = (10, 16); (18, 1.1); (25, 0); (30, 0), respectively. Source: Fig. 2 of [331]. Reproduced with permission from the
author.

For a cavity resonant with the two-state atom (Ω = ω) and coherently-driven with a detuning δp = ωp − ω, the
Hamiltonian in the interaction picture reads

Ĥ int
JC = −ℏδp(â†â+ σ̂+σ̂−) + iℏg(â†σ̂− − âσ̂+) + iℏη(â† − â). (167)

Resonant excitation of multiphoton transitions in the JC model induces an additional semiclassical Rabi spitting,
the so-called “dressing of the dressed states” [442, 443], arising from multiphoton blockade in the strong-coupling
regime (g ≫ 2κ, γ). Shamailov and collaborators showed that this behavior is revealed in the first and second-order
correlations of the quasi-elastically scattered radiation [444]. In particular, for the two-photon case (|δp|/g ≈ 1/

√
2),
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they resorted to a minimal model comprising only the first four dressed states of the JC Hamiltonian, namely,

|0⟩ ≡ |0, g⟩ , (168a)

|1⟩ ≡ 1√
2
(|1, g⟩ − |0, e⟩), (168b)

|2⟩ ≡ 1√
2
(|1, g⟩+ |0, e⟩), (168c)

|3⟩ ≡ 1√
2
(|2, g⟩ − |1, e⟩). (168d)

Following a perturbative treatment which relies on expanding in powers of η/g ≪ 1, they calculated the second-order
correlation function of the light emitted by the cavity in the forwards direction (→) applying the quantum regression
formula,

g(2)ss,→(τ) = 1 + e−γ|τ |[c1 cos(2Ωrτ) + c2 sin(2Ωr|τ |) + c3e
−γ|τ | + c4 cos(ντ)], (169)

where the four coefficients c1, c2, c3, c4 are functions of the effective two-photon Rabi frequency Ωr = 2
√
2η2/g and

the dissipation rates (for γ = 2κ). It turns out that bunching and antibunching both occur depending on the driving
strength. Weak excitation yields strong photon bunching, while g(2)ss,→(0) decreases with increasing saturation of the
|0⟩ → |3⟩ transition, reaching eventually its minimum value 16/25. The last term on the RHS of eq. (169) is a rapid
oscillation at frequency ν ≈ 2g (plus perturbative corrections of order η2/g and higher). This oscillation is a quantum
beat which arises when the states |1⟩ and |2⟩ are prepared as a superposition,

|3⟩ →
√

2

3

(√
2− 1

2
|1⟩+

√
2 + 1

2
|2⟩
)
, (170)

following the emission of a post-steady-state photon leaving the system in a mixed state. The two-photon dressing of
the dressed states appears as a semiclassical Rabi oscillation with frequency 2Ωr ≪ ν induced on top of the quantum
beat (see fig. 5 of [444]). Photon bunching and fast oscillations at frequency 2g were observed in the intensity
correlation function of the light transmitted from an optical microcavity strongly coupled to a gated quantum dot
when driving the two-photon JC resonance, in the experiment conducted by Najer and collaborators [445].

In the absence of spontaneous emission but with photon loss present, at a rate 2κ, the evolution of the reduced
density operator ρ̂ is described by the Lindblad master equation

dρ̂

dt
=

1

iℏ

[
Ĥ int

JC , ρ̂
]
+ κ(2âρ̂â† − â†âρ̂− ρ̂â†â). (171)

In connection with the anhamronic oscillator we introduced in sec. I C 1, the ME (171) on resonance (δp = 0) can be
approximated by the following equation involving the Âu (or equally the Âl) ladder operator:

dρ̂

dt
=

1

iℏ
[Ĥu, ρ̂] + κ(2Â†

uρ̂Âu − Â†
uÂuρ̂− ρ̂Â†

uÂu), (172)

where

Ĥu ≡ ℏω0Â
†
uÂu + ℏg

√
Â†
uÂu + iℏη(Â†

u − Âu), (173)

and we assume a small damping κ≪ g. At high excitation, this model reproduces the semiclassical result (see chap.
16 of [443])

⟨â†â⟩ss ≈
∣∣∣∣∣ η

κ+ ig/(2
√
⟨â†â⟩ss)

∣∣∣∣∣
2

⇒ ⟨â†â⟩ss ≈ (η/κ)2 − [g/(2κ)]2. (174)

The aforementioned phase transitions are organized by quantum fluctuations underlying complex-amplitude and
phase bistability, portrayed by means of a quasi-probability distribution function for the intracavity field (in this case
the Q-function) in fig. 15. The participation of quantum metastable states is quantified through the coefficient r =
1−|h1−h2|/(h1+h2), where h1 and h2 are the peak-heights of the quasi-probability distribution. Complex-amplitude
bistability gives its place to phase bistability upon approaching the critical point (η/κ, δp/κ) = (g/2, 0) = (25, 0) and



50

along the line (η/κ, 0), with η ≥ g/2. As we have already mentioned in subsec. I C 1, on resonance (δp = 0), the
quasi-energy spectrum comprises the ground-state quasienergy (e0 = 0) and the doublets en,± of eq. (105), collapsing
to a continuous spectrum at the critical point η = g/2. Making a notable extension, the driven JC model has been
studied in connection to a charged Dirac particle subject to an external electromagnetic field. The transformation
to a reference frame where the electric or the magnetic field vanishes is mapped to the scanning of a coherent drive
strength across the critical point of the JC second-order phase transition [446].

The form of the coherently-driven JC model justifies the observation that for weak driving fields we expect the
spectrum to consist of the JC ladder plus a perturbative level shift depending on the drive amplitude (of order
(2η/g)2). In the opposite extreme, for strong driving fields, the roles of the interactions are reversed and the JC
interaction becomes the perturbation. The dominant interaction becomes that with the external field, which has
a continuous spectrum since it is formally a potential energy proportional to the position (or the momentum) of a
harmonic oscillator. Hence, we anticipate a transition from a discrete to a continuous spectrum to occur at the critical
point 2η/g = 1, as argued in chap. 16 of [443]. At the same time, the semiclassical analysis identifies a symmetry-
breaking transition passing through threshold in the limit of zero system size: while in absorptive bistability the
phases of the field amplitude are fixed by the driving field, when the limit γ → 0 is taken a priori, the phases of
the individual field states do not reflect the phase of the external field (the same happens for the atomic states on
the Bloch sphere). Above threshold, the induced dipole moment changes under the influence of the intracavity field
while at the same time radiates into the cavity mode whence the intracavity field. This phenomenon was termed
spontaneous dressed-state polarization by Alsing and Carmichael [329]. It can be described by means of an analogy
with a magnetic moment moving under the influence of a time-varying magnetic field, dynamically coupled to the
magnetic moment so that the pair either align or anti-align with each other in steady state. In particular, the Bloch
equations can be written in the form

σ̇ = B × σ, (175)

with

σ = (vx, vy,m), B = 2g(−zy, zx, 0), (176)

where z = eiω0t ⟨â⟩, v = 2eiω0t ⟨σ̂−⟩, and m = 2 ⟨σ̂z⟩. Then, σ is stationary if it either aligns or anti-aligns with
the field B, which is not a prescribed but a dynamical field. Hence, the new radiation states must be determined
self-consistently.

Let us here mention the conventional optical bistability (further discussed in sec. II A 1) in order to appreciate the
origin of the zero system-size limit. In the presence of spontaneous emission (at rate γ), the steady-state solution of
the Maxwell-Bloch equations for the intracavity amplitude on resonance reads

αss = −iη
[
κ+

2g2

γ(1 + 8g2|αss|2/γ2)

]−1

, (177)

suggesting that the nonlinearity can no longer be treated as a negligible perturbation for photon numbers |α|2 ∼
nsat,wc ≡ γ2/(8g2). The corresponding “thermodynamic limit” is a weak-coupling (wc) limit, since taking g to zero
implies that both nsat,wc and the mode volume V tend to infinity. This is precisely the scale parameter for absorptive
optical bistability. Single-atom bistability was demonstrated by obtaining numerical solutions for the quantum-
mechanical density operator in the late 1980s [343]. On the other hand, the mean-field photon number obtained from
the steady-state solution of the neoclassical equations on resonance (δp = 0), reading

|αss|2
nsat,sc

[
|αss|2
nsat,sc

+ 1−
(
2η

g

)2
]
= 0, (178)

with nsat,sc = g2/(2κ)2, indicates a strong-coupling (sc) limit, where the scale parameter increases with the coupling
strength. In the regime of photon blockade, we find a constant disparity between the semiclassical predictions and
the full quantum treatment as the “thermodynamic limit” (with nsat,sc → ∞) is approached [see fig. 4(a) of [331]].
Increasing the spontaneous emission rate from zero to a finite value provides the link between the weak and strong-
coupling limits defined above, bringing about significant changes in the response of the JC oscillator as depicted in the
drive-detuning-amplitude plane (see e.g., fig. 7 of [331]). On the experimental side, and in particular in circuit QED
(see also section III), the first-order dissipative quantum phase transition of the driven JC model was evidenced via
recorded trajectories, quasi-probability distribution functions, and vacuum Rabi spectra, for a setup using a driven
coplanar waveguide resonator coupled to up to three transmon qubits (see section III) [447]. In a circuit QED setup
and for the generalized JC model (see sec. III B), Sett and coworkers have recently reported on bistable switching
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with a characteristic dwell time as high as 6 seconds between a bright coherent state with ≈ 8 × 103 intra-cavity
photons and the vacuum state with equal probability, for g/κ = 287 [448].

From a more formal point of view, the critical theory for the breakdown of photon blockade in terms of the
spontaneous breaking of an anti-unitary PT symmetry has been very recently developed in [431]. In a generalized
Jaynes-Cummings-Rabi model with three control parameters, the breakdown of photon blockade has been unified
with the dissipative extension of the Dicke quantum phase transition (see sec. I E 5) through a previously unreported
phase of the Dicke model [449]. A dynamical multilevel atom-cavity blockade and its breakdown transition in time
were identified in [450]. As with optical bistability, atoms initially block transmission by effectively detuning the
cavity mode from the coherent driving field. The interacting system, however, eventually reaches an uncoupled state
via a critical runaway process – substantiated by off resonant circular polarized light – which gives rise to maximum
transmission.

In concluding this entire subsection, we note that the critical response of the driven JC model on resonance has
been intimately tied to the inception of quantum trajectory theory in the beginning of the 1990s (see sec. 5 of [329]).
This early application of quantum trajectories on macroscopic phase switching targeted a stochastic process in Hilbert
space conditioned on a record of scattering events; concurrently, quantum trajectories were introduced in [451, 452]
in somewhat different ways. In [451], the algorithm for computing the source-field correlation function from quantum
trajectories is presented in the frame of what the authors term a Monte Carlo Wavefunction (MCWF) approach.
Three years back in time, in 1989, Carmichael and coworkers had calculated the waiting-time distribution between
photoelectric counts (see also the perspective offered by [453]) in resonance fluorescence based on the Kelley-Kleiner
theory of photoelectric detection [454] (as well as on modified Bloch equations). In their report [455], they conclude
that “...photon emission may be viewed as a realized process underlying observed photoelectron counting sequences.
The detector simply records an emitted photon with probability η′, or fails to record it with probability (1−η′). From
this point of view the atomic state reduction associated with each photoelectric count is caused by the irreversible
interaction of the atom with the multimode vacuum, not by the detection process itself...”.

Quantum trajectories realize records that disentangle the system and environment without discarding all correla-
tions. The environment is not merely traced out, as is done in the derivation of the Lindblad master equation. The
obtained records describe the environment in terms of time series of real numbers. In that sense, the description is
not complete in capturing the full Schrödinger state; the trajectories reveal an aspect of the physical reality, and they
do so in a way that allows us to talk about the system plus environment complex with reference to its correlated
parts. Despite being incomplete in the sense we pointed out, they are complete in the sense that every scattered
photon is accounted for in the making of the record, which is then able to answer any question we might ask about
the photon counting statistics. However, the scattered field has other properties like a wave amplitude and spectrum,
in addition to the particle number. Considering the possibility of devising an unraveling which is able to reveal these
attributes, we encounter a recurring theme in the work of Bohr, namely the aspect of complementarity: since the
photon is indivisible whenever it is irreversibly exchanged, then each quantum causes one and only one happening. It
follows that it is impossible to make records of different kind in parallel [456]. In sec. IIG, we will meet an unraveling
based on the dual wave/particle nature of light: homodyne measurements of the field quadrature (wave aspect) are
performed, conditioned on a photon click (particle aspect) registered by a detector [457].

Let us turn to a particular example of one of the earliest quantum trajectory unravelings. The formalism developed
in [329] separated the spontaneous emission events that cause switching between excitation paths formed by the two
JC ladders at high excitation with mean photon number n ≫ 1 (with states denoted by |u⟩ = (1/

√
2)(|+⟩ + i |−⟩)

- upper and |l⟩ = (1/
√
2)(|+⟩ − i |−⟩) - lower) from the independent evolution along each path that takes place

between the jumps. For that purpose, the time-dependent system density operator (two-state atom plus cavity mode)
is written as a Dyson expansion of the form

ρ̂(t) =

∞∑
k=0

∫ t

t0

dtk

∫ tk

t0

dtk−1 · · ·
∫ t2

t0

dt1 exp [(L − S)(t− tk)]S exp [(L − S)(tk − tk−1)]S · · ·

· · · S exp [(L − S)(t2 − t1)]S exp [(L − S)(t1 − t0)]ρ̂(t0).
(179)

where S is the super-operator which describes the collapse of the quantum state at the emission times t1, t2, . . . , tk
(with t0 ≤ t1 ≤ t2 ≤ . . . tk ≤ t). The propagator exp [(L − S)(tk − tk−1)] describes the evolution between the emission
times tk−1 and tk. For a given sequence of spontaneous emission times, the quantum trajectory is conditioned on all
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earlier emissions and is given by the conditional density operator (denoted by the subscript c),

ρ̂c(t) =


exp [(L − S)(t− tk−1)]ρ̂c(tk−1)

tr[exp [(L − S)(t− tk−1)]ρ̂c(tk−1)]
, tk−1 ≤ t < tk

expS[(L − S)(tk − tk−1)]ρ̂c(tk−1)

tr[S exp [(L − S)(tk − tk−1)]ρ̂c(tk−1)]
, t = tk

(180)

For the resonantly driven JC oscillator, in the presence of photon decay at a rate 2κ and spontaneous emission at rate
γ (with g ≫ 2κ, γ), the switching transitions are defined through the action of the super-operators for any system
operator Ô,

SÔ = 1
4γ(d̂−Ôd̂+ + d̂+Ôd̂−),

(L − S)Ô = −ig/(2
√
n) 12

(
d̂z[â

†â, Ô] + [â†â, Ô]d̂z

)
+ η[â† − â, Ô] + κ(2âÔâ† − â†âÔ − Ôâ†â) + (γ/4)(d̂zÔd̂z − 2Ô),

(181)
where d̂+ = |u⟩⟨l| = d̂†− is the operator responsible for the switching between the two JC ladders, while d̂z = |u⟩⟨u| −
|l⟩⟨l| leaves the excitation path unaltered. In eq. (181), ±g/(2

√
n) are the field detunings from the upper(+) and the

lower(−) paths, introduced in eq. (123) (see also fig. 1 of [329]). At the end of 1992, quantum trajectory simulations
of the two-state behavior of the JC oscillator response, when excited near one of the vacuum Rabi resonances, were
reported in [442]. The Stark splitting is demonstrated via a simulation of the optical spectrum using a cascaded-
system formalism (source plus scanning interferometer). The authors characteristically remark in the last paragraph
of their report: “The quantum trajectory approach allows us to visualize the dynamics of a photoemissive source free
from the straightjacket of classical diffusion models. It is particularly useful in cavity quantum electrodynamics where
the standard diffusion models break down.” In 2004, the phase bimodality of the resonantly driven JC model was
used as a characteristic case to exemplify contextual entanglement based on quantum trajectory unravelings of the
open system dynamics [260]. Therein, it was directly verified that “the degree of entanglement in an open quantum
system varies according to how information in the environment is read”. It’s also worth mentioning that the quantum
trajectory formalism was used in the unraveling of the master equation for cascaded quantum open systems [458]
in 1993, simultaneously with Gardiner’s quantum Langevin equations [459]. A recent report [460] by Kiilerich and
Mølmer presents a related derivation (based on the input-output formalism) and application of a master equation
where the input and output pulses are treated as single-oscillator modes that both couple to a local system in a
cascaded fashion.

4. Old quantum theory revisited

The master equation of resonance fluorescence describes the quantum state of a two-level atom alone, after tracing
over every mode of the radiation field. To provide a consistent description of thermal jumps upwards, which cannot
reasonably be identified with a detector “click”, Chough and Carmichael proposed the idea to raise one mode of the
field to the same status as the atom by including it, together with its interaction with the atom, in the system
Hamiltonian [461]. All other modes are to be treated as a reservoir, as usual, and their interaction with the atom is to
be described by quantum jumps. Let us first connect the problem to the ‘old quantum theory’ by considering a two-
state atom in thermal equilibrium with Planck radiation at temperature T . In the Einstein A and B theory photons
are exchanged between the atom and the radiation field as the atom jumps randomly between its two stationary
states. The jump rates follow a prescription that includes spontaneous emission, stimulated emission, and absorption,
with rates

Γdown = A+B σ(ω0), (182)
Γup = B σ(ω0), (183)

where

σ(ω0) = n(ω0)ℏω0[ρ(ω0)/V ] (184)

is the energy density of the radiation field at the resonance frequency ω0 of the atom, with average photon number
per mode

n(ω0) = [eℏω0/(kBT ) − 1]−1 (185)
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FIG. 16. Sample realization of the Einstein stochastic process, associated with a record of certain jump times and jump types.
Source:Fig. 2 of [461].

and mode density, in volume V ,

ρ(ω0) =
ω2
0V

π2c3
. (186)

The Einstein A and B coefficients should satisfy

B

A
=
π2c3

ℏω3
0

(187)

in order for the two-state atom to be brought into thermal equilibrium with the radiation field. With the help of the
above relation we can write

Γdown = A[n(ω0) + 1], (188a)
Γup = An(ω0). (188b)

Fermi’s golden rule assigns a value to the coefficient A as

A = 2π
∑
λ

∫
dΩ ρ(ω0)|κλ,n̂(ω0)|2, (189)

where

|κλ,n̂(ω0)| =
√

ω0

2πϵ0V
|êλ,n̂ · deg| (190)

is the dipole coupling strength to a mode of the radiation field with polarization λ and direction of propagation
specified by the unit vector n̂. The polarization vector is êλ,n̂, while deg is the atomic dipole matrix element.

The Einstein theory defines a stochastic process, one that may be visualized in terms of quantum jumps whose
occurrences unfold randomly in time. An individual realization of such a process is depicted in fig. 16. Each realization
of this process is associated with a record of two jump types and a sequence of jump times. As a matter of fact,
although Bohr has himself put forward the notion of a quantum jump to explain the association of stationary-state
energy differences with electromagnetic wave frequencies in his proposed model of the hydrogen atom, he became
quite dissatisfied with the idea in the concrete form it acquired in Einstein’s theory. The notion of the light quantum,
in particular, troubled him the most. Bohr maintained that since so many optical phenomena rely on the continuity
of coherent waves, the wave nature of light could simply not be dismissed. He was then unavoidably drawn towards
some kind of merging of the two ideas [462].

What has come to be known as the Bohr-Kramers-Slater (BKS) proposal [463, 464] posits that during the residence
times in a stationary state, an atom is not inactive in its interaction with the electromagnetic field; rather, it acts
through a coherent dipole radiator – a “virtual oscillator – constantly radiating an electromagnetic wave of frequency
ω0 = (Ee−Eg)/ℏ. This wave is either in phase or out of phase with the external radiation at frequency ω0 depending
on whether the residence is in the stationary state with energy Ee or Eg. This way, there is an energy transfer
either from the dipole to the electromagnetic field or in the reverse direction, depending on the stationary state –
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this is dictated by the laws of classical electrodynamics. Wave-based physics motivated Einstein [465, 466] to include
stimulated emission jumps (in the present nomenclature) together with absorption jumps. In [466] we read: ”If a
Planck resonator is located in a radiation field, the energy of the resonator is changed through the work done on
the resonator by the electromagnetic field of the radiation; this work can be negative or positive depending on the
phases of the resonator and the oscillating field. We correspondingly introduce the following hypothesis. ...” The
goal was to eliminate the quanta emitted and absorbed at the times of jumps although still permitting the atom to
jump. The proposal thus attempted to retain yet keep separate two incompatible mechanisms for energy exchange:
a wave mechanism for the change of material state energies (continuous) and a particle mechanism for the change of
material state energies (discontinuous). The proposal foundered on the violation of energy conservation at the level
of individual quantum events, contradicting the findings of Compton scattering experiments [467, 468].

An essential omission from the BKS proposal is the label on the state vector, REC (compare figs. 1 and 12 of [462]).
Through this label, the state of the incoming light field is allowed to depend on the history of the data record – the
detection events that have already taken place. At the time of each event, an operator representing the light field
acts on the state vector to annihilate a light particle, and in doing so updates the state of the incoming light to
be consistent with the obtained record of photoelectric counts. In this way, correlations at the level of individual
quantum events are taken into account. Let us here contrast the Einstein A and B theory to a quantum trajectory
description of a coherent field of amplitude E , resonantly exciting the two-state atom. Due to the induced coherence, it
is necessary that the system state be a superposition of the stationary states |Ee⟩ and |Eg⟩, which we denote precisely
by |ψREC(t)⟩. As the BKS theory suggests, there is a coherent interaction with the electromagnetic field between the
quantum jumps. This is accounted for by a continuous evolution under the Schrödinger equation

d |ψREC⟩
dt

=
1

iℏ
ĤB |ψREC⟩ , (191)

with non-Hermitian Hamiltonian

ĤB = 1
2ℏ(ω0 − iΓdown)|Ee⟩⟨Ee| − 1

2ℏ(ω0 + iΓup)|Eg⟩⟨Eg|+ iℏE
(
eiω0t|Eg⟩⟨Ee| − e−iω0t|Ee⟩⟨Eg|

)
, (192)

in the dipole and rotating wave approximations. The quantum jumps are governed by the probabilistic rules of the
Einstein A and B theory (first linked to Schrödinger’s equation by Dirac [469, 470]), generalized here to account for
the fact that the system is not definitely in a particular stationary state at any time. There are jumps

|ψREC⟩
Γdown−−−−→ (|Eg⟩⟨Ee|) |ψREC⟩ , (193)

|ψREC⟩
Γup−−→ (|Ee⟩⟨Eg|) |ψREC⟩ , (194)

with rates

Rdown = Γdown

∣∣⟨Ee|ψREC⟩
∣∣2 , (195)

Rup = Γup

∣∣⟨Eg|ψREC⟩
∣∣2 . (196)

For a sufficiently large drive amplitude in excess of the spontaneous emission rate, the dominant mechanism for
evolution between the stationary states is a coherent Rabi oscillation – a coherent nonperturbative evolution that
only became accessible with the invention of the laser. This nonperturbative coherence was not anticipated by the
BKS proposal.

Figure 17 illustrates sample realizations of this stochastic process. In (a) the coherent excitation is relatively weak,
and the overall form of the evolution remains close to that predicted by the Bohr-Einstein quantum jumps. In addition
of the switching of the energy there is, however, a weak induced coherence carried along by the continuous evolution
between jumps as a nonvanishing polarization amplitude, reminding us of the BKS virtual oscillator. In (b), the
coherent excitation is much stronger, and the dominant mechanism for the evolution between stationary states is a
coherent Rabi oscillation. This is specifically a form of evolution predicted by the Schrödinger equation, hence it
could not have been anticipated by the BKS proposal.

At sufficiently low temperatures, when n(ω0) ≪ 1, the jump record that labels the state can be mostly made
by detectors monitoring the scattered light. Almost all jumps will be down-jumps at a rate equal to A; they may
be identified with emitted photons counted as isolated excitations of the vacuum. While this may be sufficient for
numerous applications of quantum optics, thermal jumps cannot be set aside from a fundamental point of view. The
authors of [461] appeal to the language of old quantum mechanics and show that these jumps are consistent with the
Schrödinger equation in the weak-coupling limit.
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FIG. 17. (a, b) Sample quantum trajectories obtained by a Monte Carlo algorithm, with both thermal jumps and induced
coherence (external driving by a coherent field E). Pe is the probability to find the atom in the excited state. In (a) E/A = 0.1,
while in (b) E/A = 1.5. In both cases we take n(ω0) = 0.25. In (a), the trajectory in orange is plotted for n(ω0) = 0 (ordinary
resonance fluorescence). (c) Sample quantum trajectories for the photon number expectation of a resonant single-field mode
included as part of the system. We take |κλ,n̂(ω)|/A = 10, 1.0, 0.1 and 0.01 in (i), (ii), (iii) and (iv), respectively. In all
subframes of (c), n(ω0) = 1.

The Hamiltonian for a two-state atom interacting with the radiation field of a thermal environment is

Ĥ = 1
2ℏω0|Ee⟩⟨Ee|− 1

2ℏω0|Eg⟩⟨Eg|+
∑

λ′,n̂′,ω′

ℏω′r̂†λ′,n̂′,ω′ r̂λ′,n̂′,ω′ +
∑

λ′,n̂′,ω′

ℏ
[
κλ′,n̂′(ω′)|Ee⟩⟨Eg|r̂λ′,n̂′,ω′ + H.c.

]
, (197)

where r̂λ′,n̂′,ω′ and r̂†λ′,n̂′,ω′ are creation and annihilation operators for the field mode with polarization λ, frequency
ω, propagating along the direction n̂; κλ,n̂(ω) is the mode coupling whose magnitude is defined in eq. (190). The
stochastic process we described above can be formally built around the master equation derived from the Hamilto-
nian (197). This master equation describes the quantum state of the atom alone after tracing out all modes of the
radiation field. The proposal of [461] consists in raising one mode of that field to the same status as the atom by
including it and its interaction with the atom in the system Hamiltonian – reminiscent of a JC coupling but in the
absence of a cavity. All other modes are to be treated as a bath like we did previously; their interaction with the atom
gives rise to the quantum jumps. The stochastic process remains the same, but with the non-Hermitian Hamiltonian
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ĤB replaced by

ĤB = 1
2ℏ(ω0 − iΓdown)|Ee⟩⟨Ee| − 1

2ℏ(ω0 + iΓup)|Eg⟩⟨Eg|+ ℏωr̂†λ,n̂,ω r̂λ,n̂,ω + ℏ [κλ,n̂(ω)|Ee⟩⟨Eg|r̂λ,n̂,ω + H.c.] . (198)

Removing one mode from the reservoir of infinite modes does not affect the overall jump rates for the atom. What
changes here is that we can follow the evolution of an explicit Hilbert space vector for the selected mode, one entangling
this mode with the two-state atom. The natural question to ask, now, is whether this mode experiences quantum
jumps.

Figure 17 (c) shows individual realizations for the selected-mode photon number expectation with decreasing cou-
pling strengths in frames (i)-(iv) and assuming resonance with the atom. When the coupling is strong compared to
the Einstein coefficient A, coherent Rabi oscillations are observed. There are discontinuous changes which, in the case
of strong coupling, are a direct manifestation of the quantum jumps for the atom. The monotonous sequence of jumps
“up” and “down” is interrupted by repeated up-jumps which can transfer many energy quanta to the field mode. At
an intermediate coupling strength [frame (ii)], Rabi oscillations are still present, but when the coupling becomes weak
these disappear. Instead, a new kind of evolution sets in and the jumps proceed at a rate far less than the total jump
rate of the atom. Their rate decreases with the square of the coupling constant [frames (iii) to (iv)].

To demonstrate the self-consistency of thermal trajectories, we appeal to the coherent evolution based on
Schrödinger equation. Let us denote the number of energy quanta shared between the atom and field mode at
any time t by nω + 1. We denote the time of the very last jump of the atom by tk and let tk+1 be the time of the
jump that is to occur next. In between these times, for tk < t < tk+1, the entangled state of the atom and field mode
may be expanded as

|ψREC(t)⟩ = Ce|i(t) |Ee⟩ |nω⟩+ Cg|i(t) |Eg⟩ |nω + 1⟩ , (199)

with initial conditions Ce|i(0) = δe,i and Cg|i(0) = δg,i [where i = e (i = g) for an up (down) jump at time tk]. The
equations of motion for the conditional state amplitudes are

dC̃e|i

dt
= − 1

2 (Γdown − i∆ω)C̃e|i − i|κλ,n̂(ω)|
√
nω + 1 C̃g|i, (200a)

dC̃g|i

dt
= − 1

2 (Γup + i∆ω)C̃g|i − i|κλ,n̂(ω)|
√
nω + 1 C̃e|i, (200b)

where we have defined

Ce|i(t) ≡ e−i(nω+
1
2 )ωtei

1
2ϕn̂(ω)C̃e|i(t), (201a)

Cg|i(t) ≡ e−i(nω+
1
2 )ωte−i

1
2ϕn̂(ω)C̃g|i(t). (201b)

We consider now the case of an up-jump at tk, such that the initial amplitudes are set to Ce|i(0) = 1 and Cg|i(0) = 0.
When |κλ,n̂(ω)|/A≪ 1, we will have Ce|i(t) ≈ 1 and Cg|i(t) ∼ |κλ,n̂(ω)|, with a strong likelihood that the next jump
of the atom will be a down-jump. By the same argument, it is very likely that the down-jump is followed by another
up-jump, thus forming a telegraph signal. Because, however, of the non-negligible amplitude excited by the coupling
of the atom to the selected mode [with Cg|i(t) ∼ |κλ,n̂(ω)| or Ce|i(t) ∼ |κλ,n̂(ω)|] there is always a small probability
that a jump will occur to break the alternating sequence. Two up-jumps or two down-jumps may occur in a row, as
we can observe in fig. 17(c). In frames (iii) and (iv) the presence of the small amplitude underlying the anomalous
jump mechanism can be seen as a perturbation on top of the developing smooth curve. From a physical point of
view, each of the anomalous events represents the scattering of a photon between one of the many field modes and
the mode selected to be viewed. For example, two up-jumps occur in a row because in the interval between them the
energy absorbed on the first jump is transferred to the selected mode. The scattering record resolves this transfer at
the time of the second up-jump.

The equations of motion (200a) and (200b) can be used to calculate the rates for the unlikely jumps. Multiplying
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both sides by the complex conjugate of the probability amplitudes, we obtain the following set of four equations:

d|C̃e|i|2
dt

= −Γdown|C̃e|i|2 − 2|κλ,n̂(ω)|
√
nω + 1 Im(C̃e|iC̃

∗
g|i), (202a)

d|C̃g|i|2
dt

= −Γup|C̃g|i|2 + 2|κλ,n̂(ω)|
√
nω + 1 Im(C̃e|iC̃

∗
g|i), (202b)

dRe(C̃e|iC̃
∗
g|i)

dt
= − 1

2 (Γdown + Γup)Re(C̃e|iC̃
∗
g|i)−∆ω Im(C̃e|iC̃

∗
g|i), (202c)

d Im(C̃e|iC̃
∗
g|i)

dt
= − 1

2 (Γdown + Γup)Im(C̃e|iC̃
∗
g|i) + ∆ωRe(C̃e|iC̃

∗
g|i) + |κλ,n̂(ω)|

√
nω + 1

(
|C̃e|i|2 − |C̃g|i|2

)
. (202d)

Starting from the time tk of the last jump, we define the quantities

We ≡
∫ ∞

tk

dt|C̃e|i|2, Wg ≡
∫ ∞

tk

dt|C̃g|i|2, U ≡ Re

[∫ ∞

tk

dt C̃e|iC̃
∗
g|i

]
, V ≡ Im

[∫ ∞

tk

dt C̃e|iC̃
∗
g|i

]
. (203)

The products ΓupWg and ΓdownWe are then the probabilities that the unlikely jump will occur, given that i is e or
g, respectively. Integrating then the equations of motion over time and setting the amplitudes to zero at infinity (see
also [471]) we obtain:

−δe,i = −ΓdownWe − 2|κλ,n̂(ω)|
√
nω + 1V, (204a)

−δg,i = −ΓupWg + 2|κλ,n̂(ω)|
√
nω + 1V, (204b)

0 = − 1
2 (Γdown + Γup)U −∆ω V, (204c)

0 = − 1
2 (Γdown + Γup)V +∆ω U + |κλ,n̂(ω)|

√
nω + 1(We −Wg), (204d)

whence

ΓupWg|i=e =
1
2 (Γdown + Γup)/π

[ 12 (Γdown + Γup)]2 + (∆ω)2
2π|κλ,n̂(ω)|2

Γdown
(nω + 1), (205a)

ΓdownWe|i=g =
1
2 (Γdown + Γup)/π

[ 12 (Γdown + Γup)]2 + (∆ω)2
2π|κλ,n̂(ω)|2

Γup
(nω + 1), (205b)

where the set of eqs. (204) is solved to lowest order in the coupling strength.
Equations (205a) and (205b) determine the probability for the improbable jump to occur after any preparation of

the initial state i. To obtain the jump rates for the photon number we must multiply these expressions by the rate at
which the state i is prepared – the jump rates for the atom. Then, eq. (205a) is multiplied by Γupp

eq
e , and eq. (205b)

by Γdownp
eq
g , where peqg,e are the state occupation probabilities in thermal equilibrium. In addition, we set nω = Nω

in eq. (205a) and nω + 1 = Nω in eq. (205b), where Nω is the photon number expectation plotted in fig. 17(c). The
photon jump rates then read:

γupNω
=

1
2 (Γdown + Γup)/π

[ 12 (Γdown + Γup)]2 + (∆ω)2
2π|κλ,n̂(ω)|2(Nω + 1)peqe , (206a)

γdown
Nω

=
1
2 (Γdown + Γup)/π

[ 12 (Γdown + Γup)]2 + (∆ω)2
2π|κλ,n̂(ω)|2Nωpeqg . (206b)

Using the principle of detailed balance after setting up rate equations based on the expressions (206) and solving in
the steady state, we obtain

peqNω+1γ
down
Nω

(Nω + 1) = peqNω
γupNω

Nω, (207)

whence

peqNω+1/p
eq
Nω

= peqe /p
eq
g , (208)

After normalizing we obtain the equilibrium probability to find Nω photons in the selected mode:

peqNω
=

(
1− peqe

peqg

)(
peqe
peqg

)Nω

=
1

n(ω0) + 1

[
n(ω0)

n(ω0) + 1

]Nω

, (209)
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where we have used the principle of detailed balance for the atom peqe /p
eq
g = Γup/Γdown and the Einstein rela-

tions (188a) and (188b). This is a Bose-Einstein distribution with average photon number Nω = n(ω0). We note that
the particular mode coupling strength |κλ,n̂(ω)| affects only the rate of approach to equilibrium. In reality, of course,
each mode of the electromagnetic field couples to a large number of two-level atoms, and most strongly to the ones
with which it is nearly resonant. For that situation, then, we expect to find Nω = n(ω), in agreement with the Planck
radiation formula.

The last requirement is to demonstrate that the jump rates are self-consistent. That is, if we sum the rates (206a)
and (206b) over all frequencies, directions of propagation and polarization states, we should recover the jump rates
initially assumed for the atom. Indeed, summing (206a) over all λ, n̂, ω, with Nω replaced by n(ω0) and neglecting
the frequency dependence of the density of states and that of the dipole coupling constant (Lorentzian lineshape),
returns Γdownp

eq
e , while summing (206b) returns Γupp

eq
g . Hence, the net jump rates are in accord with the Einstein

relations as well as with Fermi’s golden rule.
Coming now to the electronic transitions of an emitter, we find that their rates become dependent on the overlap

between vibrational configurations in the initial and final states, which are generally displaced from one another. The
dynamical influence of the electromagnetic reservoir depends on the vibrational coupling between the atom and its
environment, leading to the formation of manifolds corresponding to the ground and excited electronic configura-
tions [472]. The Franck-Condon principle can be then incorporated into a nonadditive master equation – respecting
the nonperturbative nature of the vibrational coupling – in a so-called collective coordinate representation of the
vibrational environment [473].

D. Beyond the rotating-wave approximation: the quantum Rabi model

In order to derive the JC model from, say, a minimal-coupling ansatz, one must impose numerous approximations:
1. Dipole approximation – the ‘size’ of the atoms is assumed small on the electromagnetic wavelength scale such that
we disregard any spatial dependence. 2. Single-mode approximation – for the atom to couple to a single mode a cavity
with a very high quality factor Q is requested, meaning that the linewidths are small in comparison to the separation
of the mode frequencies. 3. Two-level approximation (TLA)– we can limit the analysis to only two electronic levels
of the atom due to selection rules and since other transitions are assumed far detuned. 4. Neglecting the diamagnetic
self-energy – from the minimal coupling Hamiltonian a term scaling as the squared vector potential appears, but since
it is proportional to the electric charge e divided by the speed of light c it can in most circumstances be neglected
(see further discussions in sec. I E 5). 5. The rotating-wave approximation (RWA) – the terms responsible for the
virtual exchange of photons are not taken into account. These approximations will be all discussed in greater depth
in sec. IG.

It should be clear that these approximations are interconnected, and that the relative size of the coupling g is
essential for their validity. Contrary to early beliefs, nowadays we know that one of the approximations may break
down while the another one may still hold. For example, a common understanding was that in the ultrastrong coupling
regime the TLA will break down. This turns out to not always be the case, especially with the discovery of the flux
qubit [48, 49, 474] where experiments agree with the JC model only when the counter rotating terms are included. In
most recent times, the breakdown of the TLA has instead led to the definition of a new coupling regime, the extreme
strong coupling regime occurring when g is a few tenths of the cavity frequency ω [475]. The validity of the TLA in
the JC model was given a thorough discussion in [476]. Since then, new facets of the TLA have emerged in terms of
gauge invariance [477–480]. This issue of the TLA will be discussed in some detail in sec. I G 3. Despite this, the fact
that the RWA can break down before the other approximations as g is increased implies that we need to understand
the physics of the quantum Rabi model, i.e. the JC model without imposing the RWA.

To set the stage, we start by introducing the different parameter regimes of interest [475, 481–487]. In the table I
we give the parameters defining the five most commonly considered regimes. How they are defined may vary between
different works, e.g. here we compare the coupling strength g to the bare photon frequency ω and the photon loss
rate κ, and not to the spontaneous emission rate γ and the bare atomic frequency Ω. Strictly speaking, this is a
simplified picture, and in general, the dynamical evolution is also dictated by these two rates, Ω and γ. For example,
if γ > g it would not make much sense to talk about strong/ultrastrong/deep/extreme strong coupling regimes; it
should be understood that γ is small for these cases. Furthermore, the validity of the RWA is not solely depending on
the ratio g/ω, as suggested by the table, but also on Ω. State-of-the-art experiments in circuit QED, see section III,
have reached the ultrastrong coupling regime [48, 49, 483, 486], with g/ω ∼ 0.1, and more recently also the deep
strong coupling regime [474]. The deep strong coupling regime with g/ω ∼ 2 has also been demonstrated in plasmonic
nanoparticle crystals [488]. One explanation why it is easier to reach these regimes more easily with circuit QED
compared to cavity QED is because the effective coupling g scales differently with respect to the fine structure constant;
proportional and inversely proportional, respectively, to

√
α [489].
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Regime Parameters Description

Weak coupling g/ω ≪ 1 & g < κ The coherent time-scale g−1 is the
longest – the system evolution is
dominated by losses.

Strong coupling g/ω ≪ 1 & g > κ The evolution for time-scales g−1 is
predominantly unitary. The RWA
is valid.

Ultrastrong coupling g/ω ∼ 0.1 & g > κ The RWA breaks down. Perturba-
tion theory still captures the correc-
tions. The TLA breaks down.

Deep strong coupling g/ω ≳ 1 & g > κ The properties of the lower energy
states of the model changes qual-
itatively, e.g. the expectation ⟨n̂⟩
for the ground state is no longer ap-
proximately zero. The TLA breaks
down.

Extreme strong coupling g/ω ≳ 10 & g ≫ κ Perturbative results hold in the po-
laron basis such that the light-
matter degrees of freedom decouple.
The TLA breaks down.

TABLE I. Definition of the different regimes of the quantum Rabi model.

In the JC model, the RWA removes terms describing simultaneous excitation of the atom and creation of one photon
or atomic de-excitation accompanied with annihilation of one photon [61, 80]. Including these counter rotating terms
(CRT) gives the quantum Rabi model [490, 491]

ĤR = ωn̂+
Ω

2
σ̂z + g

(
â+ â†

)
σ̂x. (210)

Contrary to the JC model Hamiltonian, ĤR does not preserve the number of excitations N̂ of eq. (7). Nevertheless, the
quantum Rabi model possesses a Z2 parity symmetry characterized by

(
â, â†, σ̂x, σ̂y, σ̂z

)
↔
(
−â,−â†,−σ̂x,−σ̂y, σ̂z

)
,

see also eq. (224). As will be discussed in more detail in secs. ID 3 and I E 5, this symmetry is of great importance
for the characteristics of the model. A consequence of the Z2 symmetry is that the eigenstates and eigenvalues

|ψn±⟩, En±, (211)

can be labeled by a discrete quantum number n = 0, 1, 2, . . . , and a quantum number j = ± for the two parities [481].
It may prove practical to split the Hamiltonian as

ĤR = ĤJC + V̂CR, V̂CR = g
(
â†σ̂+ + âσ̂−

)
, (212)

where the first term is the JC Hamiltonian (8), and the second term comprises the counter rotating terms. Note
further that [

V̂CR, ĤJC

]
= g(ω +Ω)

(
âσ̂− − â†σ̂+

)
+ g2

(
â†2 − â2

)
σ̂z, (213)

meaning that the additional term VCR of the quantum Rabi Hamiltonian provides a non-trivial contribution.
To build a deeper understanding of the quantum Rabi model it is practical to go to the quadrature representa-

tion (51), which gives [146, 492]

ĤR = ω

(
p̂2

2
+
x̂2

2

)
+

Ω

2
σ̂z +

√
2gx̂σ̂x. (214)

Expressed in this form it is readily seen that the quantum Rabi model is what in the molecular physics community
is called the E × β Jahn-Teller model [493, 494] (the splitting term ∼ σ̂z is in molecular physics due to a spin-orbit
coupling). In molecular group theoretical language, the Latin capital letter signifies the presence of a two-level system,
and the greek letter signifies the coupling to a single vibrational mode. In sec. I E 2 we will discuss the E×ε Jahn-Teller
model which is a two-level system coupled to two degenerate harmonic oscillators, see eq. (244).
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As explained above, the BOA consists in diagonalizing the Hamiltonian with respect to the atomic degrees of
freedom and neglect the off-diagonal terms. The matrix diagonalizing the atomic part, fixing the gauge, takes the
simple form (recall the unitary (13)

Ûad(x̂) =

[
sin(θ/2) cos(θ/2)

− cos(θ/2) sin(θ/2)

]
, (215)

with tan(θ) =
√
8gx̂/Ω. The transformed Hamiltonian becomes

Ĥ ′
R = ω


(
p̂− Â

)2
2

+
x̂2

2

+

√
Ω2

4
+ 2g2x̂2σ̂z, (216)

where the synthetic gauge potential

Â = iÛ−1
ad ∂x̂Ûad = i∂x̂θσ̂x. (217)

We will occasionally return to these synthetic gauge potentials, and especially discuss them in more detail in
sec. VII B 1. In the BOA, ∂x̂θ → 0 meaning that adiabaticity is expected either when Ω ≫ |gx̂| or the opposite
Ω ≪ |gx̂|. The non-adiabatic coupling ∂x̂θ which gives the off-diagonal elements of the transformed Hamiltonian is
small for smooth θ. To suppress the off-diagonal terms further, a second BOA can be applied such that these terms
instead go as ∂2x̂θ which was the subject of ref. [495] applied to the quantum Rabi model. The gauge freedom lies
in the choice of overall phase of the adiabatic eigenstates which forms the matrix Ûad(x̂) [308]. In the limit when
Ω = 0, the quantum Rabi model is given by two decoupled (displaced) Harmonic oscillators [496, 497]. A non-zero Ω
couples the two oscillators and opens up a gap between the two ‘potentials’ [146, 334]. In fig. 18 (a), the two adiabatic
potential curves

V
(±)
ad (x) = ω

x2

2
±
√

Ω2

4
+ 2g2x2 (218)

are shown. An interesting observation is that in the BOA we assume that the spin degree of freedom follows adia-
batically the boson field, which is similar to the idea of adiabatic elimination discussed at the end of sec. I A. In the
adiabatic elimination we find an effective model by assuming that the fast degrees of freedom reach their steady states
instantaneously. Upon eliminating the spin in this way one finds the effective boson Hamiltonian

ĤBos = ω
p̂2

2
+ V

(−)
ad (x), (219)

which is exactly what one finds within the BOA.
From the expression (218) for the adiabatic potentials, it follows that for |g| <

√
ωΩ/2 the lower potential has a

single minimum at x = 0, while for |g| >
√
ωΩ/2 a double-well structure of the potential is formed, which also defines

the deep strong coupling regime [481, 482, 498], see Tab I. The potential barrier separating the two minima is given
by δbar = g2

ω + ωΩ2

16g2 − Ω
2 . This qualitative change of the potential is expected to have drastic changes for the ground

state properties [497, 499]. As a finite system, it was shown that the double-well formation is indeed not representing
a true Z2 symmetry breaking, but the ground state is non-degenerate and possessing an even parity [500]. However,
in the so-called classical limit ω/Ω → 0 [501, 502], Plenio and co-workers showed [503] that the transition bear all
types of characteristics expected for a phase transition (PT), i.e. a discontinuity in the derivative of the ground state
energy and universal critical exponents (here agreeing with those of the Dicke phase transition). We will return to
this PT in sec. I E 7. As will be discussed in some detail both in sec. I E 5 and sec. I G 5, reaching the critical coupling
in circuit and cavity QED setups is experimentally challenging. However, for trapped ions, see sec. IV A, the situation
is very different since the coupling strength can be controlled externally. And as a result, this type of phase transition
in the quantum Rabi model has been experimentally observed using a singly trapped 171Yb+ ion within a quasi 1D
trap [504]. At the expected critical point, they saw a rapid increase in both the number of phonons and internal ion
excitations. The appearing PT structure in the classical limit can be understood from the adiabatic potentials by
noting that for vanishing ω the barrier δbar becomes large meaning that the even ground and first excited odd states
become approximately degenerate. They further showed universality in terms of excitation production (Kibble-Zurek
mechanism) as the system is driven through the critical point, see also a more recent work [505]. We will further
discuss the same type of symmetry breaking in sec. I E 5 when the Dicke quantum phase transition is revised. In the
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FIG. 18. The adiabatic potential curves of the quantum Rabi model (a), and the Bloch vector of the lower adiabatic state (b).
The parameters are ω = g = 1 and Ω = 1 (red dashed curve) and Ω = 0.2 (black solid curve). The gap at x = 0 equals Ω. The
lower plot gives the Bloch vector (Ry ≡ 0) for the adiabatic state corresponding to the lower adiabatic potential. At x = 0, the
atom is in the state |g⟩, and the further away the x-component of the atomic state starts to dominate over the z-component.
Hence, as the field amplitude grows (increasing x) the atoms aligns more with the field.

corresponding symmetry broken phase, Irish and Gea-Banacloche studied the Josephson-type oscillations appearing
in the Rabi double-well structure [506]. A similar analysis has also been performed for the emerging double-well
potential in the Dicke model [507].

To derive the JC model from the quantum Rabi model, one turns to the rotating frame with respect to the first
two bare terms, for which the interaction contains the JC terms â†σ̂−e−i(ω−Ω)t and σ̂+âe

i(ω−Ω)t, and the CRT’s
â†σ̂+e

−i(ω+Ω)t and âσ̂−ei(ω+Ω)t. We normally assume that |∆| ≪ ω, Ω meaning that the CRT’s are oscillating rapidly
compared to the JC terms. If, furthermore, g ≪ ω we can at short or moderate time scales neglect contributions
from the CRT’s. For long time-scales, however, this is not necessarily true [335] as we demonstrate in sec. I G 4.
In the 1980s and 1990s, experimental realizations of JC physics was mainly to be found in cavity QED with single
atoms coupled to single resonator modes, either microwave or optical, or in trapped ion physics. In the former (see
section II), the system could be made to operate in the strong coupling regime defined as g

√
n̄ > κ, γ where κ and

γ are, respectively, the cavity and atom loss rates. This allowed for coherent quantum dynamics to be explored.
However, the coupling g was always several orders of magnitude smaller than the photon frequency ω and for the
experiments one needed not to worry too much about the validity of this approximation. With the advent of circuit
QED and artificially manufactured atoms coupled to transmission line resonators, the coupling could approach the
photon frequency [48, 49, 474]. In other words, the new physics arising from the CRT’s is no longer only of academic
interest but also of practical nature (see also sec. I E 5 on the Dicke phase transition). Also, we note that in cavity
QED there are a few proposals how one can construct effective models which would simulate the deep strong coupling
regime by starting from driven JC type systems [74, 347, 348, 508, 509]. One experimental work constructed a circuit
QED system, operating in the strong coupling regime, and performed a digital quantum simulation in order to explore
the deep strong coupling regime [510]. Recently, another interesting arena where the quantum Rabi model plays an
important role is for synthetic gauge fields in cold atom physics [511]. By Raman dressing harmonically confined
ultracold atoms it is possible to derive an effective model where the atomic velocity is coupled to the internal atomic
degrees of freedom, i.e. a spin-orbit coupling. For two dimensions, any type of spin-orbit coupling can be achieved
from combinations of Rashba and Dresselhaus couplings, and the quantum Rabi model results from an equal strength
of the two [77]. The emergence of the double-well structure of the quantum Rabi model when approaching the deep
strong coupling regime was probed in a dilute gas of 87Rb atoms [77]. It has also been suggested that this symmetry
breaking is a realization of the Dicke phase transition [512] (see sec. I E 5). The results of ref. [77] can be understood
by neglecting atom-atom interaction, but it is clear that when interactions become more important the model cannot
be effectively described in terms of a quantum Rabi model. This also applies to the more recent experiments on
spin-orbit coupled Fermi gases [513, 514].

1. Effect of counter rotating terms, the ultrastrong coupling regime

Before discussing more subtle consequences stemming from the additional CRT’s [486] in the following subsections,
a direct effect from these terms is to shift the eigenenergies [484]. These are the so-called Bloch-Siegert shifts [515].
An estimate of these shifts can be achieved perturbatively for small couplings Γ = g/(ω +Ω)≪ 1. Transforming the
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FIG. 19. The low-lying energies of the Rabi (black solid lines) vs. the JC (red dashed lines) models as a function of the
atom-field coupling (a), the fidelity (72) of the ground states of the two models (b), and the scaled Bloch-Siegert shift of the
ground state (c). The first points for when the two solid lines cross have been termed Juddian points [50]. Below these, the
perturbative Hamiltonian (221) quantitatively predicts the correct energies [482]. The field and atom frequencies are in all
examples ω = 1 and Ω = 1.5 respectively.

Hamiltonian (210) with the unitary

Û = eΓ(âσ̂−−â†σ̂++ g
2ω (â2−â†2)σ̂z), (220)

and expanding to second order in Γ one finds [482]

Ĥ ′
R ≈ ωBSσ̂zâ

†â+
ωBS

2
σ̂z −

ωBS

2
+ ĤJC. (221)

Here the ωBS = gΓ is the estimate of the Bloch-Siegert shift. Not surprisingly, the exponent of the unitary (220) bears
similarities with the commutator (213). In fig. 19 (a) we plot the low lying energies of the JC and quantum Rabi models
as functions of the atom-field coupling. In the figure, the visible effects sets in after g ∼ 0.2. In order to get a better
feeling for the size of the Bloch-Siegert shifts, in (c) we plot the relative shift δBS(g) = (E0,JC(g)−E0,R(g))/E0,JC(g)
where E0,JC(g) and E0,R(g) are the ground state energies of the JC and quantum Rabi model respectively. The
sudden change in the shift occurs when the ground state of the JC model switch from |0, g⟩ to the dressed state
|ψ0,−⟩. Properties of the spectrum for the quantum Rabi model was discussed in [516–519]. Zaheer and Zubairy, for
instance, used a path integral approach in order to study the shifts in both energy and photon number arising due to
the CRT’s [517], while Law focused on the shift of the vacuum field due to strong atom-field coupling [520].

From fig. 18 (a) we can directly conclude that in the deep ultrastrong coupling regime, i.e. when the lower potential
attains a double-well shape, the ground state of the field should be in an even Schrödinger cat state [492, 496, 497].
Moreover, the crossover from one global to two global minima leads to a hysteresis effect [521]. Further characteristics
of the ground state of the quantum Rabi model has been considered in numerous works [492, 516, 518, 521–527]. The
ground state is often compared to that of the JC model, and one interesting aspect is the build-up of photons in the
ground state [518], i.e. how ⟨n̂⟩ scales with g. For very large g, it follows from eq. (14) for the JC and using the BOA
for the quantum Rabi model that ⟨n̂⟩ ∼ g2 in both models but the proportionality constant is twice as big for the
quantum Rabi model. This results from ‘equal contribution’ from the JC terms and CRT’s in the deep ultrastrong
coupling regime (the ground state energy for the two models both scale as ∼ −g). Already at the transition point
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|g| =
√
ωΩ/2 are the two terms, JC and CRT, equally important (see also sec. I E 5). A direct measure how ‘similar’

the two ground states are is given by the state fidelity (72) F = |⟨ψ0JC|ψ0R⟩|2 which is displayed in fig. 19 (b). As
for the Bloch-Siegert shift, the fidelity changes drastically when the ground state of the JC model goes from |0, g⟩
to |ψ0,−⟩. Another important property is the amount of squeezing of the ground state which has been thoroughly
investigated in Refs. [492, 522, 526] and how the CRT’s affect the phase space distributions [528]. In particular, from
the BOA [defined above as neglecting Â in eq. (216)], it is clear that field squeezing is only possible in the p-quadrature
since the width of the lower adiabatic potential V (−)

ad (x) is larger than diabatic (bare) potential Vdia(x) = ωx2/2. Field
and dipole squeezing were also considered in the evolving cases in [529, 530]. Phoenix argued that interference between
different terms, CRT and JC terms, may become important at large time-scales for certain initial atomic states [531].
The long time properties with and without CRT’s will be further discussed in the following subsections. The influence
of the CRT’s were also considered in terms of collapse-revivals [146, 532, 533] (where the first corrections appear as
a rapid superimposed oscillation on top of the JC collapse-revival pattern [146, 534], and see also [535] where it was
proposed how the importance of the counter-rotating terms can be enhanced by a periodic driving of the two-level
system), the photon blockade [85], and on atom-field entanglement [536]. Entanglement properties between two [537–
539] and three [540] atoms have also been explored with the CRT’s present. In Refs. [537, 538], the effect of the CRT’s
in terms of ESD was considered and it was demonstrated that the ESD may qualitatively change by taking the CRT’s
into account. In [540] it was discussed how to perform robust and fast preparation of GHZ states, see eq. (57), i.e. a
state of the form

|GHZ⟩ = 1√
3
(|g, g, g⟩+ |e, e, e⟩) , (222)

in a three-qubit-resonator system operating in the ultrastrong coupling regime. How cavity losses affect the entan-
glement between two atoms (qubits) has as well been addressed [541–543]. It has in particular been shown that for
the steady state solution of the corresponding master equation, entanglement shared between the qubits can indeed
survive. One objective with increasing the atom-field coupling is that the characteristic time-scales decrease which is
desirable for any QIP. With this in mind, proposals how to implement two-qubit gates have been put forward [544–546].

2. Analytical approximations

There have been numerous proposals how to find accurate solutions of the JC model beyond the RWA. We have
witnessed an especial increase of such suggestions during the last decade since the realization of circuit QED which
has increased the coupling to the field frequency ratio by a couple of orders of magnitude. Naturally, the idea is to
find solutions that are valid in other parameter regimes where the regular RWA breaks down.

In any adiabatic approximation, the relevant time-scales should be identified. For example, the regular RWA
assumes a weak coupling and small detuning which makes the ’rotating terms’ to evolve on a much shorter time-scale
than the ’counter-rotating terms’. As we see from fig. 19(a), when the coupling is large the BOA suggests that
the bare states are not good approximations for the low-energy physics. Irish identified a better basis of states for
performing a RWA in this strong coupling regime, namely considering displaced Fock states of the boson mode [547].
Such a generalized rotating-wave approximation has proven very powerful as it gives analytical expressions for both
the energies as well as the (generalized) dressed states. A related scheme for identifying the relevant time-scales
for carrying out an effective RWA was considered in ref. [548] in the realm of trapped ion physics. Improving the
generalized RWA to be valid in larger parameter regimes has been considered in refs. [518, 549]. More recently, similar
ideas as the one behind the generalized RWA were employed in order to improve the BOA [550]. Like in [547], it was
found that this generalized BOA could much more correctly capture the eigenenergies in large parameter regimes.

Another popular approach is to consider corrections to the JC results in a perturbative fashion. Following standard
perturbation techniques where the quantum Rabi model is written as (212), with the unperturbed Hamiltonian being
the JC one and the perturbation V̂CR the counter-rotating terms was employed in ref. [551]. Perzeverzev and Bittner
performed a similar analysis without considering the full perturbation V̂CR; rather, certain terms of it that arose after
a unitary transformation [552]. Phoenix developed a technique relying on taking corrections from non-commuting
operators systematically into account [531] and used this to calculate the atomic inversion. Yu et al. made use of the
polaron transformation [553, 554]

Ûp = exp
[√

2gσ̂z
(
â† − â

)]
(223)

to rewrite the Hamiltonian in a new polaron basis which was then expanded in the boson operators [555] (in some
communities the polaron transformation (223) has also been called a Lang-Firsov transformation [556]). The same
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polaron transformation was also utilized in ref. [95], to be followed by performing a perturbation theory in the bare
atomic Hamiltonian. In this way, the results were valid for negative detunings ∆. Another perturbative method
was employed in ref. [557] by first writing the Schrödinger equation as a recursion equation and then systematically
increasing the number of terms in the recursion. To lowest order, the JC results were regained. The same kind of
approach was also used in ref. [558] where the authors gave an expression (given in terms of a determinant of a 4× 4
matrix) for the energies, and also in [559], where the recursive formula was derived from a coherent-state ansatz.
Using a t-expansion method [560], Fessatidis et al. studied low energy properties of the quantum Rabi model [523].

Other methods that have been employed include to use the Bargmann representation (50) and from there on derive
a polynomial equation [561] or a continued fraction [562]. A continued fraction approach was also considered in
ref. [563], but it resulted from different, algebraic, methods. An advantage with analytical approximations relying
on continued fractions is that convergence is often fast compared to different expansion techniques. Several works
have also analyzed the quantum Rabi model by means of variational methods [522, 526, 564, 565]. In ref. [522] the
polaron transformation (223) was utilized, and the vacuum was used as an ansatz state. Using a variational approach
based on the coupled cluster method, Bishop et al. studied the formation of the double-well structure as explained
above in terms of the BOA and discussed if this could be identified as a second-order quantum phase transition.
Hwang et al. constructed a semiclassical theory similar to the BOA to motivate an ansatz state consisting of two
superimposed coherent states [526]. This allowed them to obtain good estimates for the amount of squeezing. The
semiclassical approximation valid for large field amplitudes and explained above in sec. I B 3 for the JC model has
also been modified to the quantum Rabi model in [566].

3. Integrability of the quantum Rabi model

The remarkable simplicity of the quantum Rabi model has spurred intense activity in trying to determine its
analytical solutions. At first, it is not clear that they should exist, i.e. whether the model is integrable or not. We
have seen that numerous analytical approximations exist which are valid in certain parameter regimes. Nevertheless,
at large times these approximations and even numerical diagonalization may fail to predict accurate results. This is
a more practical motivation why an analytic solution is desirable. Another reason, of more fundamental and broad
interest, is that understanding these aspects of the quantum Rabi model could shed light on ideas revolving around
quantum integrability [567]. In classical physics, the concept of integrability is well defined in terms of number of
degrees of freedom relative to the numbers of conserved (local) quantities of motion [568, 569]. Similar definitions for
quantum systems directly lead to several issues [567]. Nevertheless, the general consensus seems to be that the more
constants of motion that a quantum system supports the more likely it is to be integrable.

The JC and quantum Rabi models couple spin and motional degrees of freedom (‘motional’ refers here to the boson
mode). A symmetry operation should then transform both degrees of freedom. In the JC model, the conserved total
number of excitations generates a continuous U(1) symmetry, the individual number of excitations of the atom or the
field are not conserved. In the quantum Rabi model it is clear that the counter-rotating terms do not preserve the
excitation number. However, the adiabatic potentials of fig. 19 (a) suggests that there is a preserved parity where
x↔ −x. Remember how the BOA is constructed, i.e. the spin degree of freedom is adiabatically slaved to the field,
it follows that the parity transformation of the field alone is not a symmetry. In fig. 19 (b) we show how the spin of
the adiabatic states corresponding to the lower adiabatic potential V (−)

ad (x) depends on the variable x. By flipping
the sign of x we also need to make a π-rotation of the spin around σ̂z in order to have a full symmetry operation.
Thus, the quantum Rabi model supports the Z2 parity symmetry [146, 481, 570, 571]

Π̂ = eiπ(n̂+σ̂z/2). (224)

Recently it has also been shown that for certain parameter conditions, the quantum Rabi model also has a ‘hidden
symmetry’ [572] as will be discussed further below.

The presence of the discrete Z2 symmetry does not automatically mean that the quantum Rabi model is expected to
be solvable. To demonstrate the importance of symmetries it has been shown that the breaking of the JC continuous
U(1) symmetry by including the counter rotating terms can have great influence on the system properties and also
on physical observables in the weak coupling regime [335, 573]. The reason for this is that the topology of the ’energy
landscapes’ of the JC and quantum Rabi models are different and in the adiabatic limit when time-scales are very
long the topology can indeed be manifested in for example geometric phases. Performing the RWA or not may also
alter the universality classes of related critical models as demonstrated in [543, 574]. Related to these observations
is also the qualitative change in the corresponding classical equations of motion between the JC and quantum Rabi
models. If a coherent-state ansatz for both the field and the atom (in terms of spin coherent states) is assumed, one
can assign the quantum Rabi model a corresponding classical model [516, 575]. The corresponding classical equations
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of motion are chaotic, i.e. the solutions show an exponential sensitivity to perturbations in their initial conditions
(characterized by a positive Lyapunov exponent λ [568, 569]). Indeed, the equations of motion for the Dicke model
are identical in form where it is since long known that relaxing the RWA leads to classical chaos [576]. Kujawski has
shown, however, that for certain parameter values one can find periodic solutions of the semiclassical quantum Rabi
model [577]. The existence of periodic solutions in classically chaotic systems typically results in quantum scars [578]
in the corresponding quantum systems. This has not been studied in terms of the quantum Rabi model, but instead
for the highly related Dicke model [579–581] to be discussed in sec. I E 5. Another important feature of integrability
and chaos is the level statistics [582]. Integrable models typically exhibit Poissonian level statistics, and it has shown
that the quantum Rabi model does not obey this property [516, 575].

The above argumentation does not rule out the solvability (or integrability) of the quantum Rabi model. The
standard approach in order to study the solvability of the quantum Rabi model is to rewrite the Schrödinger equation in
the Bargmann representation (50) [144]. The Schrödinger equation is either written as a single second-order differential
equation or, alternatively, as two coupled first-order differential equations. For certain parameters, the emerging
differential equation can be written in a known form where the solutions are the confluent Heun functions [583].
However, it is more common to expand the solutions in a series of other known functions and the coefficients are given
as a recurrence relation. Reik et al. argued that such expansions may terminate, which opens up the possibility of
closed-form solutions of the quantum Rabi model [584, 585]. Kus and Lewenstein were the first to use this method
to identify a set of isolated solutions [586]. There is an equivalence between the quantum Rabi model and the E × β
Jahn-Teller model originating from molecular physics [561, 585, 587, 588], and the solutions found in [586] are the
so-called Juddian solutions known from the E× ε Jahn-Teller model [589]. The properties of these solutions, plus the
discovery of possible other solutions, were discussed in [590, 591].

A breakthrough in the history of solvability of the quantum Rabi model came with ref. [50]. Braak conjectured that
the quantum Rabi model is indeed solvable and that the spectrum is given by the zeros of transcendental functions.
He also discussed the driven quantum Rabi model, which has become known as the asymmetric quantum Rabi model,

ĤasR = ωn̂+
Ω

2
σ̂z + g

(
â+ â†

)
σ̂x +

ϵ

2
σ̂x, (225)

and claimed that it was also solvable despite lacking the Z2 parity symmetry characteristic of the quantum Rabi
model (Level crossings appear in the eigenspectrum of the asymmetric quantum Rabi model for certain values of the
drive parameter.). Hence, it would be an example of a quantum solvable, but not integrable model (according to
the suggested definition of quantum integrability given in [50]). Chen et al. derived the same analytical expression
which generates the spectrum not using the Bargmann method but a ‘Bogoliubov operator method’ [592]. Moroz
came to the conclusion [593, 594] that the quantum Rabi model is not exactly solvable but it is instead an example of
a quasi-exactly solvable model [595, 596] (see also Refs. [561, 597]). He claimed that the existence of parity degenerate
Juddian exact isolated analytic solutions is a direct consequence of the quasi-exact solvability (for those energies
corresponding to the eigenvalues of the displaced harmonic oscillator). On the other hand, the regular spectrum of
the quantum Rabi model is solvable since the energies are not located on the baselines and the eigenstates are not
polynomials but Heun functions.

To rephrase, the main hindrance in solving the quantum Rabi model is the failure of any finite ansatz for the wave
function, as is possible for the harmonic oscillator or the hydrogen atom; in [583] we read that the eigenstates of
the model must be expressed through transcendental functions beyond the hypergeometric class, the aforementioned
confluent Heun functions, and cannot be written as any finite linear combination of states with fixed photon number.
We pause here to discuss some further consequences of breaking the U(1) symmetry of the JC model down to Z2. In
the quantum Rabi model, one can naturally divide the spectrum into a regular and an exceptional part, the latter
comprising the degenerate solutions which are at the same time quasi-exact – termed Juddian solutions. The spectral
graph consists of two intersecting ladders, each with infinitely many rungs. On the other hand, in the JC model
we have infinitely many intersecting ladders each with two rungs. This is the central difference between the two
models. The energy distance between JC-doublets grows with both g and n, eventually leading to level crossings in
the ground state. In the quantum Rabi model, however, the levels are roughly equidistant for a fixed parity, for all
couplings and energies if the cavity frequency is not too large. This qualitative feature can be read off from the pole
structure of the transcendental function G±(x) (where x is the so-called spectral parameter) whose zeros determine
the eigeneergies. In this sense and only, one may call this a proper solution of a restricted problem with regard to
the spectrum. To extract other important features, such as the form of the ground state or the content of squeezing,
approximate methods are better suited. The same also applies to systems amenable to the Bethe ansatz. The Bethe
ansatz yields only the spectrum and its qualitative features but not the exact eigenstates. In [598], Braak introduced
a complex-valued generalization of G±(x). Through a suitable choice of an additional complex parameter z, a much
better numerical control over the the high-energy part of the spectrum can be achieved. Braak used this generalization
to dispel the doubts that some of the zeros of G±(x) are not physical, as Maciejewski and collaborators had maintained
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in [599, 600]. Subsequently, the latter authors proceeded to claim that “for an integer value of the spectral parameter
x, in addition to the finite number of the classical Juddian states there exist infinitely many possible eigenstates”
in [601]. More recently, an alternative algebraic approach to solve the quantum Rabi model was put forward [602].
In the latter, however, an attempt to diagonalize the model in a finite dimensional subspace led to unphysical level
crossings for states with the same parity. This method relies on dressing the Pauli matrices with bosonic operators,
such that the Hamiltonian becomes diagonal in the frame of dressed operators.

When discussing the question of integrability, attention should be drawn to the distinction between discrete and
continuous degrees of freedom. The situation is simple if one has only one type in the system under consideration.
The Hubbard model and spin chains, for example, only have discrete degrees of freedom, whereas the Lieb-Liniger
model only has continuous degrees of freedom; in the latter, we are dealing with the quantization of a classical model,
in contrast to the Hubbard and the Rabi model. The quantum Rabi model, on the other hand, has one continuous
and one discrete degree of freedom, which complicates the situation. Braak has introduced a notion of integrability
based on a “fine-grained” labeling of states, which is also applicable to the known integrable models (see [603]). In
the Hubbard model, for instance, it is the set of conserved rapidities associated with integer “quantum numbers”
appearing in the Bethe ansatz which allow a fine-grained labeling of eigenstates. What is essential is to have one
quantum number for each degree of freedom, which is the case for the quantum Rabi model but not for the Dicke
model. It becomes increasingly clear that to understand integrability on the quantum level, one has to look at a
somewhat arcane mathematical concept, the analytic commutant of the Hamiltonian [604].

Determining whether an operator Ŷ , satisfying [Ŷ , Ĥ] = 0, is independent of the Hamiltonian Ĥ or not has been the
major obstacle to define integrability for quantum systems [567]. If there is a spectral degeneracy, then a “symmetry
operator” Ŷ exists, belonging to the commutant of the Hamiltonian, which is not generated by Ĥ itself; such a
degeneracy, however, should not be necessary for the existence of a non-trivial symmetry generator. Every quantum
system seems to have a complete set of mutually commuting operators, the projectors P̂λi

onto the eigenvectors of
Ĥ with eigenvalue λi. The projectors generate the commutant of Ĥ provided that it is self-adjoint and possesses a
pure point spectrum. These operators, however, cannot play a role analogous to that of the N functions Li on a
2N -dimensional phase space with the property {Li, Lj} = 0 (where {·, ·} is the Poisson bracket), functions whose
existence renders the system integrable in classical mechanics (in the Liouvillian sense). For classically integrable
systems, the functions Li must be independent from the Hamiltonian H = L1 and from each other. On the other
hand, the operators P̂λi

exist for every self-adjoint operator Ĥ and generate its commutant, however they are not all
independent from Ĥ. Defining the notion of independence for the elements of the commutant remains an open question
for quantum mechanics [603]. For a discussion on the connection between integrability and quantum thermalization
in the driven Rabi model see [605].

Let us briefly visit the unified approach to nonlinear Rabi models based on the analysis of [606]. The generators of
the su(1,1) group satisfy the commutation relations[

K̂0, K̂±

]
= ±K̂±,

[
K̂+, K̂−

]
= −2K̂0. (226)

The corresponding Casimir operator can be written as

Ĉ = K̂2
0 − 1

2

(
K̂+K̂− + K̂−K̂+

)
, (227)

which commutes with all elements of the su(1,1) algebra. The basis state |k,m⟩ can be chosen such that the following
relations are satisfied:

K̂0 |k,m⟩ = (k +m) |k,m⟩ , K̂+ |k,m⟩ =
√

(m+ 1)(m+ 2k) |k,m+ 1⟩ ,
K̂− |k,m⟩ =

√
m(m+ 2k − 1) |k,m− 1⟩ , Ĉ |k,m⟩ = k(k − 1) |k,m⟩ ,

(228)

where m = 0, 1, 2, . . . and k is the Bargmann index, separating different irreducible representations. All states can be
obtained from the lowest |k, 0⟩ through successive actions of the raising operator K̂+ according to

|k,m⟩ =
√

Γ(2k)

m!Γ(2k +m)
K̂m

+ |k, 0⟩ . (229)

Within the su(1,1) algebra, a general nonlinear Rabi model has the Hamiltonian

Ĥnl,R = 1
2Ωσ̂z + ωK̂0 + gσ̂x

(
K̂+ + K̂−

)
. (230)
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FIG. 20. Energy spectrum as a function of the coupling strength g at Ω = ω = 1 for k = 1
4

in (a) and k = 1
2

in (b). The blue
(red) solid lines correspond to the even (odd) parity. The dashed lines refer to the baseline energies E =

√
ω2 − 4g2(k +M).

The circle, square and triangle correspond to the exact isolated solutions with M = 1, 2 and 3, respectively, at the level crossings
between different parities, for which the eigenstates can be reduced to a closed form. Source: Fig. 1 of [606]; reproduced with
permission from the author.

Now, the parity operator can be defined as Π̂ ≡ −σ̂z ⊗ T̂ , with T̂ ≡ exp[iπ(K̂0 − k)]. We may easily deduce that:

Π̂σ̂zΠ̂
† = σ̂z, Π̂σ̂xΠ̂

† = −σ̂x, Π̂K̂0Π̂
† = K̂0, Π̂K̂±Π̂

† = −K̂±, (231)

whence Π̂Ĥnl,RΠ̂
† = Ĥnl,R and [Ĥnl,R, Π̂] = 0. Since the parity operator has eigenvalues Π = ±1, we can separate

the entire Hilbert space into two subspaces with even and odd parities respectively. Unlike the linear quantum
Rabi model, the Hamiltonian (230) also commutes with the Casimir operator Ĉ, which separates the entire Hilbert
space into different subspaces distinguished by the Bargmann index k [606]. Each type of nonlinear Rabi model is
associated with a particular Bargmann index. For instance, in the two-photon quantum Rabi model [607, 608] we
select: K̂0 = 1

2 (â
†â+ 1

2 ), K̂+ = 1
2 (â

†)2, K̂− = K̂†
+. In the Fock-state basis |n⟩a, the basis state |k,m⟩ can be written

as |k,m⟩ = |2(m+ k − 1
4 )⟩a; therefore, the number of bosons is odd or even for k = 3

4 or k = 1
4 , respectively.

In the basis of the σ̂x eigenstates |±⟩ (with σ̂x |±⟩ = ± |±⟩), the Hamiltonian Ĥnl,R can be written in a matrix form
as

Ĥnl,R =

(
ωK̂0 + g(K̂+ + K̂−) − 1

2ϵ

− 1
2ϵ ωK̂0 − g(K̂+ + K̂−)

)
. (232)

Since the diagonal elements are linear combinations of the su(1,1) algebra generators, one may easily attain its
eigenvalues and eigenstates, which satisfy

[ωK̂0 ± g(K̂+ + K̂−)] |k,m⟩± =
√
ω2 − 4g2 (k +m) |k,m⟩± , (233)

with

|k,m⟩± = Ŝ(∓r) |k,m⟩ , Ŝ(∓r) = exp
[
∓r
2
(K̂+ − K̂−)

]
, (234)

where Ŝ(∓r) is a (generalized) squeezing operator. When g → ω/2, a spectral collapse takes place and the model
is no longer self-adjoint [609] – compare with the collapse of the quasi-energy spectrum occurring in the driven JC
model that we met in subsec. I C 1. The collapse is visible in the energy spectrum plotted for k = 1

2 ,
1
4 in fig. 20.

The spectrum of the two-photon quantum Rabi model, with Hamiltonian

ĤR,2p = ωâ†â+ (â2 + â†2)σ̂z +∆σ̂z, (235)

(scaled with g set to unity) undergoes a dramatic change when ω approaches the critical value ωc = 2 from above. For
ω < 2, the Hamiltonian is no longer bounded from below, while the spectrum contains a discrete and a continuous part
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exactly at ω = 2. The generalized spectral determinants of this model for ω > 2 exhibit different properties depending
on their derivation, with respect to their poles and the possibility of their analytical determination. Chen’s G-function
stands out since the pole distance yields the average distance of energy levels, as well as the quasi-exact Juddian points
of the spectrum, in the same way as the corresponding G-function of the linear quantum Rabi model [609].

As we mentioned, Braak’s result also applies for the asymmetric (anisotropic) quantum Rabi model in which the
Z2 symmetry is explicitly broken, but still a solution is found. This naturally opens up for the question whether
such a model possesses a hidden symmetry that could explain its solvability. In fact, for certain drive amplitudes
ϵ = Z/2, the energy levels of the asymmetric quantum Rabi model display level crossings which typically signal some
symmetry. This has been numerically explored in [610] with the conclusions that if there exists a hidden symmetry it
is not a traditional symmetry since it seems to depend on system parameters. The level crossings appear as conical
intersections in the energy landscape when parametrized as a function of g and ϵ [611, 612]. These conical intersections
are different from those to be discussed in sec. I E 2 (see fig. 21); the present ones appear in parameter space while
those of the next section show up in variable space. The quest for understanding this hidden symmetry has been
pushed forward by Batchelor and others [603, 613–617]. In [615, 617], the hidden symmetry was looked for via an
operator series expansion at ϵ = Z/2, and a set of coupled recurrence relations were derived, when solved gives the
desired local symmetry Ĵϵ that commutes with the Hamiltonian. For the ϵ = 0 case, the method was shown to render
a symmetry Ĵ0 identical to the parity symmetry (224), while for ϵ = 1/2 the symmetry is

Ĵ1/2 = 2e−2â†â

[
∆
2g g − â

g + â† ∆
2g

]
. (236)

For higher values ϵ, the expressions for the symmetries become cumbersome. These operators are in general not parity
operators since Ĵ2

ϵ ̸= 1, and authors postulated that one has Ĵ2
ϵ = f(ĤasR) for some analytic function f(x).

The properties of the ground state and the excitation gap for the anisotropic Rabi model, with anisotropy parameter
λ, were assessed in [618], where it is reported that a hidden symmetry breaking accompanies the conventional quantum
phase transition at the boundary g

(λ)
c = 2/(1 + |λ|)gc, where gc =

√
Ωω/2 is the transition point of the ordinary

quantum Rabi model. Tuning the frequency up reveals a fine structure of the phase diagram, while the additional
boundaries involve a parity change [see fig. 1 of [618]]. The entanglement entropy in the asymmetric quantum Rabi
model – where the two-level atom is statically driven – shows a number of resonance valleys. This feature signifies an
efficient coupling of the relevant quantum states, essentially determined by the energy spectrum of the system [619].

At the beginning of this section we listed the approximations behind the JC model, and that by relaxing the RWA
we derived the quantum Rabi model (210). If we are to include the diamagnetic self-energy term the model becomes

ĤanR = ωn̂+
Ω

2
σ̂z + g

(
â+ â†

)
σ̂x + µ

(
â+ â†

)2
, (237)

where the new coupling constant is µ. In sec I E 5 we will discuss in more detail the implications of the self-energy
term when one considers the deep strong coupling regime. For now we may notice that the self energy term can be
transformed away by application of the squeezing operator

Ŝ(z) = exp

[
1

2

(
z∗â2 − zâ†2

)]
, (238)

with a properly chosen squeezing parameter. The transformed Hamiltonian takes the form of a quantum Rabi model
with renormalized parameters [620]. An alternative way to transform the Hamiltonian such that the self-energy term
vanishes is to note that the bare field Hamiltonian Ĥf = â†â+ µ

(
â+ â†

)2 is quadratic and can be diagonalized by a
Bogoliubov transformation [478]. The interesting observation is that the transformation does not change the structure
of the interaction term, and the resulting Hamiltonian has the desired form. We thereby conclude that the solvability
of the model survives the addition of a self-energy term.

We note that since the work of Braak, the same approach has been applied in order to find energies analytically
for the N = 3 atom quantum Rabi model [621] (i.e. Dicke model with three atoms), for the two atom quantum Rabi
model with additional dipole couplings between the atoms [622], and special solutions containing at most a single
photon for the multi-mode and multi qubit quantum Rabi model [623]. The case of different strengths between the
JC’s and the counter-rotating coupling terms,

ĤanR = ωn̂+
Ω

2
σ̂z + gjc

(
σ̂+â+ â†σ̂−

)
+ gajc

(
σ̂−â+ â†σ̂+

)
(239)

is called the anisotropic quantum Rabi model, and has been thoroughly analyzed [624–631]. Using both circularly
polarized light and a circularly polarized dipole transition, the counter rotating term vanishes, i.e. gajc = 0 and
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the RWA is the correct picture [625]. In ref. [632], the author considered such a scenario but with two degenerate
oppositely circularly polarized modes in such a way that particular symmetry was not conserved (just like in the
quantum Rabi model), but instead a chiral U(1)-symmetry emerged. Leaving such a two mode model, we note
that whenever both coupling terms, gjc and gajc, are non-zero, the continuous U(1) symmetry of the JC model has
been broken down to a Z2 symmetry. We will return to this type of Hamiltonian in section IV A when we discuss
trapped ion realizations of the JC model. It turns out that in those systems it is rather straight forward to control
the two coupling strengths independently. The anisotropic quantum Rabi model can be unitarily transformed to a
parametrically driven JC model (see the previous sec. I C 1 for driven JC models)

ĤpdJC = δpâ
†â+

∆p

2
σ̂z + g

(
â†σ̂− + σ̂+â

)
+ η

(
â†2 + â2

)
, (240)

as shown in [633], and where δp = ω − ωp and ∆p = Ω − ωp with ωp the drive frequency. The unitary is again
the squeezing operator (238), i.e. up to a constant ĤpdJC = Ŝ†(z)ĤanRŜ(z). The squeezing parameter obeys
cosh(z) = gjc/g and sinh(z) = gajc/g. Finally, the solutions of [50] have also been employed in order to extract
various correlation functions for different coupling strengths, ranging from the JC regime to the deep strong coupling
regime [634]. They were also used to analyze the aforementioned conical intersections [611]. In particular, these
conical intersections coincide with the Juddian points, see fig. 19.

The Rabi model and its extension called the Rabi-Stark model is described by the Hamiltonian [635–638]

HR =
(
∆/2 + Uâ†â

)
σ̂z + ωâ†â+ g(â+ â†)σ̂x, (241)

(where U is the nonlinear coupling strength) has been reported to belong to different universality classes [639]. Braak’s
method for solving the quantum Rabi model can be applied also to this model [635]. The Rabi-Stark Hamiltonian (241)
can be mapped to an effective JC Hamiltonian. When the Stark coupling is zero, the resulting Hamiltonian aligns to
that of the quantum Rabi model. We remark here that applying a perturbation theory that omits weak multiphoton
processes, analytical solutions for the Rabi model can be obtained through a mapping to an effective JC model
selecting a proper variation parameter [555].

In addition now to the usual JC term, the interaction between a plasma mode and a qubit contains a term which is
quadratic in the oscillator variables, as has already been derived in [640]. The Hamiltonian of the canonical two-photon
Rabi model includes the additional interaction term g′(â2+â†2)σ̂x, arising in a superconducting circuit implementation
where a nonlinear resonator is inductively coupled to a flux qubit [641]. The model exhibits spectral collapse in a
transition from a linear to an inverted oscillator with the critical point being analogous to a free particle [642], while
in [643] we find a detailed analysis on the symmetry properties of the ground state. Finally, an infinite family of exact
solutions of the two-photon Rabi model at energy level crossings outside the Juddian class was reported in [644].

The notion of a time-dependent resonance condition in a generalized Rabi model was introduced in [645], when
studying the exact quantum dynamics of a single spin-1/2 in a generic time-dependent classical magnetic field (see
also [646]). It was demonstrated that the time evolution of the transition probability between the two eigenstates of
the atomic inversion may exhibit a regime of distorted oscillations, or may also display a monotonic behavior. An
integrable model of two interacting qubits, which can be exactly and reduced to two independent single-spin quantum
Rabi models via a unitary transformation has recently been introduced in [647], where the spin-spin coupling plays
the role of the transverse field.

A two-level system coupled to a linear harmonic oscillator and embedded in a viscous fluid is described by the
dissipative quantum Rabi model for which, in the Ohmic regime, a BKT quantum phase transition occurs by varying
the coupling strength even for a very low dissipation rate [648]. Shortly before, it had been shown that thermalization
always occurs in the open quantum Rabi model when the two degrees of freedom are coupled to the same heat bath,
but only for equal-temperature baths in the case of individual couplings [649]. Finally, it has been recently reported
that eliminating the spin degree of freedom in the closed and open quantum Rabi, as well as in the Dicke model, leads
to an effective harmonic oscillator whose eigenstates are squeezed with respect to the physical harmonic oscillator.
This formulation leads to time-independent uncertainties in the quadratures [650].

E. Extended Jaynes-Cummings models

Naturally, the list of extensions of the JC model can be made very long. As will be discussed in this section,
extended JC models may exhibit characteristics very different from the regular JC model. Moreover, many of these
extensions are not only of a theoretical interest but are also of relevance for modern experimental investigations (see
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the following sections). This section has been divided into five subsections, but it is understood that some works to
be discussed belongs to more than a single sub-category and that the list of references is far longer than presented
here.

1. Kerr medium and intensity dependent or multiphoton couplings

Typically, eliminating some degrees of freedom results in nonlinear terms in the emerging effective models. For
the Jaynes-Cummings model, the elimination could be an additional boson field [651–653], e.g., a Kerr medium, or
largely detuned atomic levels [654]. The simplest way to describe a Kerr medium coupled to the cavity field would be
to add the terms ωkb̂

†b̂+ Γ
(
â†b̂+ b̂†â

)
, where the bosonic operators b̂† and b̂ create and annihilate Kerr excitations

respectively. If the characteristic frequency ωk is large compared to other frequencies, the Kerr medium can be
adiabatically eliminated to generate an effective photon-photon interaction term. Assuming also general interaction
terms (in the RWA), the nonlinear JC model becomes

ĤnlJC = ωn̂+
Ω

2
σ̂z+χâ

†â†ââ+ g
[
f(â, â†) â†σ̂−+ h.c.

]
, (242)

where χ is the strength of the Kerr induced nonlinearity, and f(â, â†) is a function of the field boson operators. If
f(â, â†) = f(n̂) (normally f(n̂) =

√
n̂ like in the Buck-Sukumar model [198]) we say that the coupling is intensity

dependent, while if f(â, â†) = âj â†
k for some integers j and k (normally either j or k is zero) we say that the

interaction is of the multiphoton type. The case of an intensity dependent coupling f(â, â†) = n̂ is often termed a
χ(2)-nonlinearity, to be compared to the term χâ†â†ââ which gives a χ(3)-nonlinearity. Since the RWA is assumed,
like in the JC model, the number of excitations (modulo the number of photon exchange) is preserved which generates
a continuous U(1) symmetry. Due to this, the model ĤnlJC is analytically solvable.

The first analytical solution for the two-photon case stems from 1981 [655] and shortly afterwards several authors
considered also the intensity dependent case and wrote down the general solution [198, 656]. For the solution with a
general f̂(â, â†) see [657]. While solving these models could be straightforward generalizations of how the JC models is
solved, there have been other powerful methods relying on algebraic approaches [658, 659]. With the analytic solutions,
expressions for the collapse and revival times have been presented for various initial field states [654, 656, 658, 660].
Also the field squeezing has been studied in the case of intensity dependent couplings [660–663] and it was found that
there exist solutions where the amount of squeezing evolves periodically. Squeezing in the two-photon JC model was
first studied by Gerry [664] and he particularly considered the amount of squeezing as a function of the field intensity.
Entanglement properties for the intensity dependent coupling was addressed in ref. [665] and for the multiphoton
model in ref. [666]. A solution of the two-photon JC model including photon losses was given in [667] and it was
argued that the two-photon JC model is more sensitive to decoherence than the regular JC model.

Effects of the Kerr medium was a central topic in the 1990s with a series of works. The phase space evolution
was considered in [653, 668]. The collapse and revival times were estimated in the large field limit in [653, 669],
and also other field properties have been analyzed [651]. One interesting observation is that there exists a ‘critical’
detuning ∆c for which the collapse is greatly suppressed by constructive interference [670]. In the same work it
was shown how superstructures of the observables appear in the long time regime. Several works have discussed
entanglement in the Kerr JC model and many of these concluded that a large Kerr nonlinearity reduces the atom-
field entanglement [665, 666, 671, 672]. Tara et al. demonstrated that in the largely detuned case the Kerr medium
can actually be utilized for the preparation of field Schrödinger cat states (49) [673]. In more recent years, a set of
works considered external driving of the qubit in order to engineer the nonlinearity to realize desired forms. It was
shown that if the driving is chosen in certain ways it is possible to achieve large nonlinearities, and also higher order
nonlinearities, like terms scaling as ∼ n̂3 [674]. The same method can be utilized in order to cancel existing Kerr
nonlinearities, which could compromise various state-preparation schemes.

2. Multimode and multi-level atoms

The number of possibilities to theoretically extend the Jaynes-Cummings model to include additional bosonic modes
or more internal atomic levels is enormous. Practically, isolating certain transitions, which should also be allowed by
selection rules, is, of course, not trivial. While there exist numerous models with considerably more levels or modes
considered, here we will mainly focus on bimodal and three-level atom scenarios with the exception of the spin-boson
model of eq. (253). A discussion about the case of infinite number of modes will be presented in sec. I G 2, where we
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FIG. 21. The two adiabatic potential surfaces of the conjugated E × ε Jahn-Teller model, eq. (244), for Ω = 0. The lower
surface has the familiar sombrero shape, and for (px, py) = (0, 0) the two surfaces touch in a conical intersection.

discuss in some depth the single-mode approximation. For an early review on the topic of a few number of modes we
refer to ref. [675], and for more recent but less comprehensive one, to [676].

Among the simplest extensions is to keep the two-level structure of the atom and let it couple to two boson
modes [677–681]

Ĥ2m = ω1n̂a + ω2n̂b +
Ω

2
σ̂z +

(
gaâ

†σ̂− + g∗aσ̂+â
)
+
(
gbb̂

†σ̂− + g∗b σ̂+b̂
)
, (243)

with the two modes now labeled a and b. As shown in [677], by making use of a symmetry operator that includes both
boson modes the above model can be transformed into a regular JC model plus a decoupled field. This transformation
is especially simple for ωa = ωb and when both couplings ga and gb are real [681, 682], it amounts to introducing
the new Boson operators Â =

(
gaâ+ gbb̂

)
/
√
g2a + g2b and B̂ =

(
gbâ− gab̂

)
/
√
g2a + g2b . Hence, the problem reduces

to the one solved in sec. I A, now with the coupling
√
g2a + g2b . The original boson modes do still, however, show

non-trivial dynamics and in particular they build up mutual entanglement [680]. In particular, by applying the
semiclassical approach described in subsec IB 3 it is possible to prepare the two field states in so-called entangled
coherent states [681]. These types of states can also be generated in the dispersive regime [679] as outlined in
sec. I B 1. The populations of the individual modes in the present model was discussed in [683] and it was shown that
photons tend to oscillate between the two modes. The method of introducing new boson operators can be readily
generalized to any number of modes as long as they share the frequencies ωk = ω [684–688]. However, in the more
realistic situation with different ωk’s the new modes will couple and the model does not allow for a simple solution,
see the discussion on the spin-boson model below.

The phase dependence of the couplings ga and gb in eq. 243 turns out to have rather drastic consequences on the
system evolution. In sec. IA we argued that we can always choose the light-matter coupling real via a simple gauge
transformation. This only works as long as we have imposed the RWA. When the RWA is relaxed this situation is
more subtle; let us assume ga ∈ R, gb ∈ I and |gb| = ga ≡ g and ωa = ωb = ω, and we express the Hamiltonian in the
quadrature representation (where we have done a transformation x̂↔ p̂x and the same for the b mode ŷ ↔ p̂y) [689]

ĤE×ε = ω

(
p̂2x
2

+
p̂2y
2

+
x̂2 + ŷ2

2

)
+

Ω

2
σ̂z +

√
2g (p̂xσ̂x + p̂yσ̂y) . (244)

This is a ‘conjugate’ E × ε Jahn-Teller model known from molecular physics [554, 690]. The fact that gb was purely
imaginary manifests in the fact that the y mode couples to the σ̂y dipole operator. For a general complex coupling,
the coupling would include also the σ̂x dipole operator. There is no simple rotation of the Pauli operators such that
the two modes couple to the same dipole operators, i.e. we do not have the gauge freedom to chose both coupling
amplitudes real.

In the BOA we diagonalize the internal degrees of freedom giving the adiabatic potential surfaces (‘momentum

dependent’) V±(px, py) = ω
p2x+p

2
y

2 + ±
√

Ω2

4 + 2g2
(
p2x + p2y

)
. For Ω = 0, at (px, py) = (0, 0) the two surfaces become
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degenerate in a Dirac cone, see fig. 21. For g >
√
ωΩ/2 the lower potential builds up a sombrero shape and the

minima is along a circle with non-zero ‘momentum’ |p|. This is the mechanism behind the Jahn-Teller effect which
says that the ground state configuration is distorted from the most symmetric one ((px, py) = (0, 0)). Not surprisingly,
in sec. I E 5 this coupling defines the critical point for the Dicke quantum phase transition. The linear dispersion in
the vicinity of the Dirac cone implies that for small px and py the dynamics is effectively relativistic, which also
holds true for the quantum Rabi model [148, 691, 692]. In molecular physics, the quadratures are interchanged such
that the adiabatic potentials are instead V±(x, y) and the degeneracy is called a conical intersection. Encircling the
conical intersection (or equivalently the Dirac cone) gives rise to a non-trivial Berry phase [690], which has been
studied in terms of cavity QED in [689] and can be understood in the language of Mead-Berry gauge theory [693, 694].
This Berry phase has been very recently observed experimentally in a trapped ion setup [695] (see further sec. IV
on trapped ions). An initial Gaussian state was prepared at the minima of the lower adiabatic potential of fig. 21,
and it was then let free to evolve. This causes the state to spread along the minima of the potential; eventually it
will populate the entire region of the minima, and a self-interference occurs. The Berry phase manifests itself in the
emerging interference patter. The dynamics in the vicinity of the Dirac cone – the conical intersection – was also
explored experimentally, once more in a trapped-ion system, in ref. [696]. The emphasis was placed on the breakdown
of the BOA. The type of coupling between the two-level system and the ‘momentum’ is in the condensed matter
community called (up to a unitary spin rotation) a Rashba or Dresselhaus spin-orbit coupling [697]. We note that the
Hamiltonian can be rewritten as [698]

ĤE×ε = ω


(
p̂x − Âx

)2
2

+

(
p̂y − Ây

)2
2

+
x̂2 + ŷ2

2

+
Ω

2
σ̂z −

g2

ω
, (245)

where the synthetic gauge potential
(
ϕ̂, Âx, Ây

)
=
(

Ω
2 σ̂z,

√
2g
ω σ̂x,

√
2g
ω σ̂y

)
. Since [Âx, Ây] ̸= 0 the gauge structure of

this model is non-Abelian (see further discussions in sec. VII B 1). This inherent (spin-orbit generated) gauge structure
(different from the Mead-Berry gauge theory mentioned above [699]) can be used to understand complex dynamics
like intrinsic spin and anomalous Hall effect [700]. As a final remark on the bimodal two-level system, if, say, both
ga and gb are real, the Dirac cone is not present and the Hall effects would vanish and so would the non-trivial Berry
phase.

Turning to the three-level atoms we have three main configurations; Ladder Xi (Ξ), Lambda (Λ), and Vee V . Like
the two-level atoms can be viewed as qubits, the three-level atom can be considered as qutrits, i.e. quantum dots
with three internal logical states. The transitions are schematically pictured in fig. 22, and within the RWA their
respective Hamiltonians are

ĤΞ = ω1n̂a + ω2n̂b +

3∑
i=1

Eiσ̂ii + ga
(
â†σ̂12 + σ̂21â

)
+ gb

(
b̂†σ̂23 + σ̂32b̂

)
, (246)

ĤΛ = ω1n̂a + ω2n̂b +

3∑
i=1

Eiσ̂ii + ga
(
â†σ̂12 + σ̂21â

)
+ gb

(
b̂†σ̂32 + σ̂23b̂

)
, (247)

and

ĤV = ω1n̂a + ω2n̂b +

3∑
i=1

Eiσ̂ii + ga
(
â†σ̂21 + σ̂12â

)
+ gb

(
b̂†σ̂32 + σ̂23b̂

)
. (248)

Here, Ei is the energy of atomic level |i⟩ (i = 1, 2, 3) and σ̂ij = |i⟩⟨j| are the atomic operators. In the absence of
spontaneous emission or other decay channels, the difference of the three models is in the indices ij of the σ̂ij operators,
telling if a photon is absorbed or emitted. In the RWA all models have a continuous U(1) symmetry characterizing
conservation of excitations. As shown in fig. 22, by turning to an interaction picture with respect to the bare energies,
and properly shifting the zero energy, the Hamiltonians can be expressed in four relevant parameters, the detunings δ1
and δ2 and the couplings ga and gb. As for the case of the JC model, within the RWA and in the interaction picture,
the problem reduces to the manipulation of a 3× 3 matrix, and the analytical solutions are readily obtainable. With
a coupling between |1⟩ and |3⟩, however, a general analytic solution (valid for any couplings) is not attainable. Note
further that we can consider the single-mode case by putting â = b̂ and ωa = ωb = ω/2. We will briefly return to the
single-mode three-level systems in sec. I F.
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FIG. 22. Possible three-level atom-light interaction configurations. A coupling between |1⟩ and |3⟩ is always assumed to be
zero.

Occasionally, when discussing three-level atoms, it is convenient to introduce the Gell-Mann matrices [701]

λ̂(1) =

 0 1 0

1 0 0

0 0 0

 , λ̂(2) =

 0 −i 0

i 0 0

0 0 0

 , λ̂3 =

 1 0 0

0 −1 0

0 0 0

 , λ̂(4) =

 0 0 1

0 0 0

1 0 0

 ,

λ̂(5) =

 0 0 −i
0 0 0

i 0 0

 , λ̂(6) =
 0 0 0

0 0 1

0 1 0

 , λ̂(7) =

 0 0 0

0 0 −i
0 i 0

 , λ̂(8) = 1√
3

 1 0 0

0 1 0

0 0 −2


(249)

instead of the common notation σ̂ij = |i⟩⟨j|. This is especially true when we do not work in the RWA. Like for the
Pauli matrices (5), which are generators of the SU(2) algebra, the Gell-Mann matrices are generators of the SU(3)

algebra and furthermore, the matrices are traceless, Tr
[
λ̂(α)

]
= 0, and mutually orthogonal Tr

[
λ̂(α)λ̂(β)

]
= 2δαβ . The

λ̂(α)’s span all 3× 3 matrices, and like for qubits (64), it is possible to introduce a Bloch vector R = (R1, R2, . . . , R8)
also for qutrits [702, 703]

ρ̂ =
1

3

(
1 +

8∑
i=1

Riλ̂
(i)

)
. (250)

Both the Bloch vector and Gell-Mann matrices can be generalized to higher dimensions, i.e. for qudits with d internal
states.

Already in the previous subsection, we mentioned that multiphoton transitions arise from adiabatic eliminations
of virtual intermediate atomic levels. More precisely, in the regime when |δ1| ≫ ga

√
na and |δ2| ≫ gb

√
nb are

both fulfilled, the atomic level |2⟩ can be eliminated. Such procedures have been taken by numerous authors, either
following the regular adiabatic elimination scheme [198, 704–708] or using the bimodal version of the Schrieffer-
Wolff transformation [709–711]. The effective atom-field interaction term for, say, the Λ system becomes (assuming
ga, gb ∈ R)

V̂Λ =
gagb
2

(
1

δ1
+

1

δ2

)(
â†b̂σ̂23 + b̂†âσ̂32

)
. (251)

An interesting observation by Wu et al. was that the Schrieffer-Wolff transformation may actually be applied to
decouple the three-level system into a 2+1 level system regardless of parameter values (i.e. no perturbation expansion
is assumed), both for the Λ [710] and the Ξ system [711]. An important extension of the Λ configuration is the so-called
tripod atom, in which there are three (instead of two) lower states and one excited. One of the main reasons why the
tripod atom is of particular interest is because the corresponding Hamiltonian hosts two dark states (instead of one
dark state for the Λ atom), i.e. eigenstates composed as linear combinations of only the lower atomic states and with
zero eigenvalues. In the subspace of these two dark states, it is possible to explore effects deriving from non-Abelian
evolution [712], which can be helpful for QIP. For the three-level systems and within the elimination framework, the
collapse-revival phenomenon has been studied [706], and it has been shown that the particular coherence between the
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two initial field states may affect the collapse/revival times in these systems [713]. The elimination also gives rise
Stark shifts of the two bare levels |1⟩ and |3⟩, and it has been shown that these (dynamical) terms can severely alter
the collapse-revival dynamics [713, 714] and also the trapping states in the Λ system [715] is normally affected by the
Stark shifts [716]. When the two-photon transition in the Λ (or V ) system contains a single mode we note that in
the resonant case the Rabi frequencies Ωn ∝ n, i.e. the JC nonlinear

√
n-dependence is lost [198]. As a result, the

revivals will be periodic and “perfect” [704, 705]. Adding a nonlinearity in terms of a Kerr medium will destroy this
periodic collapse-revival pattern [717]. In the single mode Ξ model, the elimination gives an effective coupling term
containing the two-photon processes â2 and â†

2. The time-evolution operator is then containing a squeezing part,
which was analyzed in [718] where large field squeezing was indeed demonstrated. Non-classical properties of the fields
in the bimodal Λ model has also been considered within the adiabatic elimination [719, 720]. For example, a ‘beating’
effect was found where field bunching/antibunching was alternating between the two modes. Closer to to our days,
N identical, V-shaped three-level atoms coupled to a dissipative cavity in the thermodynamic limit (N → ∞) were
considered in [721] to ascertain the stabilization of a continuous family of dark and nearly dark excited many-body
states.

As already stated, the three Hamiltonians (246), (247), and (248) can be analytically diagonalized [722–729]. The
collapse-revival evolution has been discussed in several works, see for example [708, 723, 725, 730]. In the V system it
was found that for specific initial conditions the characteristic collapse-revival pattern can be completely absent [730].
In the Λ system super-revivals have been demonstrated [708]. Also squeezing effects, both dipole and field, in the Ξ
and the Λ systems have been analyzed [727–729, 731]. It was found that a direct correlation between field and dipole
squeezing did not exist. The driven three-level systems have been considered in terms of state preparation of Fock
states [732] and squeezed states [733].

In the bimodal setups, the three sub-systems are coupled which may lead to interesting entanglement properties [288,
717, 734–736]. The idea is often to use the atom as an ancilla state which mediates the effective interaction between
the two field modes [288, 736]. Alternatively, one introduces an effective logic gate between the two modes [287–
289, 735, 737]. Genuine tripartite entanglement generation has also been demonstrated, like the preparation of GHZ
or W states, eqs. (57) and (59) respectively [734, 735, 738]. It has also been shown that Kerr media [735, 739] or
external pumping [740] may help in achieving large entanglement in these systems. In sec. I E 5 we continue discussing
entanglement properties but there the field is the effective ‘generator’ of entanglement between multi-level atoms.

Without going into any details, we mention that generalizations to multi-level atoms have been addressed in
numerous works, see among others [741–746]. One recent observation is that multilevel atoms enhance the effective
atom-light coupling strength g [747]. Nonclassical optical switching from strong single-photon blockade to two-photon
bundles alongside super-Poissonian photon emission have been recently reported for the spin-1 JC model [748]. In
sec. I E 5, we discuss the phenomenon of superradiance which is an effect arising when N identical two-level emitters
radiate collectively. The emission of radiation is enhanced by a factor

√
N compared to N independent emitters.

The same enhanced coupling can be achieved by generalizing V -atoms to atoms with a single lower state and N
quasi-degenerate excited states |ei⟩ [749]. Thus, the atom-light interaction takes the form

V̂ =

N∑
i=1

gi
(
â|ei⟩⟨g|+ â†|g⟩⟨ei|

)
. (252)

To see how the
√
N -dependence comes about we introduce the collective excited state |e⟩ =

∑
i gi|ei⟩/G, with

G2 =
∑
i gi. With this collective state interaction term takes the regular JC-form, with an effective coupling geff

enhanced by
√
N . It might seem hard to achieve large N -values in realistic systems, but N can be made on the order

of hundred in modern emitters [749].
The two-level bimodal case discussed above finds applications especially in cavity/circuit QED and trapped ion

physics. Generalizing this further, e.g., by coupling a two-level system to an infinite number of bosons, yields the
spin-boson model [750, 751]

ĤSB =
∑
i

ωin̂i +
η

2
σ̂z −

Ω

2
σ̂x +

σ̂z
2

∑
i

gi

(
â†i + âi

)
. (253)

In the language of the JC model, the spins have been rotated σ̂x ↔ σ̂z and the RWA is not applied. Furthermore,
a (time-independent) pumping term proportional to η is included. This is a paradigmatic model describing open
system dynamics of a two-level system and finds numerous applications in various fields of physics. The Lindblad
master equation (131) was derived in the RWA and Born-Markov approximation, while for the spin-boson model one
is normally not imposing any of these approximations. The breakdown of such approximations frequently appears in
solid-state systems where the characteristic time-scales of the bath and the system are rather different from optical
systems where a Lindblad approach is often justified. In the solid-state community, σ̂z is seen as the ‘position’ of the
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FIG. 23. Schematic picture of the emergent two-level structure in the spin-boson model; the dynamics is projected onto two
well separated energy levels (red solid lines) of a double-well potential V (x) with ∆ the energy mismatch and Γ the tunneling
amplitude through the barrier.

particle and σ̂x drives tunneling of the particle. This picture is given in fig. 23. We make a two-mode approximation of
a double-well system, where one quasi-bound state is kept in either of the two wells, the energy offset of the double-well
is given by η and Ω determines the tunneling amplitude. Now, the particle is coupled to a boson bath, which induces
particle decoherence.

The properties of the spin-boson model is largely determined by the spectral function defined as [553]

J(ω) = π
∑
i

g2i δ(ω − ωi). (254)

The spectral function is assumed algebraic

J(ω) = 2παωsf(ω, ωc), s > −1, (255)

where α determines the strength of the interaction, and f(ω, ωc) is a cutoff function such that frequencies ω > ωc
are greatly suppressed. Note that the properties of the system should not depend on the details of f . The generic
features of the model can be divided into the regimes

−1 < s < 0, inverse,

0 < s < 1, sub−Ohmic,

s = 1, Ohmic,

1 < s, super−Ohmic.

(256)

For a phonon bath one often takes s = 3, for an impurity bath s = 5, and for 1/f -noise 0 < s < 1. How to control
the type of dissipation (i.e. s) in an atomic setting was discussed in ref. [752].

Without the coupling to the boson modes, the particle will show Rabi oscillations between the two wells, while
if it couples to the bath of boson modes they will tend to dephase the oscillations. It has long been known that
the Ohmic case is quantum critical where for a critical coupling αc there is a zero temperature Kosterlitz-Thouless
transition from a localized to a delocalized (or incoherent to coherent) phase [750, 751, 753]. In the localized phase,
tunneling is suppressed by dephasing while in the delocalized phase tunneling is still present despite the coupling to
the bath. Note how the localized phase resembles a self-trapping effect common in many-body double-well systems.
In the delocalized phase, the particle can be seen as dressed with a cloud of oscillator excitations. This picture is
especially clear by transforming the Hamiltonian with its corresponding polaron transformation [754]. It was long
believed that the delocalized phase would not survive in the sub-Ohmic regime [750], which was proven wrong by using
infinitesimal transformation similar to a renormalization procedure [755]. Indeed, for small coupling strengths α the
zero temperature delocalized phase survives also in sub-Ohmic regime [756–758]. However, it is here a proper second-
order quantum phase transition [759]. The nature of this transition was long debated, while renormalization methods
suggested that the transition was not “classical”, i.e. the universality properties of the quantum phase transition
cannot be ascribed to a classical phase transition [758]. Other methods indicated that the renormalization results
were false [760, 761], and finally Vojta could resolve the erroneous results in the application of the renormalization
group technique [762]. In the super-Ohmic case the delocalized phase is not stable even at zero temperature. Thus,
as a function of the ‘dimension’ s there is a line of second-order critical couplings αc(s) which terminates in a
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Kosterlitz-Thouless transition (cross-over) at s = 1. Interestingly, a similar behaviour was also demonstrated in the
Kondo problem [763]. The transition survives for finite temperature T < T∗ in both the sub-Ohmic and Ohmic
cases [754]. Using a variational approach, similar to the BOA where corrections are self-consistently taken into
account, it was also found that the finite temperature system may show a “re-entrant” behaviour where the system
goes as localized-delocalized-localized as T is increased [754]. Typical for quantum phase transitions or cross-overs
is that the entanglement rapidly grows in the vicinity of the transition point, which has also been shown for the
spin-boson model in the sub-Ohmic case [764, 765].

When describing the dissipation (decoherence) of a two-level system, the spin-boson model can also be combined
with the JC (or quantum Rabi) model, i.e. the two-level atom of the JC model is coupled to a bath of bosons [376]

ĤRSB = ωn̂+
∑
i

ωin̂i +
Ω
2 σ̂z +

√
2gσ̂x

(
â† + â

)
,+σ̂z

∑
i

λi

(
b̂†i + b̂i

)
, (257)

where now λi are the bath coupling strengths. Thus, the atom in the quantum Rabi model (257) is subject to
non-Markovian dissipation [766] and thereby this type of approach to atomic dephasing goes beyond that of the
Markovian Lindblad approach discussed in sec. I C 2. For a derivation of a Born-Markov master equation with the
Hamiltonian (257) as a starting point, see [94, 767, 768]. It has been demonstrated, however, that in solid state
systems, some experimental features cannot be described in the framework of a Markovian bath, that non-Markovian
effects can really be important [769]. Comparing to the regular spin-boson model (253) it follows that the tunneling
is accompanied by interaction with the quantized boson field of the quantum Rabi model. Recently, Henriet et al.
considered the Ohmic case and showed how the Rabi oscillations of this system dies out due to the bath [770], and
they further demonstrated how a (polariton) steady state solution with a single excitation can be achieved when an
AC driving is included. The decay of Rabi oscillations, but now within the RWA of the Rabi coupling and for a
super-Ohmic coupling J(ω) ∼ ω3 (characterizing coupling to phonons) was also analyzed in [771] making use of the
polaron transformation (with respect to the bath), see also the work by Wilson and Imamoğlu [376] where a field
drive was also considered. The same work also addressed collapse-revival structures and found that the revivals indeed
vanishes for strong couplings α. However, it has since then been shown that the non-Markovian coupling to a phonon
bath can also stabilize the collapse-revival pattern, e.g. making it more regular [772]. As will be discussed in further
detail in sec. IG 2, the polaron transformation in this system renormalizes the JC atom-field coupling [378, 773] and
thereby alters the Rabi frequency. In the transformed basis it is, under certain conditions, motivated to perform
a RWA between the two-level system and the bath modes (similar to the generalized RWA for the JC as discussed
by Irish [547]) under which analytical expressions can be obtained for various quantities like collapse and revival
times [378]. The coherence has also been explored in terms of the Mandel Q-parameter (68) in the presence of a
phonon bath, i.e. J(ω) ∼ ω3, and it was argued that the atom-field detuning can be a handle to achieve sub-
Poissonian field statistics [774]. Heat engines with non-Markovian thermal operations can be experimentally realized
by using a qubit coupled to Markovian thermal baths via auxiliary bosonic modes. The qubit is coupled to the bosonic
modes with a JC-type interaction [775].

3. Time-dependent and adiabatic Jaynes-Cummings models

Explicit time-dependence of a system means some sort of external ‘driving’. For the JC model this could for
example be a varying pumping term. In an interaction picture, this could give rise to time-dependent detunings.
Also the atom-field coupling g can be effectively time-dependent by considering multiphoton transitions where one
(or more) of the transitions are driven by external (classical) time-dependent fields. Naturally there are numerous
other ways to construct an explicit time-dependence, which will depend on the particular physical system at hand.
Yet another possibility in cavity QED is that an effective time-dependence emerges in a semiclassical picture where
the center-of-mass motion of the atom is treated classically. In such a model, where the time-dependence derives
due to inherent evolution, one replaces the atomic velocity and position with their classical values, p̂/m → v and
x̂ → x0 + vt [776]. It should be clear that when doing such an approximation it is assumed that the atomic kinetic

energy mv2/2 is considerably larger than the JC interaction energy En(x) =
√

∆2

2 + g2(x)(n+ 1) (here x = ⟨x̂⟩ and
for simplicity we consider the 1D case). In the next subsection we will address the situation when this semiclassical
approximation breaks down, and one must quantize also the atomic motion. In sec. IG 6 we will return to this
situation and briefly discuss the validity of this replacement.

In the interaction picture, the time-dependent JC model leads to the Schrödinger equation

i
d

dt
|ψ(t)⟩ =

[
∆(t)

2
σ̂z + g(t)

(
â†σ̂− + σ̂+â

)]
|ψ(t)⟩. (258)
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Expressed in the bare basis, we again regain the two-level block structure (12)

i
d

dt

[
cne(t)

cng(t)

]
=

 ∆(t)

2
g(t)
√
n+ 1

g(t)
√
n+ 1 −∆(t)

2

[ cne(t)
cng(t)

]
. (259)

Thus, the time-dependent JC problem takes the form of a general time-dependent two-level Schrödinger equation [777].
There are a few (limiting) cases that can be solved directly; (i) ∆(t) and g(t) both constant, (ii) ∆(t) ≡ 0, (iii) g(t) ≡ 0,
and (iv) ∆(t) ∝ g(t). For example, for case (ii) and the initial condition cne(0) = cn and cng(0) = 0 (that is the atom
is initially excited and the field in the state characterized by the amplitudes cn) we have

cne(t) = cos(A(t))cn,

cng(t) = sin(A(t))cn+1,

(260)

where A(t) =
∫ t
0
g(t′)dt′ is the ‘coupling-area’. Despite its simplicity, apart from the examples listed above, very

few exactly solvable models of the two-level time-dependent Schrödinger equation are known [778, 779]. The most
famous solvable models are: Landau-Zener [780, 781], Rosen-Zener [782], Demkov-Kunike [783], Nikitin [778], Allen-
Eberly [239], and Carrol-Hioe [784]. Having access to analytical solutions implies that the parameter dependence on,
e.g., non-adiabatic excitations, is readily obtained.

The Landau-Zener problem has been discussed in terms of the JC model, for preparation of non-classical field
states [777, 785] (also the Demkov-Kunike model was considered in these references) and for general properties of
the field [786]. Adiabatic properties in cavity QED as the atom traverses the cavity perpendicularly was considered
in [787], where the Rosen-Zener model was employed in order to mimic the Gaussian perpendicular mode profile.
Dasgupta also considered the Rosen-Zener model and explored the effect of time-dependence on the Rabi oscillations
and on the collapse-revival structure, and it was especially demonstrated how the Rabi frequency changes smoothly
in the adiabatic regime [788]. The effect on collapse-revivals stemming from a time-dependent coupling has also been
analyzed in terms of the Nikitin model [789].

We will now focus on the influence of a linear sweep in the Rabi model following closely ref. [790] and revisiting
some part of our discussion in sec. ID pertinent to the Born-Oppenheimer approximation. An equivalent writing of
the Hamiltonian in eq. (210) is

ĤR = −∆

2
σ̂x −

ϵ

2
σ̂z + ωâ†â+ gσ̂z(â+ â†), (261)

where ϵ is now the bias parameter (it is more common to reserve the Pauli operator σ̂z for the bare qubit energy).
For the moment we keep ϵ = 0. When g2 ≪ ω∆/4, the system is in the normal phase and the eigenstates are
approximately,

| →, n⟩ = 1√
2
(| ↑⟩+ | ↓⟩)⊗ |n⟩, | ←, n⟩ = 1√

2
(| ↑⟩ − | ↓⟩)⊗ |n⟩, (262)

where | ←⟩ and | →⟩ are eigenstates of σ̂x, while the ground state is | →, 0⟩. In the opposite limit, when g2 ≫ ω∆/4,
the system is in the superradiant state, and the low-lying states read

|+, n⟩ = 1√
2
(| ↑⟩ ⊗ D̂(α)|n⟩+ | ↓⟩ ⊗ D̂(−α)|n⟩), |−, n⟩ = 1√

2
(| ↑⟩ ⊗ D̂(α)|n⟩ − | ↓⟩ ⊗ D̂(−α)|n⟩), (263)

where D̂(α) = exp(αâ† − α∗â) is the familiar displacement operator, and α ≡ g/ω. The “ground state” is now |+, 0⟩.
We remark here that the normal to superradiant phase transition in the quantum Rabi model has been recently
studied in [791], by means of two successive diagonalizations, one pertaining to the the two-level system and the other
to cavity mode in a truncated Fock space. In this procedure, the two branches of eigenstates are decoupled under the
Born-Oppenheimer approximation, as we discussed in sec. I C 1. As the coupling strength traverses its critical value,
the photon population statistics is approximately Poissonian, and subsequently conforming to the random matrix
distribution of a Gaussian unitary ensemble.

In circuit QED, finite-duration quenches can be readily realized, where one of the system parameters is swept through
the critical point that separates the normal and superradiant phases. In fact, the role of parameter fluctuations on
the superradiance phase transition for a configuration where a large number of superconducting qubits are coupled to
a single cavity mode has already been investigated in [792], with emphasis on typical superconducting architectures.
A natural choice would be to set g = vt, where v is the sweep rate and t is the time variable with t ∈ [0, T ]; provided
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FIG. 24. Schematic diagram of eight representative energy levels in a problem of Landau-Zener sweep for a qubit coupled
to a harmonic oscillator. The energy level ladders extend to ∞, as indicated by the vertical dots. Source: Fig. 5 of [790].
Reproduced with permission from the author.

that vT ≫
√
∆ω/2, the system is brought to the superradiant phase at the final time. This approach, however, would

also lead to a divergence of the common observables in the system, such as the photon number, one can alternatively
tune ∆. Superconduncting qubits with a tuneable gap have been realized in a number of experiments [793, 794]. The
sweep from a normal to a superradiant phase is accomplished with the Hamiltonian

ĤR = −∆i − vt
2

σ̂x + ωâ†â+ gσ̂z(â+ â†), (264)

where the final time is T = (∆i −∆f )/v ≈ ∆i/v, and the initial and final values of the gap are selected such as to
satisfy ∆i ≫ 4g2/ω and ∆f ≪ 4g2/ω, respectively. The asymptotic expressions for the lowest-energy eigenstates are
independent of ∆ in the limits ∆ → 0 and ∆ → ∞ whence no physical divergences occur in the final state of the
system. A related experimental investigation reported on multiphoton transitions between two macroscopic quantum
mechanical superposition states created by two opposite circulating currents in a superconducting loop [795]. Fock
states were generated at the end of the parameter sweep.

The so-called semiclassical limit – the analogue of a large number of two-level systems coupled to an oscillator – is
realized for a single qubit when ∆ ≳ 103 [497]. In that limit, one encounters a sharp boundary separating the normal
and superradiant phases. If the coupling strength is much larger than the cavity frequency, then an abrupt change
is expected during the sweep since the transition point is located as ∆/ω = (2g/ω)2. The initial state is taken to
be the ground state | →, 0⟩, in general the easiest state to prepare in an experiment. We note that the ground state
is symmetric with respect to the parity operator, and the system remains in the parity-symmetric subspace of the
Hilbert space throughout its evolution.

For an adiabatic evolution (v → 0) the system remains in the ground state, while in the fast-sweep limit (v →∞),
the final-state probabilities are given by the overlaps between the initial and the final energy eigenstates. In the limits
∆i →∞ and ∆f = 0, these states are given exactly by eqs. (262) and (263), respectively. The probability amplitudes
in the final states then read [see eq. (45)]

P (n) = |⟨n|D̂(g/ω)|0⟩|2 = e−⟨n⟩ ⟨n⟩n
n!

, with ⟨n⟩ = (g/ω)2, (265)

peaking at n = ⟨n⟩. The probabilities for intermediate values of v have been numerically calculated in [790]. For
relatively small values of g/ω all the probabilities P (±, n) monotonically increase to their asymptotic values given by
eq. (265), while for large values of g/ω, where the highest occupation in the fast-sweep limit leads to a high intracavity
photon number, intermediate peaks appear in P (±, n) when plotted against v/ω2.
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Let us now reinstate the bias ϵ in eq. (261), which is not to be swept from a large negative to a large positive value:

ĤR = −∆

2
σ̂x −

vt

2
σ̂z + ωâ†â+ gσ̂z(â+ â†). (266)

The first two terms in eq. (266) describe the Landau-Zener problem, while the other two terms involve the harmonic
oscillator, which is the accessible and controllable part of the system. For the analysis of the dynamics it is more
meaningful to use a correlated basis, in which the photon number n̂ is n↑ = (â† + g/ω)(â+ g/ω) when the qubit is in
the excited state (↑), and n↓ = (â† − g/ω)(â− g/ω) when the qubit is in the ground state (↓).

We gain an intuitive understanding by first setting ∆ = 0. As t varies from −∞ to ∞, level crossings occur at
vt = mω, with m integer. Energy levels corresponding to the states | ↓, n⟩ and | ↑, n +m⟩ intersect for any m and
n = 0, 1, . . ., producing a mesh of energy level crossings. Reinstating ∆ turns all the energy level crossings into
avoided crossings with gaps determined by the model parameters. If the initial state at t→ −∞ is the ground state
| ↓, 0⟩, the above explanation accounts for the probabilities of the final energy eigenstates so long as ω is comparable
to ∆ [796, 797]. A sequence of independent LZ transitions through the avoided crossings one by one determines the
probabilities:

P (↑, 0) = 1− exp[−π∆2
0/(2v)], P (↑, 1) = exp[−π∆2

0/(2v)]{1− exp[−π∆2
1/(2v)]},

P (↑, 2) = exp[−π∆2
0/(2v)] exp[−π∆2

1/(2v)]{1− exp[−π∆2
2/(2v)], . . . ,

(267)

while

P (↓, 0) = exp[−π(
∑
n

∆2
n)/(2v)] = exp[−π∆2/(2v)] and P (↓, k) = 0 for k ≥ 1. (268)

The gaps at the different avoided crossings, schematically depicted in fig. 24, read

∆n =
1√
n!

(
2g

ω

)n
exp[−2(g/ω)2]∆. (269)

We note that
∑∞
n=0 ∆

2
n = ∆. The latter follows from the completeness of the photon-number basis states and ensures

that all probabilities in eqs. (267), (268) sum up to one. In the limit g/ω ≪ 1, the probability of creating any amount
of photons in the oscillator remains very small for all values of the sweep rate v/∆2, in contrast to the limit of high
values of g/ω, where one can prepare a Fock state with a chosen n in a deterministic fashion [790].

While analytical solutions are always practical, the two-level problem of eq. (259) can be easily integrated for
any other time-dependent functions ∆(t) and g(t). The most studied case is the one with a constant detuning and
a periodic coupling, g(t) = g0 sin(vt) [776, 789, 798–801]. It was introduced by Schlicher as a model for an atom
traversing the cavity along the standing wave mode [776]. Wilkens and Meystre extended this model to the maser
system (see sec. IIA 2) and studied the effects on the maser emission spectrum [798]. Atom-field entanglement and
the preparation of Schrödinger cat states (49) (in the large n-limit [174]) was discussed in [800]. In particular, they
assumed zero detuning situation of eq. (260) for which the level crossings (the instantaneous adiabatic energies are
E

(n)
ad (t) = ±g0 sin(vt)

√
n+ 1), induced by the periodic coupling, are not avoided and the alternating sign of g(t)

then acts as an effective time-reversal operation. Joshi and Lawande instead considered a constant detuning ∆ and
a coupling g(t) = vt which would represent a well localized atom in a slowly varying mode profile which justifies a
linearization around the atomic position [802]. Due to the changing amplitude of the coupling, the revival time was
altered.

As will become evident, the adiabatic regime, valid when ⟨∂tĤ⟩ij ≪ (Ei+1(t)−Ei(t)) [803], is of great interest for
JC physics as it has applications in adiabatic QIP. Most of the schemes relay on adiabatic passage [804–806]. Let us
consider a Λ atom in a bimodal cavity, see fig. 22. For a given excitation sector N , the relevant three bare states (or
diabatic states) are {|1, na, nb⟩, |2, na − 1, nb⟩, |3, na − 1, nb + 1⟩} where the ket represents; atomic state, number of
photons in mode a, and number of photons in mode b. For simplicity we assume that δ1 = δ2 = δ (=constant) such
that there is only one effective detuning. The time-dependent Schrödinger equation becomes

i
d

dt

cN1(t)

cN2(t)

cN3(t)

 =

 0 g1(t)
√
na 0

g1(t)
√
na δ g2(t)

√
nb + 1

0 g2(t)
√
nb + 1 0


 cN1(t)

cN2(t)

cN3(t)

 . (270)

With the couplings both real, the adiabatic eigenstates become particularly simple sinϕ sin θ

cosϕ

sinϕ cos θ

 ,
 cos θ

0

− sin θ

 ,
 cosϕ sin θ

− sinϕ

cosϕ cos θ

 , (271)
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FIG. 25. The pulse sequence in STIRAP (a) and f -STIRAP (b). The counter-intuitive sequence implies that limt→−∞G(t) = 0,
and limt→+∞G−1(t) = 0 for STIRAP and limt→+∞G−1(t) = const. for f -STIRAP.

where the two angles are defined as

tan θ =
g1(t)

√
na

g2(t)
√
nb+1

, tan 2ϕ =
2
√
g21(t)na+g22(t)(nb+1)

δ . (272)

The corresponding adiabatic eigenstates are

EN+(t) =
1
2

(
δ +

√
δ2 + 4g21(t)na + 4g22(t)(nb + 1)

)
,

E0N (t) = 0,

EN−(t) =
1
2

(
δ −

√
δ2 + 4g21(t)na + 4g22(t)(nb + 1)

)
.

(273)

The middle adiabatic eigenstate

|ψD(t)⟩ = cos θ|1, na, nn⟩ − sin θ|3, na − 1, nb + 1⟩ (274)

has a zero adiabatic eigenvalue and it does not contain the excited bare atomic level |2⟩. Thus, when the system
occupies this state in an adiabatic following, and the system occupies this state it means that losses due to atomic
spontaneous emission of the excited |2⟩ state is greatly suppressed. This state is therefore called a dark state [805]
introduced in eq. (95). Note that the dark state does not require a dynamical phase factor when the system evolves
adiabatically (a geometric phase factor is still possible). Note the similarity between this dark state and the one
discussed in sec. I C 2; here the dark state is an eigenstate of the Hamiltonian with zero eigenvalue, while in sec. I C 2
it was an eigenstate of the Lindblad operator with zero eigenvalue.

While the adiabatic passage is not restricted to vanishing detuning, in order to demonstrate the general idea we
here let δ = 0. This implies that cosϕ = sinϕ = 1/

√
2. It follows that the adiabatic eigenstates are fully determined

by the ratio G(t) ≡ g1(t)
√
na/g2(t)

√
nb + 1. Thus, if we assume that limt→−∞G(t) = 0 the system is initially in the

state |1, na, nb⟩, and provided the evolution is adiabatic, if limt→+∞G−1(t) = 0 the final state will be |3, na−1, nb+1⟩.
Thus, by carefully choosing the time-dependence of the couplings g1(t) and g2(t) it is possible to adiabatically transfer
population from the states |1, na, nb⟩| to the states |3, na−1, nb+1⟩. A possible choice for the couplings gi(t) is pictured
in fig. 25 (a); first the coupling between the bare atomic states |2⟩ and |3⟩ is smoothly turned on, followed by the
coupling between the bare states |2⟩ and |1⟩. The pulse sequence is therefore applied counterintuitively. Furthermore,
as long as the evolution remains adiabatic, the intermediate state will never be populated - population will be transfered
between two states even though there is no direct coupling between them and the intermediate state coupling them
together is never populated. This is the so-called Stimulated Raman Adiabatic Passage (STIRAP) scheme frequently
used in atomic and molecular physics [805, 806]. An alternative version of the method is the f -STIRAP (fractional
STIRAP) where the initial condition of G(t) is the same but limt→+∞G−1(t) attains a non-zero constant value. This
leaves the final state in a coherent superposition of bare/diabatic states [807]. The typical pulse sequence is shown in
fig. 25 (b). Another method to prepare coherent superposition of diabatic states is to couple the intermediate state
to several states all with the same mode profile g2(t) (not necessarily with the same strength nor same phase if it is
complex).

Note that the STIRAP results above do not rely on a bimodal JC model, for example one or both boson fields could
be replaced with classical fields with a varying amplitude (which of course was the case for the original development of
these coherent-state preparation methods as they grew out from atomic and molecular physics). In the first proposal
for employing adiabatic methods in cavity QED, one field was that of the fundamental cavity mode and the other
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FIG. 26. The STIRAP scheme for Fock state preparation. Every single atom adiabatically transfers one photon from the laser
beam to the cavity field as it traverses the setup.

a classical field [808]. The idea is that atoms prepared in the state |1⟩ traverse a Fabry-Pérot cavity transversely
and simultaneously couple to a classical laser field. The idea is sketched in fig. 26, a Λ atom has non-vanishing
dipole transitions to the cavity model between levels |2⟩ and |3⟩ and non-vanishing dipole transition to the laser
beam between |1⟩ and |2⟩. The atom is initially in state |1⟩ and the atomic trajectory is such that the effective
time-dependence of the couplings appears counterintuitive and as long as the motion is adiabatic the atom will pass
one photon from the laser beam into the cavity as it passes through the two fields [809]. This Fock state preparation
method has been experimentally realized in the group of Rempe where single photons were created [810]. Creating
superpositions of bare states implies that the atom and cavity field are typically entangled. The present scheme
with one classical and one quantized field has been suggested for such entanglement creation [811]. Moreover, if the
atom couples to two perpendicularly polarized cavity modes, “+” and “-”, it follows that the photon will end up in a
maximally entangled EPR-state (56) of the type 1√

2
(|1+, 0⟩+ |0, 1−⟩) with 1+ and 1− being the single photon labeling

of the two modes [812]. By considering N identical atoms, simultaneously performing an adiabatic passage, Deng et
al. showed how the atoms can be prepared in a multi-qubit W state [813], i.e. the photon excitation is shared equally
among the atoms

|ψ⟩ = 1√
N

(|e, g, g, ..., g⟩+ |g, e, g, ..., g⟩+ ...+ |g, ..., g, e⟩) . (275)

Two atoms can also become entangled by letting them traverse the setup along different trajectories. By carefully
choosing the propagation paths, the resulting dark state can generate an atomic EPR state [814]. It is also possible
to achieve state transfer where a quantum state of the atoms is passed over to the cavity [815].

The STIRAP scheme combining two modes with a Λ atom can only transfer a single photon per pulse sequence.
Mattinson et al. showed how state transfer of arbitrary field states can be realized via adiabatic passage using instead
a two-level atom [682]. The time-dependent bimodal Hamiltonian is given by

Ĥ2m = ωn̂a + ωn̂2 +
∆

2
σ̂z +

(
g1â

† + g2b̂
†
)
σ̂− + σ̂+

(
g1â+ g2b̂

)
. (276)

By introducing a new pair of boson operators

Â = K−1
(
g2â− g1b̂

)
,

B̂ = K−1
(
g1â+ g2b̂

)
,

(277)

where K =
√
g21 + g22 , the Hamiltonian can be rewritten in the interaction picture as

Ĥ2m =
∆

2
σ̂z +K

(
B̂†σ̂− + σ̂+B̂

)
. (278)

Since
[
Â, B̂†

]
= 0 there is a set of dark states

|ψ(n)
D ⟩ =

1√
n!

(
Â†
)n
|g, 0, 0⟩, (279)
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with |g, 0, 0⟩ the atom in its ground state and both modes in vacuum. The eigenvalues are constant but not strictly
zero, which, however, is just a matter of an overall energy shift. Now, by choosing the time-dependence of g1 and g2
such that limt→−∞ Â† = â† and limt→+∞ Â† = −b̂† it follows that any field can be adiabatically transferred from the
occupied mode a to the empty mode b. This idea has been generalized to transfer states between spatially separated
cavities by only virtually populating excited intermediate states and to create entangled coherent states [816] (see
further sec. II C). More recently, in ref. [817] the preparation of entangled coherent states has also been explored in
terms of the mechanism of Shortcut to adiabaticity [818]. This is not relying on adiabatic following, but to tailor the
explicit time-dependence such that the evolution seems adiabatic by suppressing the non-adiabatic coupling terms.

Using dark states and adiabatic evolution is advantageous when it comes to QIP schemes since ideally states subject
to losses are only virtually populated and the logic gates do not depend on particular operational times [293, 738, 819–
824]. Lukin et al. presented a scheme with multi-level atoms interacting with a cavity and a classical field, and by
ramping up the classical field amplitude an initial product state evolved into a highly entangled one [819]. The same
setup could also be used for adiabatic state transfer between atoms and cavity fields. Pachos and Walther showed
how universal quantum computing (i.e. combination of a two-qubit conditional logic gate and single qubit rotations)
can be realized by individually addressing two atoms in a cavity [293]. Also entangling spatially separated atoms,
placed in cavities that are connected via an optical fiber, is possible by utilizing adiabatic methods [820–823]. Biswas
and Agarwal discussed STIRAP methods to prepare both multi-qubit atomic W and GHZ states, e.g. states of the
form |ψ⟩ = 1√

N
(|g, g, ..., g⟩+ |e, e, ..., e⟩). Mølmer et al. considered a pumped gas of Rydberg atoms with a strong

dipole-dipole interactions and derived an effective model Hamiltonian on the form a driven JC system [825]. It was
demonstrated that using adiabatic passage this system could be used for entanglement generation among a large
number of atoms. Multi-partite entanglement generation has also been addressed in [826], and in particular the
possibilities to perform conditional multi-qubit gates.

4. Quantized atomic motion

In the traditional cavity QED realization of JC physics, the atom is typically “flying”, i.e. it is traversing the
cavity with a preassigned velocity given by some distribution P (v). The velocity can, to a large extent, be controlled
by Doppler shifted lasers that prepare the atom in its desired internal states. While in most early cavity QED
experiments, the atomic kinetic energy is often much larger than any other energy scales, later works considered laser
cooled atoms such that this is no longer valid. Then, the atomic motion must be treated quantum mechanically and
will thereby add extra degrees of freedom to the problem, i.e. the cavity photons couple to both the internal atomic
states |g⟩ and |e⟩, and to the external atomic states |x⟩. In particular, the spatial dependence of the coupling g(x)
implies that the atom experiences a light-force (proportional to ∇g(x), see sec. II B) which will act differently on the
internal atomic states. Furthermore, the effective atom-light coupling will be proportional to the overlap of the atomic
density with the mode profile, and thus, in an adiabatic picture the instantaneous Rabi frequency will typically vary
in time. This coupled dynamics may indeed lead to many novel phenomena as explained in this subsection.

In 1D, the extended JC model becomes [827–830]

ĤvJC =
p̂2z
2m

+
∆

2
σ̂z + g(z)

(
â†σ̂− + σ̂−â

)
, (280)

where p̂z and ẑ are the center-of-mass atomic momentum and position, respectively, and m is the bare atomic mass.
It should be understood that the first term multiplies the unit matrix I. A general state |Ψ(t)⟩ can be written in the
bare basis as, following the notation of eq. (34),

|Ψ(t)⟩ =
∑
n

[cen(z, t)|e, n⟩+ cgn(z, t)|g, n⟩] , (281)

where cen(z, t) and cgn(z, t) are the (spatial) wave functions given the internal atomic states |g⟩, |e⟩ and the photon
Fock state |n⟩.

It is informative to go to the dressed state basis (14), by transforming the Hamiltonian by (13). In other communities,
the dressed states – which now depend on the variable z – are called adiabatic states [831]. Modifying the approach
of sec. I A to the case of a spatially varying coupling strength g = g(z), the Hamiltonian (280) in the adiabatic basis
reads

Ĥ ′
vJC =

(
p̂z − Â(z)

)2
2m

+

√
∆2

4
+ g2(n̂+ 1)σ̂z, (282)
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with the synthetic gauge potential [103]

Â(z) ≡ 1

2

∂θ

∂z
σ̂y =

1

2

∆
√
n+ 1

∆2 + 4g2(z)(n+ 1)

∂g(z)

∂z
σ̂y. (283)

Note how this is in line with the BOA approach to the quantized Rabi model discussed in sec. I D, and especially
eq. (216). Like before, the gauge potential Â(z) provides the non-adiabatic corrections, which in the BOA are neglected
and the Hamiltonian is diagonal in both the atomic and field degrees of freedom. It is important to appreciate the
differences between the transformation of this section and that of sec. ID; the variables giving rise to the non-
adiabatic corrections are the position and momentum of the atom here, while for the quantum Rabi model it was the
field quadratures of the electromagnetic field. In sec. VIIC we consider molecules coupled to cavity fields and there,
just like here, an additional continuous degree of freedom emerges from the nuclear motion of the molecule.

At resonance, ∆ = 0, the gauge potential vanishes, which yields the two decoupled expressions

Ĥ±
vJC =

p̂2z
2m
± g(z)

√
n̂+ 1 (284)

and thus, the problem becomes one of 1D scattering against a potential V (n)
± (z) = ±g(z)

√
n+ 1. For g(z) > 0,

the lower diabatic potential V (n)
− (z) is attractive, while the upper one is repulsive. In the dispersive regime, |∆| ≫

|g(z)|
√
n+ 1, we instead find that the gauge potential diminishes since Â(z) ∼ ∆−1 according to eq (283), which

again decouples the system (to lowest order, see sec. I A) and the effective model Hamiltonian becomes

ĤvJC′ =
∆

2
σ̂z + U(z)(n̂+ 1)σ̂z, (285)

with U(z) = g2(z)/∆. What we have done is simply an adiabatic elimination as explained in the first section I A, but
things complicate slightly since the Schrieffer-Wolff transformation will not commute with the kinetic energy operator.
Depending on the sign of the detuning, the bare atomic states |g⟩ and |e⟩ experience either an attractive or repulsive
potential U(z)(n̂ + 1). These two limiting cases, |∆| ≪ |g(x)|

√
n+ 1 or |∆| ≫ |g(x)|

√
n+ 1, represent the diabatic

and adiabatic limits (see sec. IA). The intermediate regime where non-adiabatic corrections are substantial has been
analyzed in ref. [103]. We note in particular that the adiabatic elimination of the excited atomic state |e⟩, see eq. (24),
will no longer solely depend on the condition |∆| ≫ |g(x)|

√
n+ 1, but also on the size of the non-adiabatic corrections

arising from the non-zero Â(z). More precisely, if the coupling g(z) varies rapidly relative to the atomic velocity, these
variations can induce non-adiabatic transitions between the internal atomic states.

In a Fabry-Pérot cavity, the fundamental TEM00 mode shape can be approximated with [832].

g(x, y, z) =

{
g0 cos(kz) exp

(
−x2+y2

σ2

)
, z ∈ [−l, l],

0, otherwise
, (286)

where k (= 2π/λ) is the longitudinal wave number of the cavity mode, σ is the characteristic mode width, and the
cavity length L = 2l. Thus, if the atom traverses the cavity transversely the mode is assumed Gaussian, while if it
traverses it longitudinally it is periodic. Naturally, the two cases show very different characteristics. Controlling the
velocity in a given direction can also be done by varying the angle at which the atom enters the cavity, for example if
the incident angle is slightly shifted from perpendicular the dynamics could be assumed “classical’ in the perpendicular
direction and quantized along the longitudinal direction.

For a quantized transverse motion, the problem was first addressed in Refs. [828, 829]. Englert et al. studied the
scattering problem at zero detuning and by approximating the mode function by a mesa function (i.e. box-shaped
potential) [828]. They considered both how the additional degree of freedom affects the Rabi oscillations and the
possibility to reflect atoms from the light field. Haroche et al. asked the question whether the light field generated
from vacuum would be strong enough to trap single atoms [829]. The conclusion was that ideally this should be
possible. Later, the groups of Rempe and Kimble independently demonstrated atomic trapping in cavity fields on
the single photon level [833, 834] (for further details see section II). The results of [828] have been extended to study
the maser problem (at zero detuning) with quantized center-of-mass motion [830, 835, 836]. Scully and co-workers
showed how the stimulated emission probability is greatly affected by the atomic motion, which in return alters the
maser spectrum. They termed this quantized maser system the mazer with the “z” indicating quantized motion in
the z direction. In their analysis they considered both a mesa function mode profile and a Pöschl-Teller potential
(V (x) = sech2(x) [837]) mode profile. Typical for quantum scattering problems, they found tunneling resonances (see
fig. 59 in sec. IIA 2) for certain atomic velocities where the transmission coefficient is very large. It was argued that
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FIG. 27. Spectrum of the Hamiltonian (287) for a given excitation number and for different (positive) detunings ∆, in growing
order from (a)–(d). The solid and dashed lines represents different parities, i.e., eigenstates to the operator τ̂ with different
eigenvalues.

these resonances could be used for preparing atomic beams with well defined velocities [838]. The effects of quantum
fluctuations in the atomic velocity were addressed for a Gaussian mode profile [839]. The tunneling resonances can be
greatly suppressed by the fluctuations, while in the adiabatic regime an echo effect was found which leaves the maser
field unchanged. The characteristic tunneling time was considered in [840]. The maser action for non-zero detuning
was first discussed in ref. [841] in the case of a mesa function (the problem is analytically solvable in this case). Since
its introduction, the maser action has been generalized to various setups; bimodal cavities [842, 843], two-photon
transitions [844, 845], Λ atoms [846, 847], and V atoms [848, 849]. Effects of quantized motion in the STIRAP scheme
was analyzed in [850], and it was particularly found that the adiabatic passage breaks down for sufficiently slow atoms
and then a series of tunneling resonances appears.

For longitudinal atomic passages the coupling is taken as g(x) = g0 cos(kz), and, by scaling the length by k−1 and
energies by the recoil energy Er =

ℏ2k2

2m , the Hamiltonian in these new dimensionless parameters/variables becomes

ĤvJC = − d2

dz2
+

∆

2
σ̂z + g0 cos(z)

(
â†σ̂− + σ̂+â

)
. (287)

Written as 2 cos(z) = eiz + e−iz, it follows that the atom-field interaction terms contains four terms where every
absorption/emission of a cavity photon is accomplished by a momentum kick/recoil changing the center-of-mass
momentum by ±1. This underlines the coupling of internal and external degrees of freedom which led to the notion
well-dressed states [851], where the idea is that the internal atomic states are not only “dressed” by photons but also
by the momentum states deriving from the quantized motion. Since the Hamiltonian is periodic, if we let the cavity
length L → ∞, the energy spectrum Eν(q) has a band-structure characterized by a quasi-momentum q and a band
index ν [852]. More precisely, the translation operator T̂ = e±i2πp̂z commutes with ĤvJC, and one therefore expects
the first Brillouin zone to span quasi-momentum q ∈ [−1/2,+1/2). However, there is an additional translational
symmetry

τ̂ = σ̂ze
±iπp̂z . (288)

The action of τ̂ simultaneously flips the sign of g(z) and of σ̂±. As a result, the actual first Brillouin zone is
better defined for q ∈ [−1,+1) [853]. Note further that τ̂2 = T̂ and that the additional τ̂ symmetry separates
the Hamiltonian into two blocks of momentum states [854] (apart from the 2 × 2 block structure deriving from the
preserved total number of excitations). In other words, τ̂ has a Z2 structure where the basis can be labeled by their
“parity”. In the diabatic limit ∆ = 0, the effective light-induced potential is Vd(z) ∼ cos(z), while in the adiabatic
limit, |∆| ≫ |g(z)|√n, it is of the form Vad(z) ∼ cos2(z). In either case, the Hamiltonian is of the general Mathieu
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FIG. 28. The system setup for cavity cooling schemes. An atom (gray circle), either confined in an external trap or freely
moving within the cavity, couples to a cavity mode and its excited state |e⟩ has a spontaneous emission decay rate γ. The
photon decay rate is κ, and either the cavity is pumped via one of its mirrors or the atom is directly pumped by an external
laser.

form [855] corresponding to the Mathieu equation, and the spectrum has the “common” structure as shown in fig. 27
(a) for the ∆ = 0 case (remember that since the Brillouin zone is twice the size of the regular Mathieu equation, we
usually have −1/2 ≤ q ≤ +1/2). In the intermediate regime, |∆| ∼ |g(z)|√n, the spectrum attains rather peculiar
shapes as demonstrated in fig. 27 (b)-(d).

The properties of the dynamics are significantly affected by the shape of the atomic center-of-mass wavepacket
ψ(z, t) [854, 856–858]. If ψ(z, t) is broad on a length scale k−1, the atom ‘feels’ the periodicity of the potential, and
the momentum distribution is typically much narrower than the size of the Brillouin zone, meaning that the atom can
be assigned an approximate quasimomentum qcm. This regime was studied in detail in ref. [854] where the concept

of an effective mass, meff(q) =
(
∂2Eν(q)
∂q2

)−1

, and of the group velocity, vg(q) =
∂Eν(q)
∂q , were introduced. Since these

quantities depend on the photon number n, it was demonstrated that by measuring the traversal times of the atoms,
it is possible to extract the photon number via non-demolition measurements [859]. Another non-demolition scheme
was proposed in order to measure the atomic velocity via detection of the field quadratures [860]. The effective mass
also provides an estimate for how fast the wave-packet spreads in the periodic potential. The spreading has also been
studied by other means [856, 857], for example in the Raman-Nath approximation. Since the potential couples certain
momentum states, |q0 + N⟩ (N ∈ Z, and q0 is some initial momentum eigenstate), in this basis the kinetic energy
operator is simply (q0 + N)2. The Raman-Nath approximation consists in neglecting the q20 , and by this analytical
approximate expressions can be obtained [861, 862]. The coupling of discrete atomic momentum states implies that
in the momentum representation the system mimics a tight-binding lattice model [863]. For a wave-packet width on
the length scale of the periodicity, the atom no longer experiences an effective periodic potential [856, 858, 864]. Here
the overlap between the atomic wave-packet and the mode function determines the effective atom-field coupling, and
variations in this quantity imply among other phenomena the decay of the collapse-revival feature [856]. One possibility
to confine the atom within the length of a single period could be to introduce an external trapping potential [858]. In
sec. I B 4 we discussed aspects of atom-field entanglement. In the present case there is the additional quantum degree
of freedom of the atomic motion. As we have argued, all three degrees of freedom (internal and external atomic and
field) become correlated. These correlations are of course affected by decoherence. Doherty et al., showed that cavity
loss not only affects the correlations but also induces an atomic diffusion mechanism [865].

Early studies of cavity QED with quantized atomic motion consisted in considering deflection of atomic beams
incident transversely on a standing wave mode profile [827]. Since absorption/emission of photons induces transverse
(in the direction of the beam) momentum kicks the beam will split up according to the number of performed Rabi
oscillations, which was explicitly analyzed in the Raman-Nath approximation in [827] (a focusing effect is also possible
in the dispersive regime [866]). It naturally follows that for large field amplitudes the atom can perform more
oscillations during the effective interaction time, and it is therefore possible to conduct quantum non-demolition
measurements of the field amplitude [861]. Following this work, it has been shown how to extract both the photon
distribution [862], and to do full field tomography (see further sec. IID) by initializing the internal atomic states to
coherent superpositions of |g⟩ and |e⟩ [867].

We now turn to the configuration depicted in fig. 28: a single two-level atom, with spontaneous emission rate γ, is
located in a leaky cavity with decay rate κ; in addition there is a pump, either parallel to the cavity axis or in the
transverse direction and exciting the atom. The master equation (from the weak to the strong-coupling regime, see
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sec. I C 2) reads [868]

∂tρ̂(t) = i
[
ρ̂(t), Ĥc

]
+ D̂ [κâ] ρ̂(t) + D̂

[
γÂ
]
ρ̂(t). (289)

The Hamiltonian is

Ĥc = −∇2 + Vext(x) +
∆p

2
σ̂z + δpn̂+ g(x)

(
â†σ̂− + σ̂+â

)
+ Ĥpump, (290)

where Vext(x) is an external atomic potential, ∆p = Ω−ωp is the atom-pump detuning, δp = ω−ωp is the field-pump
detuning, and

Ĥpump =

{
η
(
â† + â

)
, longitudinal pump,

η (σ̂+ + σ̂) , transverse pump,
(291)

is the external pump term of either the field or the atoms. The Lindblad super-operators are

D̂ [κâ] ρ̂(t) = κ

(
âρ̂â† − 1

2
n̂ρ̂− 1

2
ρ̂n̂

)
(292)

and

D̂ [γσ̂−] ρ̂(t) = γ

(∫
d2uN(u)σ̂−e

−ikAu·xρ̂eikAu·xσ̂+ −
1

2
σ̂+σ̂−ρ̂−

1

2
ρ̂ σ̂+σ̂−

)
, (293)

with u the unit vector in the direction of the emitted photon, N(u) is the direction distribution, and kA is the wave
number of the emitted photon (i.e. kA = Ω/c) – compare with eq. (641) for a driven and damped two-level ion. As
we mentioned above, the spatial dependence of g(x) generates a light-induced force felt by the atom [868, 869]. The
dissipation channels will, on the one hand, give rise to atomic diffusion [865], and on the other also to effective atomic
friction forces [868, 870–872], which can be utilized for atomic cooling.

Let us first consider the situation of no external trapping potential, and discuss the trapping case later. Free space
laser cooling relies on atomic spontaneous emission to convert atomic kinetic energy into photon energy. In free
space, since the emitted photons are unlikely to be reabsorbed by the atoms they irreversibly remove kinetic energy
from the system [873]. Loosely speaking, the idea of cavity cooling is that photon losses of the cavity can serve as
an irreversible loss mechanism instead of atomic spontaneous emission. The lower temperature limit TD of regular
Doppler cooling is limited by the atomic linewidth, i.e. kBTD ∼ ℏγ where kB is the Boltzmann’s constant. The cavity
linewidth κ sets the lower limit for the corresponding cavity cooling and it can be considerably lower than that of
Doppler cooling [870].

Without a trap, cavity cooling derives from the atom-field backaction; the motion of the atom within the field alters
the cavity field which in return acts back on the propagation of the atom. If the fastest time-scale in the problem
is determined by the photon decay rate κ, the cavity field follows the atomic evolution adiabatically. In this bad
cavity limit, the mechanism of the cavity cooling becomes the same as for regular Doppler cooling [868, 870]. For
smaller κ there are non-adiabatic contributions which can become an asset for the cooling, and the cooling is more
reminiscent of Sisyphus cooling [870]. Classically, the cooling mechanism can be understood from the retarded field
evolution, i.e. there is a finite time for the field to ‘respond’ to the atomic motion. For an atom passing through a
field maximum, the field has responded to the passage when the atom is already on its way down the slope. Another
way of seeing the process is that the photons leaking through the cavity have somewhat higher energy than those of
the pump and the missing energy is provided by looking at the atomic kinetic energy. The atomic evolution, including
friction and atomic diffusion has been studied in phase space by deriving a Fokker–Planck equation which generates
the evolution of the Wigner function [872]. Quantum corrections to this approach were considered in [874], which was
particularly motivated by the fact that the atomic state can be altered already for very weak cavity fields containing a
few photons. In the good cavity regime it has been explained that atomic pumping is preferable over cavity pumping.
A characteristic property of cavity cooling is that it can be independent of internal atomic states and thereby it is
possible to preserve atomic coherence throughout the process [875, 876]. In particular, in the large-detuning limit, the
excited atomic level can be adiabatically eliminated [872]. Note that the elimination results in an additional decay
channel which induces decoherence of the cavity. With the cooling depending on internal atomic states, it is also
possible to cool molecules with complex electronic states [875, 877]. By extending the setup to a multimode cavity
it has even been suggested how external, internal electronic, vibrational, and rotational molecular degrees of freedom
can be cooled [878]. A completely different type of cavity cooling is self-organization cooling [879, 880]. Here a large
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number of atoms are transversely pumped by a standing wave field in the large detuning limit such that photons from
the pump laser are scattered upon the atoms into the cavity. For a certain pump amplitude, the atoms self-organize
in ’checkerboard pattern’ in the square lattice formed by the cavity and pump fields. While passing to this organized
phase, the atomic kinetic energy is highly reduced.

In the case of a harmonic trapping potential, the cavity cooling modifies the sideband cooling developed in trapped ion
physics [881] (see sec. IVA). Again, standard sideband cooling build on spontaneous emission, while in cavity assisted
sideband cooling the irreversible mechanism stems from photon losses [876]. Morigi and co-workers derived effective
rate equations between motional states by assuming the Lamb-Dicke regime (see sec. IV A, and in particular eq. 633)
and then expand in the Lamb-Dicke parameter η [882–884]. Both types of pumping were analyzed, longitudinal
cavity [882, 883] and transverse atomic [884]. They identified both heating and cooling parameter regimes, with
possible cooling down to average phonons much less than unity. Also prospects of cavity cooling of atoms residing in
an optical lattice have been analyzed [885], as well as cavity feedback cooling [886].

Experimentally, cavity cooling has been demonstrated in numerous groups [887–892]. Collective cooling below the
Doppler limit in a gas containing millions of atoms was observed in [887]. The cavity was here vertical and the cloud
of atoms fell freely within the cavity while simultaneously being perpendicularly pumped. Other collective cavity
cooling has been seen in a Bose-Einstein condensate of a density 1014 cm−1 [892]. Cooling of the condensate down to
the sub-recoil regime was achieved, and also cavity heating was seen. Sideband cooling has also been verified for both
atoms [890] and ions [891]. In the case of an atom, motional ground state cooling was reached. Single atom cavity
cooling was also considered in [888, 889]. The cavity cooling was found to be five times as efficient as for free space
cooling and atoms could, thanks to the low temperatures, be trapped within the cavity up to 17 seconds.

5. The Dicke and Tavis-Cummings models

The extension of the JC model that has deserved the most attention is without doubt the one by Dicke [893–896] or
Tavis-Cummings (TC) [897], namely to consider N (> 1) two-level atoms rather than a single one. The generalisation
is straightforward,

ĤD = ωn̂+

N∑
i=1

[
Ω

2
σ̂(i)
z + g

(
â† + â

)
σ̂(i)
x

]
(294)

for the Dicke model, and

ĤTC = ωn̂+

N∑
i=1

[
Ω

2
σ̂(i)
z + g

(
â†σ̂−

(i) + σ̂+
(i)â
)]

(295)

for the TC model. Here the sub/superscript ‘(i)′ stands for atom number i, and consequently operators with different
i’s commute. From the definitions above we note that the TC model is identical to the Dicke one within the RWA, and
hence, the Dicke model is the corresponding many-atom version of the quantum Rabi model, while the TC model is
the extension of the JC model. Accordningly, the TC model is integrable [898]. In particular, it can be solved within
a Bethe ansatz, but as is often the case with such solutions, extracting physical quantities are not always trivial, and
the Bethe ansatz solutions are not capable of capturing dynamical correlations. The TC model is also within the class
of models studied by Gaudin [899], which has turned out important for more general aspects of integrable models.
The influence of the neglected counter rotating terms in the Tavis-Cummings model was studied in ref. [900, 901].

While we define the two models according to eqs. (294) and (295), in the literature, it is common that the Dicke
model is referred to for N ≫ 1 and for few atoms, 1 < N < 10, one talks instead about the TC model. It is convenient
to introduce the total spin operators

Ŝα =

N∑
i=1

σ̂(i)
α , α = x, y, z (296)

which obey the standard commutation relations
[
Ŝα, Ŝβ

]
= iεαβγ Ŝγ and

[
Ŝα, Ŝ

2
]
= 0, where Ŝ2 = Ŝ2

x + Ŝ2
y + Ŝ2

z .

Since
[
Ŝ2, ĤD

]
=
[
Ŝ2, ĤTC

]
= 0, the eigenstates of the two Hamiltonians can be characterised by their total angular

momentum quantum number s. As always, we chose a basis {|s,m⟩} (−s ≤ m ≤ +s) where Ŝz is diagonal, i.e.
Ŝ2|s,m⟩ = s(s + 1)|s,m⟩ and Ŝz|s,m⟩ = m|s,m⟩. The |s,m⟩’s are the so-called Dicke states introduced in (61),
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and which have shown to host interesting entanglement properties [902, 903]. For the multi-particle system we can
interpret

jz = ⟨Ŝz⟩ (297)

as the ‘magnitization’. We note that s is bounded by N/2 and since one is often interested in the spin sector containing
the lowest energy state it is enough to consider the s = N/2 Dicke states. This, of course, decreases the atomic Hilbert
space dimension from exponential, D = 2N , to linear, D = 2N + 1, in the particle number. It also implies that the
models (294) and (295) can be seen as a bosonic mode coupled to a spin-s particle.

As an alternative to the collective spin operators of eq. (296), we can consider a unitary transformation into a new
spin basis. For example we call the spin variable

σ̂(B)
α =

1√
N

N∑
i=1

σ̂(i)
α , (298)

for the bright spin operator, while the remaining N − 1 operators σ̂(Dµ)
α are called Dark spin operators [904–906]. The

TC Hamiltonian, in the new spin basis, becomes

ĤTC = ωn̂+
Ω

2
σ̂(B)
z + g

√
N
(
â†σ̂−

(B) + σ̂+
(B)â

)
+

Ω

2

N−1∑
µ=1

σ̂(Dµ)
z . (299)

Thus, we have decoupled the system into two subspaces, the ‘bright’ and the ‘dark’. The idea is the same as the
approach for the bimodal JC model when we instead transformed the boson modes (277). In the bright subspace the
Hamiltonian is a renormalized JC one, with g → g

√
N , and in the dark subspace the Hamiltonian is simply the bare

spin energies. We will see next the effect of this coupling renormalization on the radiation emission. Since the TC
model written on the above form identifies a JC model, we note that in order to reach a strong light-matter coupling
one can consider a set of identical atoms. The bright state, |B⟩ = σ̂+

(B)|0⟩, is symmetric under permutations of the
atomic index i, which is not true for the dark states, |Dµ⟩ = σ̂+

(Dµ)
|0⟩.

Dicke originally introduced his model in order to understand how many densely-spaced identical atoms collectively
spontaneously radiate. It should be clear that any deviation from N independently radiating dipoles derives from
the common coupling to the same radiation mode. Looking at the matrix element corresponding to the spontaneous
emission we have the rate of photon emission

Γph.em. ∝
∑
ψ |⟨ψ|â†Ŝ−

(i)|s,m⟩|0⟩|2

= (s+m)(s−m+ 1).

(300)

Here, |0⟩ is the vacuum state of the field mode and the sum is over all possible states |ψ⟩. Assuming all N ≫ 1 atoms
to be initially excited (m = s = N/2) we find Γph.em. ∝ N as for independent atoms. If instead m = 0, i.e., a gas of
partially excited atoms, we have Γph.em. ∝ N2 implying a large enhancement of the emission due to the cooperative
effect. This phenomenon, called superradiance [907], derives from quantum correlations among the initialised atomic
state [908, 909] and has been experimentally observed in various systems, see for example the reviews [910, 911]. There
is also a subradiance effect where instead a decreased emission rate among the N two-level systems is found [893, 912].
We will expand more on this subject in sec. I E 6 where we discuss collective spontaneous emission from an array of
atoms using an application of quantum-trajectory theory.

In a recent extension, the authors of [913] model atom-light interaction in the dipole approximation by the multilevel
JC Hamiltonian, to study the collective decay dynamics of atoms with a generic multilevel structure coupled to two
light modes of different polarization inside a cavity. They find that dark states with appreciable entanglement arise
after superradiant decay, due to the destructive interference between different internal transitions. Such Dicke dark
states are highly entangled and could be of interest for various QIP schemes.

The multi-atom (qubit) character of the Dicke model naturally opens up for entanglement generation among the
atoms [914–916]; entanglement deriving from common interaction to the same boson mode. In the large detuning
limit an effective atomic model is obtained from elimination of the cavity field, and it has been demonstrated that
it can be utilized for dynamical generation of multi-qubit entangled GHZ (57) and W (59) states [914]. The two-
atom case was considered in [915]. By tracing over the field degrees of freedom the two-atomic state is generally
mixed and entanglement measures such as purity or von Neumann entropy (66) are no longer valid and instead the
concurrence or logarithmic negativity (91) is applicable. The evolution of atom-field entanglement as the coupling
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FIG. 29. Same as fig. 5 but for the Dicke model. The initial state is a coherent field state with n̄ = 100 and a spin state
|s,m⟩ with s = m = 20. In the upper three plots the coupling g = 0.1 implying that applying the RWA is justified. In this
case we also envision clear revivals, however not as prominent as for the JC model displayed in fig. 5. This results from the
additional anharmonicity emerging due to the multiple number of atoms in the Dicke model. In the lower three plots g = 0.5
and the nonlinearity is so strong that we do not encounter any revivals. Here, contrary to the case with g = 0.1, the evolution is
dominated by chaos and the vanishing of fluctuations is typical for quantum thermalization [187, 339]. In either cases, g = 0.1
or g = 0.5, the two sub-systems become almost maximally entangled. This is certainly expected in the chaotic case as the
evolution is ergodic. The dimensionless other parameters are ω = Ω = 1.

is increased was the subject of ref. [916]. As discussed below, beyond a certain coupling the Dicke model becomes
chaotic which is reflected in strong entanglement among the constituent parts. This is, indeed, expected since in
this regime the eigenenstates are ergodic (see also paragraph on thermalization) meaning that information should be
shared among all parts. However, these references all apply the rotating-wave approximation, i.e. they consider the
Tavis-Cummings model. Entanglement properties for the Dicke model has also been thoroughly explored [268, 917–
921]. In Refs. [917, 920, 921] the effect of decoherence was a main focus; can entanglement survive certain kinds of
decoherence? In [917] the effective coupling among the atoms is ‘incoherent’, the coupling is accompanied by noise
which tend to decohere the steady state, but still it was shown that sustainable atom-atom entanglement is possible.
Related to dynamical atom-atom entanglement generation is the idea of realizing atom-atom logic gates. Similar to
the schemes discussed in sec. I E 2 for logic operations between different photon modes it is also possible to construct
gates between the atoms. In ref. [301] a proposal for a two-qubit phase gate is presented. The novelty of the method
relies on combining the atom-field interaction with an atomic driving and by carefully choosing the parameters the
cavity mode is only virtually populated and thereby prone to photon losses. In terms of QIP an interesting aspect
is that superradiance can be a source of an undesirable effective decoherence [922]. In particular, fault-tolerant error
correction is not capable of handling such non-local noise.

In 2006, Hillery and Zubairy provided a class of inequalities, arising from uncertainty relations, whose violation
indicates the presence of entanglement in two-mode systems (with photon annihilation operators â and b̂) [923]. They
conclude that a state is entangled if

| ⟨âm(b̂†)n⟩ |2 > ⟨(â†)mâm(b̂†)nb̂n⟩ . (301)

To form a representation of the su(1,1) algebra, they also defined the variable

K̂(ϕ) = eiϕâ†b̂† + e−iϕâb̂ (302)
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FIG. 30. Time evolution for an initial Fock state |150⟩ and a fully polarized spin state |s,m⟩ with s = −m = 40 for the Dicke
model (305). The coupling g = 0.01 (note that the coupling term of the Hamiltonian is scaled by 1/

√
N) which suggests validity

of the RWA even for such a large initial Fock state. Nevertheless, we find especially for the ‘magnetization’ jz(t) [plotted in (a)]
that a set of collapse-revivals emerges, in stark contrast to the case of the JC model which exhibits perfect Rabi oscillations [see
eq. (38)]. The Mandel Q-parameter plotted in (b) displays that the field stays sub-Poissonian throughout. The approximate
plateau ≈ 4 of the von Neumann entropy in (c) should be compared to the value ≈ 4.3 for a maximally entangled atom-field
state. Hence, the two subsystems are almost perfectly correlated. The dimensionless frequencies are ω = Ω = 1.

and proposed that states whose uncertainty in one of the variables K̂(ϕ = 0) or K̂(ϕ = π/2) is close to one of the
un-normalizable eigenstates of the corresponding operators will be entangled. In principle, K̂(ϕ = 0) and K̂(ϕ = π/2)
are proportional to quadratures that can be determined by means of homodyne measurements. In their recent report,
Cheng and Zubairy set out to assess the usefulness of criteria like that given by eq. (301) – conditions which are, in
general, sufficient but not necessary for entanglement – for the detection of entanglement in N -qubit systems. They
then proceed to study entanglement in states of total angular momentum and apply the developed criteria to the
Tavis-Cummings model. They find that for any N , when the atoms start in the ground state with only one photon
present in the cavity mode, the resulting state is always entangled, except for a discrete set of times [924].

In the theory of multi-partite entanglement it is a known fact that spin squeezing can be an indicator (witness) of
entanglement [925]. This idea has also been applied to discuss entanglement in the Dicke model [926]. Early on, the
squeezing of the field quadratures (70) for the Tavis-Cummings model was analyzed and it was concluded that a higher
excitation of the initial atomic state tends to produce a higher amount of squeezing [927]. These results were further
elaborated on in refs. [928, 929] by looking at higher order squeezing and deriving analytical approximations for the
quadrature squeezing. As for the JC and quantum Rabi models, one may expect the greatest squeezing in the collapse
regime between revivals. In fig. 29 (a)–(c) we show the evolution of a few quantities for an initial coherent field state.
It is particularly seen that during the revival there is a drop in the atom-field entanglement which suggests that also
squeezing decreases at these times. Unlike the JC model, where an initial de-excited atom interacting with a single
Fock field state produces trivial Rabi oscillations, in the Tavis-Cummings model one obtains a complex evolution;
typical quantities, like for example the expected photon number ⟨n̂⟩, show a series of fractional and full revivals [930].
This is demonstrated in fig. 30 where the spin is initially in its bare ground state and the field in a highly excited Fock
state (n̄ = 150). Quantitative conditions for the validity of the Tavis-Cummings model, taking into consideration the
cascaded interaction of the photons with all consecutive emitters, have been recently derived in [931].

Just like for the phenomenon of superradiance, the collapse-revival structure depends on the inherent atomic
correlations for the initial state [326]. In particular, for initial Dicke states |s,m⟩, the same type of derivation for the
revival time, assuming n̄≫ 1, as briefly outlined in sec. I B 2 results in

tr =
2π

g

√
n̄+m. (303)

In fig. 29, we present numerical results for the evolution of some quantities of the Dicke model. In the first plots the
coupling g is weak such that RWA is applicable and as a result we encounter clear collapse-revival structures, just like
in fig. 5 showing the same for the JC model.

Contrary to the JC and quantum Rabi models, both the Dicke and the TC models support a direct classical limit by
letting the field amplitude and the spin s grow to infinity [234, 932, 933]. However, in order for this thermodynamic
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limit to render interesting non-trivial results the coupling should be rescaled as g → g/
√
N . This scaling can be

understood by following the BOA approach applied to the quantum Rabi model in sec. I D. If we scale the coupling
g → g/

√
N , the adiabatic potential functions for the Dicke model are

V
(m)
ad (x) = ω

x2

2
+m

√
Ω2

4
+ 2

g2

N
x2, (304)

with −N/2 ≤ m ≤ N/2 [516], and for m = −N/2 (lowest energy potential) we find that the quadrature x minimising
the potential x ∼

√
N (provided that g >

√
Ωω/2). Thus, after this rescaling every term of the Hamiltonian scales as

O(N), and the rescaled Dicke model has

ĤD = ωn̂+
Ω

2
Ŝz +

g√
N

(
â† + â

)
Ŝx. (305)

This makes also physical sense; normally the thermodynamic limit consists in letting the system size grow to infinity
while keeping a density fixed. In the Dicke model the density would be the number of atoms N divided by the
effective mode volume V , but the light-matter coupling g scales with 1/

√
V [119] and the above scaling enters

naturally. Recalling sec. I D on the quantum Rabi model and especially fig. 18 showing the adiabatic potential curves
we find that the corresponding BOA potentials (m < 0) for the Dicke model also changes character for gc =

√
Ωω/2.

For g ≫ gc we find that within the BOA the lower part of the spectrum should be characterized by a set of decoupled
double-well potentials, where the lowest double-well has a barrier height

δbar = N

(
g2

4ω
+
ωΩ2

16g2
− Ω

4

)
. (306)

On the other hand, for g < gc we expect instead that a set of decoupled single potential wells shifted in energy by
mΩ to determine the energies. We demonstrate this in fig. 31, which gives the lowest energies En(g) = εn(g)− ε0(g)
of the Dicke model. This spectrum structure has been pointed out using the BOA in ref. [934].

Opposite to the quantum Rabi model, the transition from a single potential minimum to two minima is critical in the
thermodynamic limit N → ∞ independent of the fraction ω/Ω. Remember that the quantum Rabi model is critical
in the classical limit ω/Ω→ 0 [501–503, 936, 937]. Considering the barrier separation of eq. (306) it follows that the
height diverges as N →∞ such that the tunneling rate between the two wells vanishes. Similarly, in the classical limit
the distance between the two wells diverges which again suppresses the tunneling. One can think of the classical limit
ω/Ω→ 0 as sort of thermodynamic limit just like N →∞ for the Dicke model. In the former the harmonic oscillator
is considered classical with a continuous spectrum, while in the latter the atomic degree of freedom is the classical
variable. In either case, in the symmetry broken phase a macroscopic number of bare states will get populated in the
ground state. The corresponding symmetry breaking, whether it is the quantum Rabi or the Dicke model, is thereby
represented by populating one of the two wells. This second order PT was first pointed out by Hepp, Lieb, Wang and
Hioe back in 1973 [40, 70] (interestingly, the corresponding instability of the ground state was predicted some years
earlier by Mallory [938]). Naturally, they did not consider the BOA approach presented above, but used other (but
highly related) mean-field methods. In particular, Wang and Hioe calculated the partition function for the TC model
using the transfer matrix method and a coherent-state ansatz for the field which they argued should be accurate in
the thermodynamic limit. This assumption was later proven correct when it was demonstrated that the transition
survives also at zero temperature T = 0 [939], and more recently it was revisited and proven with the help of Wick’s
theorem [940]. As a finite T transition it is a classical PT. The corresponding derivation for the Dicke model which
includes the counter rotating terms was carried out the same year [941, 942]. The critical coupling, for T = 0, differ
by a factor two between the Dicke and the TC model,

gc =


√
Ωω

2
, Dicke,

√
Ωω, TC.

(307)

It is interesting to note that the RWA totally breaks down for such large couplings - we are in the deep strong coupling
regime (see sec. ID) - and it may seem natural that the Dicke model and not the TC models should have been explored
first. The two phases separated by the critical coupling gc have become known as the normal and superradiant phase,
and consequently the Dicke PT is often referred to as the normal-superradiant PT. At the mean-field level, like the
BOA approach presented above, we may directly specify the ground states in the two phases for a finite N ≫ 1. In
the normal phase the adiabatic potential has a global minimum at x = 0 implying that the field is in vacuum and all
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FIG. 31. Lower part of the (shifted) spectrum of the Dicke model for Ω = 1 and ω = 0.1. Here, gc =
√
Ωω/2 marks the

onset of a double-well structure of the lowest BOA potential, and hence it also gives the critical coupling for the Dicke PT. As
explained in the main text, below gc the adiabatic theory predicts that the spectrum derives from a set of decoupled oscillators,
shifted from each other in energy by mΩ and with a frequency ≈ ω. This is indeed what is found as seen for small g’s. Above
gc we instead expect the spectrum to be formed from decoupled double-wells. Again this is what is seen, for example in the
appearance of approximate double degenerate eigenvalues (even and odd parities); each pair of energies merge after a certain g.
The thick red line give this for the lowest double-well (the same happens for the higher double-wells but we have not indicated
it with further red lines). Focusing on one single double-well it is seen how the number of quasi-degenerate states with energies
below the potential barrier increases for larger g. This is natural since the barrier (306) grows when the coupling g is increased.
While the structure of the spectrum shown in the figure can be understood from the BOA, it is an approximation and the
non-adiabatic corrections is not strictly zero. The non-zero non-adiabatic couplings manifest in the avoided crossings between
the curves. Visible in the figure is also that the density of states ν(E), i.e., the number of states given the energy E, changes
along the red line. Discontinuities in ν(E) are related to excited state PTs and was studied in ref. [935] for the Dicke model.
Naturally, the results of this plot are obtained for a finite system (N=50) and one must think of the density of states as coarse
grained. In the thermodynamic limit the corresponding thick red curve would give a critical coupling for such excited state PT.

atoms in their ground states, i.e. |ψ0⟩ = |s,−s⟩|0⟩. In the superradiant phase the effective potential V (m=−s)
ad (x) has

built up a double-well structure and the ground state is the even solution which is here a Schrödingier cat

|ΨSR⟩ =
1√
N

(|α⟩|χ+⟩+ | − α⟩|χ−⟩) , (308)

where

α =
√
N

√
g2

2ω2

(
1− g4c

g4

)
(309)

is the coherent state amplitude scaling as
√
N , |χ±⟩ is the spin state with corresponding ‘Bloch vector’ R± ∝(

± g2ω
√
1− g4c

g4 , 0,−Ω
2

)
(see fig. 18) on the spin phase space, and N is a normalization constant which approaches 2

in the thermodynamic limit. We note that α is real meaning that the quadrature p vanishes and at the critical point
g = gc the field is in vacuum and all atoms are in their lower state pointing towards the south pole of the sphere
forming the spin phase space. Naturally, in the thermodynamic limit N → ∞ a proper second order PT emerges
and then in the superradiant symmetry broken phase one of the two states in the linear combination (308) survives.
Thus, the cat state becomes exceedingly fragile to any fluctuations. By a proper PT we mean that the derivative
d2E0(g)/dg

2, where E0 is the ground state energy, becomes discontinuous at the critical point g = gc and moreover
that the properties in the vicinity of gc can be uniformly described with a set of critical exponents. However, as
discussed above, letting the size of the spin go to infinity, i.e. s → ∞, is not the only possibility to achieve such
singularity. Another limit we already mentioned in sec. ID is the ‘classical limit’ Ω/ω → ∞ while keeping N and
ωΩ fixed [503]. Tricriticality and the occurrence of exotic phases have been reported for a Dicke triangle where
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FIG. 32. The Dicke pitchfork bifurcation resulting from the classical Dicke Hamiltonian (310). Solid lines give the stable fix
points and the dashed one the unstable one. The crossover from stable to unstable of the xm = 0 fix point mark the onset
of the double-well structure of the adiabatic potential V (−s)

ad (x); two new global minima emerges while the previous minimum
turns into a local maximum. It is also seen that the transition becomes more dramatic as the atom number N is increased.

three cavities, each containing an ensemble of three-level atoms, are connected to each other by means of an artificial
magnetic field. Such a field can be achieved through temporal modulation of the photon-hopping strength on each
cavity [943].

Before analyzing quantum corrections to the mean-field results presented in the previous section we discuss dynam-
ical aspects of the classical version of the Dicke model. The classical analogue of the Dicke model can be obtained
by writing down the functional H(z, α) = ⟨z, α|ĤD|α, z⟩ with |z⟩ a spin coherent state [944] and |α⟩ a regular boson
coherent state (45). Parametrizing the amplitudes as z = eiϕ tan(θ/2) and α =

√
Nseiφ with the canonical variables

obeying the Poisson brackets {s, φ} = {cos θ, ϕ} = 1, the classical Hamiltonian becomes [187]

HcD = ωs+
Ω

2
cos θ + 2g

√
s sin θ cosϕ cosφ. (310)

It should be noted, as already pointed out in sec. I D 3, that the classical Hamiltonian (310) is identical to the one of
the quantum Rabi model. Hamilton’s equations become

ṡ = −2g√s sinφ sin θ cosϕ,

φ̇ = −ω − g

2
√
s
cosφ sin θ cosϕ,

ϕ̇ =
Ω

2
− 2g

√
s cosφ cot θ cosϕ,

θ̇ = 2g
√
s cosφ sinϕ.

(311)

The Dicke PT in the classical model is manifested as a pitchfork bifurcation, i.e. for g = gc the classical steady state
solution representing the normal phase becomes unstable and two new solutions (superradiant phase) emerge [576, 945–
947], see fig. 32 showing the mean-field quadrature x as a function of g. This bifurcation is readily understood from
the mean-field BOA Hamiltonian

HMF (x, p) = ω

(
p2

2
+
x2

2

)
+ V

(−N/2)
ad (x), (312)

where the adiabatic potential

V
(m)
ad (x) = m

√
Ω2

4
+ 2

g2

N
x2, −N

2
≤ m ≤ N

2
, (313)
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(here not defined with the harmonic x2 term) and the steady state represents the minima (xm, pm) of HMF (x, p);
(xm, pm) = (0, 0) for g < gc and (xm, pm) =

(√
(N/2)g2 (1− g4c/g4)/ω, 0

)
for g > gc. The magnetization (steady

state for the spin Sz component) becomes

Szm =

{
−N/2, g < gc,

−N
[
2(1 + g4/g4c )

]−1/2
, g > gc

(314)

A notable property of the classical Dicke model is that it displays chaos. For weak couplings g the dynamics is
almost perfectly regular, while for increasing g it becomes more and more chaotic to show full blown chaos deep
in the superradiant phase [576, 945, 946, 948–950]. One signature of classical chaos is the structure of the Poincaré
sections [582]. The Poincaré section shows the classical solution in one hyperplane in phase space. Four such examples
for the classical Dicke model (310) are displayed in fig. 33, above and below the bifurcation at gc =

√
ωΩ/2. The

scaled ‘Bloch vector’ components rx = ⟨Ŝx⟩/(N/2) and rz = ⟨Ŝz⟩/(N/2) are shown in the plane ψ = 0. In (a), far
below gc, the dynamics is regular, still below but close to the bifurcation point (b) the solutions still evolve on a
hyper torus, for g = gc (c) the torus has began to significantly deform in accordance with the KAM-theorem [951],
and finally in (d) for g > gc the Poincaré section shows full chaos. In a recent work [952], the semiclassical equations
of motion (311) were simulated experimentally in a classical system comprising two coupled LC circuits. The authors
were able to explore a whole range of properties of these equations; transition from regular to chaotic motion, the
Dicke PT, the Lyapunov exponent λL, and the so-called out-of-time-order-correlator (OTOC) [953–955] (see further
discussions below on the OTOC and chaos in the Dicke model). Both the Dicke and the Jaynes-Cummings-Hubbard
Hamiltonians can be construed as idealised models of a quantum battery. A numerical investigation of the charging
properties of both these models was carried out in [956]. The interaction of a three-level atom with the electromagnetic
field of a cavity in the presence of a laser field has been recently discussed in terms of two quantum quantum-battery
setups. In the first, a single three-level atom interacts sequentially with many cavities, each in a thermal state, while
in the second a stream of atoms in a thermal state sequentially interacts with a single cavity mode initially prepared
in a thermal state at the same temperature as the atoms [957].

The counter-rotating terms, present in the Dicke model, break the conservation of excitations in the TC model and
thereby lower the symmetry from a continuous U(1) to a discrete Z2. Thus, by artificially adding such terms to the
TC model and by controlling their strengths one can explore the transition from integrable to non-integrable, which
was done in ref. [958] where classical chaos was studied.

Naturally, the Dicke model (305) displays also signatures of ‘quantum chaos’ [949, 950, 959, 960]. Quantum chaos
is often analyzed in terms of the level statistics [582]. The information about level statistics is contained in the
probability distribution P (S) where S is the energy difference between neighbouring eiegenenergies; Sn = εn+1 − εn.
Characteristic for chaotic systems is level repulsion, the few symmetries in the Hamiltonian implies that energy levels
do not in general cross but are avoided. This is also manifested in the distribution P (S) which for chaotic systems
takes the generic Wigner-Dyson form [582]

PWD(S) ∝ Sαe−πS
2/4,


α = 1, orthogonal

α = 2, unitary

α = 4, symplectic

. (315)

The three universality classes , orthogonal, unitary, and symplectic, are determined from the symmetries of the
Hamiltonian. In particular, the larger the exponent α we note that the level repulsion is more pronounced. For the
Dicke model we expect the level statistics PWD(S) = πS exp

(
−πS2/4

)
/2, i.e., belonging to the orthogonal class. For

integrable models, on the other hand, the generic level structure obeys instead a Poissonian distribution,

PP(S) = e−S , (316)

which for the Dicke model should apply deep in the normal phase. Properties of the eigenvalues for the quantum
Rabi model (i.e. the special case of the Dicke model with s = 1/2) were first discussed by Graham and Höhnerbach
in [959]. As was already mentioned in sec. I D 3, the quantum Rabi model does not show neither Poissonian nor
Wigner-Dyson statistics [575]. The larger the spin s, the better is the agreement with the generic forms (315) and
(316) which has been numerically demonstrated in the works by Emary and Brandes [949, 950]. As examples of the
level statistics for the Dicke model we display examples of P (S) in fig. 34 in the normal as well as in the superradiant
phases. The agreement with the generic distributions PP(S) and PWD(S) is not perfect, but the indication of level
repulsion is clearly illustrated. One reason why the agreement is not better is because the spectrum has not been
unfolded. Unfolding the spectrum means that secular variations are omitted by subtracting the smooth part of the
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FIG. 33. Poincaré sections for g = 0.2, 0.48, 0.5, 0.52 in (a)–(d), respectively, on the plane ψ = 0. The variables depicted are
the scaled (with total spin) ‘Bloch vector’ components rx and rz. The transition from regular (a) to fully chaotic (d) evolution
is clearly visible. The frequencies ω = Ω = 1 and the initial condition in all for plots is (s(t), ψ(0), ϕ(0), θ(0)) = (10, 0, 0, π/2).
Thus, the sections are plotted for a single trajectory. It is often common to consider several randomly picked initial states
keeping some conserved quantity fixed (normally the energy for Hamiltonian systems), but the plots presented here still clearly
serve their purpose by demonstrating the onset of chaos.

FIG. 34. Two examples of the distribution P (S) for the Dicke model (black solid lines) in the normal phase (a) and the
superradiant phase (b). For the sake of comparison, the Poisson and Wigner-Dyson (α = 1) distributions are shown as red
dotted curves. The level repulsion in the superradiant phase is clearly seen. The parameters are ω = Ω = 1, N = 100 atoms,
while g = 0.2 in (a) and g = 2 in (b).

spectrum [582]. Instead, in the figure we only consider energies away from the edges of the spectrum since the low
and high energy states are known to be non-ergodic [961].

The statistics contained in the function P (S) does not fully characterize the properties of the spectrum. Another
quantity is the density of states ν(ε), i.e. ν(ε)dε is the number of states within the energy interval [ε, ε + dε], see
fig. 31. This quantity has been thoroughly explored for the Dicke model in ref. [935]. Within the thermodynamic
limit, ν(ε) can be found exactly and it shows a singularity which is identified as a PT for excited states – a so-called
excited-state phase transition [962, 963]. A related aspect was considered in [964], where the periodically driven Dicke
model was demonstrated to show phase transition-like behaviour in its effective steady states (time-averaged).

Models like the Tavis-Cummings and the Lipkin-Meshkov-Glick belong to the class of the so-called integrable models
of Gaudin type [965]. Integrability in these models relies on the existence of a matrix, defined on the tensor product of
three Hilbert spaces, which satisfies the Young-Baxter equation [966, 967]. A new representation of the Gaudin algebra
in the form of a Laurent-series expansion in terms of the complex parameter on which the Lax-matrix coefficients
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FIG. 35. The upper two plots, in frames (a) and (b), display the Wigner functions after a time tf = 1000 for an initial state
|α⟩|s,−s⟩ with α =

√
39 and s = 40. In (a) the atom-field coupling g = 0.1 (normal phase) while in (b) g = 1 (superradiant

phase). By comparing the two plots it is seen that the one with stronger coupling shows a more vivid structure with finer
patterns typical for chaotic evolution. It has also a more evenly spread out distribution which reflects ergodicity, another
outcome of chaos. In (c), the inverse partition ration (321) is presented as a function of the g, and the remaining parameters
are the same as for the other plots. Even though the IPR fluctuates much in the normal phase, it is clear that it is higher in
this phase than in the superradiant one. These fluctuations are partly due to numerics since the xp-grid has been discretized
for the numerical simulations. The drop in the IPR occurs before the critical coupling, for ω = Ω = 1 used here, g = 1/2.
However, one must keep in mind that these results are for evolution of some excited state, and nothing prevents chaos to
emerge for smaller g’s as long as the dynamics takes place far from the fix point (xm, pm) = (0, 0). Indeed, classical chaos in
the Dicke model has been shown to appear also for g > gc [187]. The same kind of transition is found also in the variance of the
autocorrelation function (322) plotted in (d). By increasing the system size (larger α and s) the variance decreases (checked
numerically) which is expected since the state should thermalize in this limit.

depend. A physical generalized Hamiltonian can be constructed from the commuting operator-valued coefficients of
the above series [968].

For excitation energies above a certain threshold in the superradiant phase of the Dicke model, both the semiclassical
dynamics are chaotic and the quantum eigenspectrum exhibits level repulsion. By employing the eigenstate expec-
tation values and the distributions of the off-diagonal elements of the number of photons and the number of excited
atoms one may verify the diagonal and off-diagonal eigenstate thermalization hypothesis, thus ensuring thermaliza-
tion. The authors of [969] propose a so-called “efficient basis” with a clear advantage over the widespread employed
Fock basis when investigating the unbounded spectrum of the Dicke model, yielding access to a larger number of
converged states.

The notion of multifractality was introduced in 1974 to describe the statistical properties of turbulent flow [970].
It signifies the presence of an infinite set of critical exponents determining the scaling of the moments generated by a
given distribution. In quantum mechanics, multifractality is intertwined with the concepts of localization, ergodicity
and chaos, and has been recently employed as a local measure of chaos for the kicked top model [971]. Its presence
signifies that the wave function is extended but effectively restricted to a portion of the Hilbert space, owing to the
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different scaling of each component. The partition function of the system scales as [972].

Z(q) =

N∑
k=1

pqk ∼ N−τq , (317)

with Z(1) = 1, whence τq=0 = 0. The measure is multifractal when the mass exponents τq are nonlinear functions of
q, introducing the Rényi dimension [973, 974] Dq such that τq = Dq(q − 1). Multifractality is also assessed by means
of the so-called general participation local density of states PDoSq(ϵ) ≡

∑
k |⟨Ek|z0⟩|2qδ(ϵ − ϵk), where |Ek⟩ are the

eigenstates of the Dicke Hamiltonian, ϵk = 2Ek/N are the scaled energies (with N being the total number of two-level
systems) and |z0⟩ is the coherent state in phase space.

As we saw from eq. (310), under the quantum-classical correspondence, the Dicke Hamiltonian [see eq. (294)]

ĤD = ωâ†â+ ω0Ĵz +
Ω√
N

(â† + â)Ĵx, (318)

is mapped to the classical Hamiltonian

hD(z) =
1
2 (x

2 + p2) + ω0jz +Ω
√
(N/2)2 − j2z x cosϕ, (319)

where β =
√
N/2(x + ip), w = tan(θ/2)eiϕ, jz = −(N/2) cos θ and ϕ = tan−1(jy/jx). The distributions plotted in

fig. 36 reveal signatures of multifractality hidden in the coherent states |z⟩ = |β⟩ ⊗ |w⟩ for different values of q.
Chaos, non-integrability, and ergodicity are all often taken as prerequisites for a closed quantum system to thermalize

(for a discussion on integrability of the Dicke model see [975–977]). Following the above discussion, thermalization
is expected to occur also in the Dicke model. The OTOC has become a standard tool in exploring quantum chaotic
systems. Imagine two operators V̂ and Ŵ , where we time evolve one of them, i.e. Ŵ (t) = exp(iĤt)Ŵ (0) exp(−iĤt).
These can, for example, be local operators with support initially on disconnected locations; [V̂ (0), Ŵ (0)] = 0. The
time-evolution typically implies that the support of Ŵ (t) increases and we may find [V̂ (0), Ŵ (t)] ̸= 0. The OTOC
measures such an overlap and is defined as [955]

F(t) = ⟨Ŵ †(t)V̂ †Ŵ (t)V̂ ⟩. (320)

It relates to the above commutator via the identity Re1 − [F(t)] = ⟨[V̂ †, Ŵ †(t)][Ŵ (t), V̂ ]⟩/2, and for short times
(and for ‘fast scramblers’) one can define the (quantum) Lyapunov exponent F(t) = 1 + εeλLt + . . . . The OTOC
thus provides insight into how fast local information spreads in the system, the so-called scrambling, and hence the
thermalization of the system. The OTOC for different variations of the Dicke model in an open quantum system
setting has been calculated in [978], focusing on the link between the superradiant phase transition of the Dicke model
and the onset of quantum chaos.

The exponential growth of the fidelity OTOC in the beginning of the time evolution of a Loschmidt echo signal
cannot be attributed to a classical unstable point in the general case for the two-mode Dicke model. Such a model ex-
hibits a normal to superradiant quantum phase transition with spontaneous breaking either of a discrete or continuous
symmetry [979].

Based on the fact that an inverted harmonic oscillator may exhibit the behavior of thermal energy emission, in
close analogy to the Hawking radiation emitted by black holes, Tian and collaborators proposed the use of a trapped
ion to realize a concrete analogue-gravity system and check the upper bound of the associated Lyapunov exponent,
λL ≤ 2πT/ℏ [980]. They found that the effective Hawking temperature of the trapped-ion-inverse-oscillator indeed
matches this upper bound for the speed of scrambling.

The unitary evolution of quantum systems, and hence linearity of quantum mechanics, has since long been puzzling
researchers; how can chaotic motion emerge from it? For example, the fidelity (72) between two pure states is constant
in time, and there is no obvious quantum version of the butterfly effect [582]. Likewise, the correlator [V̂ (t), Ŵ (t)] is
also constant in time, and this explains why one looks at the out-of-time ordered correlator for the OTOC. We may note
that the exponential growth, characteristic for the butterfly effect and the presence of a positive Lyapunov exponent,
can also appear using different approaches. For example, if losses are added to the otherwise closed system, unitarity
is lost and the fidelity (72) between two initially nearby states behaves as F (t) = exp(−λLt) [981]. Alternatively, the
overlap |⟨ψ0(t)|ψε(t)⟩|2, where the two states are initially the same but |ψ0(t)⟩ has been evolved with an unperturbed
Hamiltonian and |ψε(t)⟩ has been evolved with an unperturbed Hamiltonian, shows also an exponential decay with
the Lyapunov exponent [982].

As a simple, but still experimentally relevant, non-integrable system, the Dicke model has attracted much attention
in recent years regarding OTOC and related issues [983–988]. In exploring properties of the evolution of complex
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FIG. 36. Multifractality under the quantum-classical correspondence in the totally symmetric subspace. (Left panel) Top row:
Poincaré surface of sections with regular structures in phase space. (Right panel) Top row: Poincaré surface of sections with
predominant chaos. The rest of the rows in both panels depict the mass exponents τq and the distributions PDoSq(ϵ) as a
function of q. Numerical results are plotted by dotted cyan lines, while the ergodic (regular) limits of Dq are indicated by red
(blue). Source: Figs. 1 and 2 of [972].

quantum systems one is usually interested in generic and universal features, and one expects the OTOC F(t) to not
depend strongly on the particular choice of V̂ and Ŵ . For the Dicke model different choices have been considered;
V̂ = Ŵ = â†â [987, 988], V̂ = p̂ and Ŵ = q̂ [985], and V̂ = ρ̂(0), V̂ = σ̂i and Ŵ = σ̂j or V̂ = Ŵ = x̂ [986], and
Ŵ = exp(iδϕx̂) [984]. In the latter case, the V̂ operator is a projection onto the initial state of the system, and for
pure states the OTOC becomes F(t) = |⟨ψ(0)|e−iĤteiδϕx̂eiĤt|ψ(0)⟩|2. This quantity was termed the fidelity-OTOC,
and for small δϕ ≪ 1 it approximates F(t) ≈ 1 − δϕ2var [x̂(t)], i.e. it measures the variance of the x-quadrature.
The Lyapunov exponent λL for the Dicke model was studied in ref. [986] in the whole of the phase diagram, and it
was found that the model is the most chaotic in the vicinity of the critical point. By using an expansion similar to
the Holstein-Primakoff method described below, and a Majorana fermion representation, analytical expressions for
the OTOC’s could be given. From this, λL can be extracted. In ref. [985] the Lyapunov exponent defined via the
OTOC was compared to the one of the corresponding classical Dicke model (310). It was found that λL agrees with
the classical one in the chaotic regime of the model. The same conclusion was found by studying the aforementioned
fidelity-OTOC [984], and links between the OTOC, quantum thermalization, and scrambling was found. The OTOC
has also been analyzed in terms of the anisotropic Dicke model [see eq. (332)]. By time-averaging the OTOC it was
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shown in [987] that the OTOC captures the critical behaviour at both zero and finite temperatures, and furthermore
the time average shows universal features, i.e. it scales as (g − gc)β for some exponent β.

Normally, quantum thermalization is connected to systems possessing a large number of degrees of freedom [989].
However, as properties of quantum chaotic systems can often be understood from random matrix theory [582] it should
be clear that ‘sufficiently large’ systems can also be achieved in a system with few degrees of freedom as long as the
Hilbert space is large. For the Dicke model, thermalization can only emerge in the thermodynamic limit, spin S →∞.
In ref. [187] thermalization in the Dicke model was considered, and especially the role played by quantum fluctuations
was analyzed. In particular, in phase space the dynamics is governed by a Fokker–Planck equation consisting of an
ℏ-independent ‘classical drift part’ and an ℏ-dependent part giving rise to quantum corrections. In this phase space
representation (particularly for the Q-function) of quantum mechanics the Heisenberg uncertainty manifests itself in
preventing structures beyond the ℏ-scale to form. In fig. 35 we give a few snap-shot examples of the Wigner function
for the Dicke model in the normal (a) and superradiant (b) regimes. Ergodicity is evident in the superradiant case as
expected. The seemingly chaotic structure in (b) is an outcome of chaos and signature of thermalization. A measure
of how localized, i.e. ergodic the state is, is given by the inverse partition ratio which for the Dicke model we define
here as

IPR =

∫
dxdpW 2(x, p), (321)

where W (x, p) is the Wigner function for the boson mode. In analog with the linear entropy for density operators
introduced in sec. I B 1, the IPR is sometimes also referred to as a linear entropy [990]. Note that IPR ≤ 1, and a
large value of the IPR implies a localized distribution, while a small value represents a smeared out distribution as
expected in the ergodic regime. We see in (c) that a clear drop in the IPR occurs slightly before the critical coupling.
As a final example of the transition from regular to thermalizing evolution we consider the autocorrelation function

A(t) = |⟨ψ(t)|ψ(0)⟩|. (322)

If the system thermalizes it follows that any expectation should settle. Thus, we look at the variance δA of A(t) in
fig. 35 (d). It displays the same trend as the IPR; a drop in the variance is seen as we approach the superradiant
(chaotic) regime.

A generalized Dicke model describes the interaction of a quantized light field with a two-level atomic ensemble
coupled by microwave fields in optical cavities. Multicritical points for the superradiant quantum phase transition
have been shown to occur, which can be effectively manipulated by tuning system parameters [991].

The phenomenon of quantum scars [578] is also due to localization in phase space. These are eigenstates of a chaotic
Hamiltonian Ĥ which are not uniformly spread in phase space. Instead they concentrate around unstable classical
periodic orbits of the corresponding classical Hamiltonian H. Thus, chaotic signatures of the classical model find
their way towards the quantum eigenstates. It hasn’t until recently been understood that scarred states occur also
in many-body models; it was for long believed that the many degrees of freedom make scarred states exponentially
unlikely. Actually, scarred states are very common in the Dicke model [581, 992]. In fact, it has been claimed that
all states of the Dicke model are scarred to some degree; typically an eigenstate populates only half of the accessible
phase space [581]. This is striking since one would expect most states to be ergodic. However, the scarring in the
Dicke model is not able to prevent thermalization.

The above explanation of the Dicke PT hinges on classical/mean-field arguments, and we only mentioned that it
also survives on a quantum level. A classical PT is driven by thermal fluctuations while a quantum PT occurs at
zero temperature, T = 0 and results from quantum fluctuations [759]. The first discussion about the Dicke PT at
zero temperature dates back to a work by Hillery et al. [939]. However, the zero-temperature Dicke PT should not
be called a quantum PT in the above sense since in the thermodynamic limit quantum fluctuations are negligible.
In particular, the number of degrees of freedom in the Dicke model is still two in the thermodynamic limit, i.e. it
is independent of the system size. Nevertheless, the ground-state energy E0(g) shows a kink at the critical point,
which is a characteristic of quantum PTs [759]. An elegant approach to study the zero temperature Dicke PT is to
apply the Holstein-Primakoff method (HP) [993]. Even though the HP method had been previously applied to related
topics [994, 995], Emary and Brandes were the first to demonstrate its power when employed to the study of the
T = 0 Dicke PT [950]. The HP transformation maps spin to boson degrees of freedom according to

Ŝ− =
√

2s− b̂†b̂b̂,

Ŝ+ = b̂†
√

2s− b̂†b̂,

Ŝz = b̂†b̂− s.

(323)
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The ’bosonized’ Dicke Hamiltonian becomes (up to trivial constants)

ĤD = ωn̂+
Ω

2
b̂†b̂+ g

(
â† + â

)b̂†
√

1− b̂†b̂

2s
+

√
1− b̂†b̂

2s
b̂

 , (324)

where we used N = 2s. The idea is now to expand the fields around their mean-field solutions,

â→ √α+ δ̂a,

b̂→ √β + δ̂b.

(325)

Here, δ̂a and δ̂b are the quantum fluctuations on top of the mean-field solutions α and β (note that in the symmetry
broken superradiant phase we pick one of the two possible solutions). This approach of linearizing around the mean-
field solutions yields a low-order expansion which captures universal critical properties; when studying the dynamical
evolution, however, it will fail to reproduce the correct properties after relatively short times. In the normal phase
α = β = 0 and we set b̂†b̂/2s = 0; the effective model is simply

Ĥ
(N)
eff = ωδ̂†aδ̂a +

Ω

2
δ̂†b δ̂b + g

(
δ̂†a + δ̂a

)(
δ̂†b + δ̂b

)
. (326)

As a quadratic Hamiltonian this can be readily diagonalised by a Bogoliubov transformation [996]. Denoting the new
bosonic modes in which the Hamiltonian is diagonal as ĉ1 and ĉ2, we have [950]

Ĥ
(N)
eff = ϵ

(N)
+ ĉ†1ĉ1 + ϵ

(N)
− ĉ†2ĉ2 + CN , (327)

where CN is a constant, and for the two excitation modes in the normal phase (g < gc) we obtain

ϵ
(N)2
± =

1

2

ω2 +
Ω2

4
±
√(

ω2 − Ω2

4

)2

+ 4g2ωΩ

 . (328)

In the superradiant phase we have α, β ̸= 0 as evident from eq. (309), and one expands around the corresponding
values. In doing so, the effective low-energy Hamiltonian in the superradiant phase becomes

Ĥ
(SR)
eff = ϵ

(SR)
+ d̂†1d̂1 + ϵ

(SR)
− d̂†2d̂2 + CSR, (329)

where d̂1,2 represent the boson operators for the new Bogoliubov modes, and again CSR is a constant, and for the
two excitation modes in the superradiant phase (g > gc) one obtains

ϵ
(SR)2
± =

1

2

ω2 +
Ω2

4µ2
±
√(

ω2 − Ω2

4µ2

)2

+ g2ωΩ

 , (330)

with µ = g2c/g
2. At g = gc the two modes corresponding to the the normal and the superradiant phase meet, while

in particular ϵ(N)
− (g = gc) = ϵ

(SR)
− (g = gc) = 0 as expected at the critical point.

From the resulting energies it is possible to extract the critical exponent ν = 1/2 for the gap closing at g = gc (see
a further discussion in sec. VIIB where the open/driven Dicke model is considered). Vidal and Dusuel generalised the
above HP results valid in the thermodynamic limit to finite systems, i.e. studying finite scaling effects [997]. They
concluded, among others, that the value of the exponent for the Dicke model agrees with those of the Lipkin-Meshkov-
Glick model [998]

ĤLMG = ωŜz + λŜ2
x. (331)

In fact, the link to the Lipkin-Meshkov-Glick model becomes apparent when noting that the two are identical when
the boson field of the Dicke model has been eliminated [918, 920, 999, 1000]. The physics of the T = 0 PTs of the
Dicke and TC models are fundamentally different as the two models support different symmetries, just like the JC and
quantum Rabi models. The Dicke model has the Z2 parity symmetry (224) modified to spin-s (σ̂z → Ŝz), while the
TC model supports the U(1) symmetry of eq. (10). Naturally, the adiabatic elimination of the boson field in the TC
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model generates another Lipkin-Meshkov-Glick model which indeed supports a continuous symmetry, see eq. (425).
A direct consequence of the different symmetries is that excitations in the symmetry broken superradiant phase is
given by a massive Higgs mode in the Dicke model and a gapless Goldstone mode in the TC model. This qualitative
difference between the two models can have far reaching consequences. For example, photon losses destabilize the
superradiant phase in the TC model such that only the normal phase survives [502]. Actually, for the anisotropic
Dicke model,

ĤanD = ωn̂+
Ω

2
Ŝz +

gjc√
N

(
Ŝ+â+ â†Ŝ−

)
+
gajc√
N

(
Ŝ−â+ â†Ŝ+

)
, (332)

the superradiant phase does not survive photon losses even for non-zero gajc provided gjc is large enough [1001, 1002].
The Higgs mode, or roton mode, can be understood from the double-well structure of the effective (adiabatic) potential
V

(m)
ad (x), and has been experimentally observed [1003]. A corresponding effective potential, or action, for the TC model

has the form of a ‘Mexican hat’, V (m)
ad (x, p) = ω

(
p2

2 + x2

2

)
+m

√
Ω2

4 + g2

2N (p2 + x2); it does not cost any energy to
displace the state (order parameter) along the minimum (azimuthal angle) of the hat potential. This discrepancy
between the two models is evident in the spectrum of the low energies, as illustrated in fig. 37 (for further numerical
results on the criticality of the Dicke model, see ref. [1004]). After passing the critical value for the coupling, i.e.
entering the superradiant phase, the spectrum becomes doubly degenerate (in the thermodynamic limit) for the low
lying energies in the Dicke model. The corresponding two (symmetry broken) ground states are the ones of the
left/right minima of the double-well potential. Note that physically this symmetry breaking is directly reflected in the
phase of the field, in the left minima the phase is π and in the right it is 0. Indeed, this symmetry breaking has been
experimentally verified by measuring the phase (relative and not absolute) of the field [1005], which we discuss further
in sec. VIIB. It has been suggested that for a small perturbation that breaks the Z2 symmetry the system will prefer
one of the two wells and upon measurement of the state it is possible to get an indirect handle of the perturbation, i.e.
the symmetry breaking mechanism can by utilised for quantum sensing [1006]. In the TC model, on the other hand,
in the symmetry broken phase a large number of energies cluster together to form a quasi continuous band, see fig. 37.
The larger number N of particles, the higher density of states at low energies one would get. Physically, the Mexican
hat shaped ’potential’ implies that in the TC model the field phase of the superradiant state can take any value in
the range [0, 2π). Also the universality classes of the transitions in the two models are different, with in particular
the Dicke model PT is of the Ising class. We already mentioned that the exponent for the gap closing in the Dicke
model is 1/2. This is also shown in fig. 38. The figure also displays the gap for the TC model and a ‘weaker’ closening
is found in this case. The distinction of universality classes between a model with discrete or continuous symmetries
was also found in the Lipkin-Meshkov-Glick model [1007]. The critical exponent for the fidelity susceptibility, i.e. how
sensitive the properties of the system ground state are to variations in the coupling, for the Dicke model has also been
calculated [1008, 1009] and again it agreed with the one of the Lipkin-Meshkov-Glick model. One further aspect of the
spectral properties that can be qualitatively understood from the adiabatic potentials V (m)

ad (x) of eq. (313) is that the
potential barrier of the double-well structure sets some ‘critical’ energy Ec such that eigenstates with energies below
Ec can show symmetry breaking, while those above Ec will be of definite Z2 parity symmetry (remember discussion
of fig. 31). This observation was explored in a similar but slightly different approach, also semiclassical, in ref. [1010].

More recently, the deep strong-coupling analysis of [1011] reveals a quantum critical point, anticipated by mean-field
theory, at which it is found that the Ising-Rabi lattice model belongs to the universality class of the XY Z model.
Beyond the mean-field regime in 1D, the XY Z model exhibits a far richer phase diagram than, say, the transverse-field
Ising model, including both BKT and Z2-symmetry breaking transitions [1012]. Hence, the XY Z model opens up
interesting prospects in the field of quantum simulators.

As the effective expanded HP Hamiltonians for the Dicke model in the two phases are both quadratic it follows that
the ground states are Gaussian and it is thereby possible to analytically determine properties of the two phases like
squeezing and entanglement in the vicinity of the critical point [950, 1013]. These two properties are known to be
highly interrelated for Dicke states (61), squeezing may act as an entanglement witness [1014–1016]. Typical, and also
so for the Dicke model, is that the amplitudes of these properties blow up at the critical point. The same holds true
for other properties like the fidelity susceptibility [1008, 1017] and field quadrature squeezing [1017]. In particular, at
the critical point the ground state p-quadrature gets infinitely squeezed.

For many applications, it is desirable to simplify the description based on the Tavis-Cummings Hamiltonian, towards
an analytical and more intuitive description of the atom-light interaction which is directly applicable to existing
experiments. Such experiments often deal with nearly classical light beams containing many photons, to which for
most purposes a coherent state may be assigned. In this case it is possible to derive simpler and analytical expressions
for the light-atom and light-mediated and entanglement-generating spin-spin interaction, as is done in [1018].

The Dicke model is one of the simplest examples – one collective spin coupled to a bosonic degree of freedom – of
a critical quantum system. As such, it has been the focus of numerous theoretical works that we have met in the
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FIG. 37. Spectrum of the lowest (10 – Dicke and 20 – TC) energies for the Dicke and TC models. The critical couplings are
gc = 1/2 (Dicke) and gc = 1 (TC), and for the plots N = 200 particles. In the superradiant phase, g > gc, the Dicke spectrum
is (approximately for finite N) doubly degenerate reflecting the Z2 symmetry and the TC spectrum shows instead a a quasi
continuous band of energies (only in the thermodynamic limit will the spectrum become exactly continuous). These two cases
exemplifies the cases of massive Higgs excitation and massless Goldstone excitations respectively.

FIG. 38. Comparing the gap-closening between the first excited E1(g) and ground state E0(g) energies for the Dicke and the
TC models. The parameters are the same as in fig. 37. Naturally, with a finite size system, N = 200, the exponents cannot be
fully extracted, but the difference between the two models is still evident - softer closing of the TC model. How the gap scales
with the system size N were explored in detail in refs. [997, 1008], and see also [1004].

previous paragraphs. However, a most important and relevant contribution to the whole topic of the Dicke PT was
published only a couple of years after the first prediction of a PT in the Dicke model. Rzazewski and co-workers
pointed out that under the standard assumptions, the PT is an artefact of neglecting the diamagnetic self-energy
term of the EM-field [71]. With the scenario of N atoms confined in a ‘single-mode’ cavity, the minimal coupling
Hamiltonan

Ĥmc = ωâ†â+
1

2m

N∑
n=1

(
p̂n −

e

c
Â(0)

)2
+ V (x̂n), (333)

where Â(0) ∝
(
â† + â

)
is the vector potential and we have made the dipole approximation. The bare Hamiltonian

Ĥn =
p̂2n
2m + V (x̂n) describes the atomic dipole. The Hamiltonian (333) arises when the field is quantized in the
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Coulomb gauge [1019]. Opening the square, and imposing the TLA, we derive the Hamiltonian [140]

ĤA2 = ĤD + µ
(
â† + â

)2
, (334)

where ĤD is given in eq. (305). The new contribution to the Hamiltonian is the so-called diamagnetic term, with
the coupling µ scaling as the inverse of the mode volume. In the mean-field picture discussed above, the adiabatic
potentials now become

V
(m)
ad (x) = ω

x2

2
+m

√
Ω2

4
+ 2

g2

N
x2 + 2µx2. (335)

Clearly, the self-energy renormalizes the bare photon frequency ω and in particular it counteracts the formation of the
double-well structure. The main result of ref. [71] was to show that under realistic assumptions (the atomic density is
very dilute [1020] and the lower atomic state |g⟩ an electronic ground state), the Thomas-Reiche-Kuhn sum rule [1021]
prevents the appearance of a PT. Hence, the coupling can never reach the critical value for the rescaled frequency;
gc =

√
Ω(ω + 4µ)/2. Some years later, the authors strengthened their results by formulating a no-go theorem for the

Dicke PT [72]. In particular, they showed that by disregarding the self-energy term the Hamiltonian is not gauge
invariant, see also refs. [73, 1022] for a recent discussion on the no-go theorem and the importance of gauge invaraince.
In sec. I G 5 we will return to this discussion when we analyze the effects of the diamagnetic term more qualitatively.
Further, long after the ref. [72] it has been understood that gauge invariance in these light-matter models is more subtle
and already truncating the matter Hilbert space to few levels can violate gauge invariance as we will demonstrate
in sec. I G 3. Nevertheless, the results [71, 72] suggest that a cavity QED experimental realization of the Dicke PT
employing a set of two-level atoms is out of reach. However, the accuracy of the starting Hamiltonian (333) has been
recently questioned. Keeling pointed out [1023] that dipole-dipole interactions among the atoms may qualitatively
alter the conclusions of [71] (see also [1024]). Domokos et al. went even further to explore the role of the atoms in
the quantization of the EM-field [1025, 1026]; a more compete picture of the composite system of atoms and field,
in the situation of strong coupling, is obtained via a systematic field quantization taking the atoms into account.
Indeed, it was found that a PT may be possible, even if it might be difficult to reach in realistic experiments. An
addition to this debate was made by Rabl and others; when the TLA is imposed, gauge invariance is usually lost. For
example, the quantum Rabi model derived as above in the Coulomb gauge does not agree with the one derived in
the dipole gauge [478] (see a more detailed discussion about gauge invariance in the next sec. IG 3). In particular, in
the dipole gauge the application of the Thomas-Reiche-Kuhn sum rule does not necessarily rule out the presence of a
superradiant instability. We also note that the debate on whether the Dicke PT is accessible or not has also spurred
activity in the circuit QED community in which the parameter relations appearing in the Thomas-Reiche-Kuhn sum
rule are modified [1027, 1028]. A somewhat similar effect may arise if one considers the multimode Dicke model.
The presence of the highly detuned modes will induce an effective interaction among the two-level systems which
can be written as DŜ2

x with D ∼ g2 [1029]. As one writes the Dicke Hamiltonian, including this additional term,

in the Holstein-Primakoff repersentation (323) one finds a term ND
(
b̂+ b̂†

)2
/4 which has the same form as the

diamagnetic term. Its effect will serve to counteract the normal-superradiant PT and disentangle the two subsystems.
However, since the term describes an interaction, the two-level system will be in a highly entangled state when the
field disentangles from matter. Closer to our days, a different approach in realizing the Dicke PT, overcoming the
problem with the self-energy diamagnetic term, has been presented. It consists of introducing a squeezing term
−ξ
(
â† + â

)2 in the Hamiltonian offsetting the diamagnetic term. This idea was put into practice in an NMR (nuclear
magnetic resonance) experiment by demonstrating the appearance of a Schrödinger cat state (308) in the superradiant
phase [1030].

Despite the new results indicating that a Dicke PT may not be ruled out by sum rules or a no-go theorem, it remains
the case that experimentally one must reach the deep strong coupling regime which to date is experimentally quite
challenging. Therefore, alternatives have been proposed for how a driven Dicke PT might be realized [74]. The idea
is to drive an atomic transition and thereby control the coupling strength with an external classical field. In ref. [74]
a Raman-coupled Λ scheme is considered (see fig. 22). Considering the dispersive regime and after eliminating the
excited atomic state, the coupling is given by eq. (251). In the case where one classical field drives one transition
while the other one is driven by the cavity field, this term becomes

V̂D =
gη

∆

(
â† + â

)
Ŝx, (336)

with g the cavity vacuum Rabi coupling, η the amplitude of the driving field, and ∆ the atom-field detuning. Note also
that the coefficient in front of the term Ŝz is also controllable in this setup since one considers a rotating frame. By
tuning up η, the effective atom-field coupling can be made very large, while the diamagnetic self-energy is unaltered
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and the transition is indeed within reach. The proposal has been experimentally demonstrated [76]. In particular,
combining one cavity mode and two external lasers two Raman transitions were driven. After elimination of the
excited level (see sec. I E 2) an anisotropic Dicke type of model is obtained. As in (332), anisotropy means that the
coupling strengths of the rotating and counter-rotating terms may differ. However, by appropriately selecting the
external laser Rabi frequencies, isotropy can be restored. In addition to the Raman coupling, the two levels are Stark
shifted which is represented by a term δâ†âŜz/N , realizing the so-called Dicke-Stark model [1031]. Such a term does
not break the Z2 parity symmetry of the Dicke model and the criticality survives this modification [947], but the
critical coupling is now shifted. At the mean-field level, including photon losses at a rate κ and spontaneous emission
of the atoms at a rate Γ, the new critical coupling becomes [1032]

gc =
1

2

√
[κ2 + (ω − δ/2)2] (Γ2 +Ω2)

Ω(ω − δ/2) . (337)

From this expression we also see how the photon loss κ pushes the critical coupling to larger values. This abides by
our intuition as in this case the driving must win over photon loss to the surroundings. In the experiment of ref. [76],
around 2 × 105 Rubidium atoms were loaded into a cavity and the amplitude of the output cavity was measured.
By ramping up the amplitude of the drive lasers a rapid increase appeared for some critical value. The increased
photon count was argued to mark the transition from the normal to the superradiant phase. An alternative approach
to realize a dynamical Dicke PT is to consider a ‘pumped’ atomic condensate confined within a cavity [1033]. This
setup will be discussed in more detail in sec. VIIB. Here we only note that the external pump scatters photons
into the cavity via the atoms which thereby experience photon recoils; this, in turn, excites collective vibrational
modes of the condensate. The phonon operators describing these vibrations can be mapped into spin operators
via the Schwinger spin-boson mapping [154] and one ends up with an effective model identical to the Dicke one
with the additional aforementioned Stark shift term (see the derivation in sec. VII B). Properties of the Dicke PT
have been thoroughly analyzed experimentally in the BEC setup, especially symmetry breaking [1005] and critical
exponents [1034]. Common to both these driven models is the fact that photon losses cannot be overlooked, as
eq. (337) for the critical coupling indicates. Since the Dicke model is fully connected (every spin couples collectively
to the same boson mode), one cannot talk about a characteristic (correlation) length scale which, for critical models,
defines an exponent ν. Nevertheless, one can still introduce universal exponents and, interestingly, it is found that
the openness of the system affects their values. For example, the average photon number scales as

n ∼ |g − gc|−β , (338)

with β = 1/2 for the closed and β = 1 for the open Dicke model [1033, 1035–1038]. Another exponent studied is the
one determining the singularity of the fidelity susceptibility [1039, 1040]

χ(g) = − 1

2

d2

dg2
⟨ψ0(g)|ψ0(g + δ)⟩

∣∣∣∣
δ=0

, (339)

where |ψ0(g)⟩ is the ground state conditioned on the coupling g. The fidelity susceptibility method for determining
dynamical critical exponents in the Dicke model with χ ∼ |g − gc|α in the vicinity of the critical coupling and with
α = −2 for g < gc, and α = −1/2 for g > gc has been used in [1008, 1041].

We note that the driven Dicke PT can also be established in spin-orbit coupled atomic condensates as was recently
observed in the lab [1042], and in optomechanical cavities [1041] as well as in the atomic Josephson effect modified
with impurity atoms [1017]. It is also possible to include an additional pump term (291) to the Dicke model and still
preserve the criticality as long as the extra term obeys the parity symmetry [1041, 1043, 1044]. In ref. [1041] some
critical exponents of the PT in the pumped Dicke model were extracted and they were found to be identical to the
regular Dicke model. However, qualitative differences between the two models arise away from the universal critical
regime. A driven model may also entail an explicit time-dependence, and it has been demonstrated that the physics
of the Dicke model with a sinusoidal coupling g(t) = g0 sin(ωdt) is extremely rich [964]. In this case, one cannot talk
anymore about PTs of the ground state. Nevertheless, by turning to a Floquet basis it is possible to define an effective
time-independent Hamiltonian. In ref. [964] this Hamiltonian was considered and a whole set of ‘excited state’ PTs
was identified. In a recent report, Boneberg and coworkers find that the presence of local spin decay leads to stronger
quantum correlations and “stabilizes” an entangled nonequilibrium superradiant phase in the open Dicke model [1045].

Other studies of criticality of extended Dicke models have been considered. For example, in a bimodal setup with
a combination of a σ̂x and σ̂y coupling to the respective modes, as discussed in sec. I E 2 (see fig. 21), the system
hosts a continuous U(1) symmetry [1046–1048] and the low lying excitations in the symmetry broken phase are of
the soft/gapless Goldstone type. Breaking down the continuous symmetry to a discrete Z2 symmetry can easily be
achieved by considering different coupling strengths [1049] and the excitations become Higgs-like, i.e. gapped. The
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FIG. 39. Phase diagram for the SU(3)-Dicke model (340) for equal detuning of the cavities i.e., ωA = ωB . We have plotted
the difference between the average photon numbers in the modes B and A, i.e., ⟨b̂†b̂⟩ − ⟨̂.a†â⟩ calculated in the ground state
computed by exact diagonalisation for N = 100. The vertical and horizontal dotted lines indicate gA = gcrA and gB = gcrB . We
have indicated the three possible phase transitions that can be accessed by tuning the coupling. PT 2 and PT 3 are second
order, while PT 1 is a first-order phase transition.

Goldstone mode also appears in the so-called SU(3) Dicke model [1050–1052]. Here the two boson modes couple to
SU(3) pseudo-spins, e.g. three level atoms in any of the configurations of fig. 22. The matter degrees of freedom
are then better expressed in terms of the eight Gell-Mann matrices λ̂α (249), and it is clear that the variations of
light-matter couplings are greater than for the SU(2) Dicke model. Let us consider one version, that is relevant for
the experiment [1050] that will be discussed further in sec. VIIB, namely

Ĥsu3 = ωAn̂A + ωBn̂B +ΩΛ̂8+
gA√
N

(
â+ â†

)
Λ̂4 +

gB√
N

(
b̂+ b̂†

)
Λ̂6, (340)

where Λ̂α =
∑N
i=1 λ̂

(i)
α (α = 1, 2, . . . , 8) are the collective Gell-Mann matrices, see eq. (249). Recall that the SU(3)

group supports three SU(2) subgroups; {Λ̂1, Λ̂2, Λ̂3}, {Λ̂4, Λ̂5, X̂}, and {Λ̂6, Λ̂7, Ŷ } where X̂ and Ŷ are linear combi-
nations of Λ̂3 and Λ̂8, and hence, Ĥsu3 is not a simple generalization of an SU(2) Dicke model. Nevertheless, we find
two Z2 parity symmetries defined by the unitaries

Π̂A = eiπ(n̂A−Λ̂3/2+
√
3Λ̂8/2), Π̂B = eiπ(n̂B+Λ̂3/2+

√
3Λ̂8/2). (341)

We may also note that a generalized Dicke model supporting a Z3 symmetry was recently analyzed [1053], and the
presence of a continuous symmetry broken phase for the SU(3) case has also been demonstrated in the bimodal
quantum Rabi model [1054]. More interesting than the two discrete symmetries (341) is the fact that in the isotropic
case (ωA = ωB and λA = λB) the model also hosts a continuous U(1) symmetry [1050] represented by the operator

Ûϑ = eiϑ(n̂A−n̂B−Λ̂2), (342)

i.e., Ûϑ commutes with Ĥsu3 in the isotropic case. We note that Ûϑ transforms Λ̂4 and Λ̂6 as[
Λ̂′
4

Λ̂′
6

]
=

[
cosϑ − sinϑ

sinϑ cosϑ

][
Λ̂4

Λ̂6

]
, (343)

while Λ̂8 is not affected by Ûϑ. Likewise, the transformation governed by Ûϑ rotates the A-mode quadratures x̂ and
p̂x clockwise by an angle ϑ, and the x̂ and p̂x quadratures of the B-mode anti-clockwise. The tri-modal version of the
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SU(3) Dicke model would include an additional Z2 symmetry reflecting a sign change in Λ̂1. In addition, the U(1)
symmetry discussed above would be replaced by a U(2) symmetry in that case. The phase diagram of the SU(3)
Dicke model can be analyzed in much the same fashion as for the regular Dicke model, i.e. in terms of the BOA
or mean-field, or employing the HP method generalized to SU(3) spins. The phase diagram is shown in fig. 39 in
the gAgB-plane for the isotropic case which supports the continuous U(1) symmetry. For small enough coupling the
system is in the symmetric normal phase, and upon increasing the couplings across the PT the system has three
possibilities by breaking any of the symmetries. If gA > gB the symmetry Π̂A is spontaneously broken and the A
mode becomes populated while the B remains in vacuum, and the revers holds for gB > gA (in the figure these are
marked by the PT2 arrows). For gA = gB all three symmetries are broken and both modes get populated, however
with a random fraction (PT3 arrow in the figure). We have marked these three superradiant phases by SR-A, SR-B,
and SR-ϑ. The transition (PT1 in the figure) between two symmetry broken phases SR-A and SR-B is first order.
The breaking of the Z2 symmetries upon entering the superradiant phases SR-A or SR-B follow the same universality
classes as the regular Dicke, i.e. the critical exponent β = 1/2 as in eq. (338). In the phase SR-ϑ both modes get
populated and it is the spontaneously chosen parameter ϑ that determines how much each one of them gets populated.
A mean-field as well as a HP analysis predicts that the critical exponent β = 1/2 also for this transition. In the SR-ϑ
phase, where the U(1) symmetry has been spontaneously broken, the spectrum is gapless as mentioned above. Within
the HP formalism it is possible to find the excitation modes analytically to linear order as done for the regular Dicke
model in eqs. (328) and (330). In the present model one has four boson modes; â and b̂, plus two, ĉ and d̂, coming
from the HP transformation of the Λ̂α operators. We do not present the derivation here (the derivation follows the
same logic as for the Dicke model, see discussion above and ref. [950]), but state the results for the isotropic case
(ωA = ωB = ω and gA = gB = g). In the normal phase one finds two doubly degenerate modes

ϵ̃
(N)2
± =

1

2

ω2 +
Ω2

8µ2
(1 + µ)

2 ±
√[

Ω2

8µ2
(1 + µ)

2 − ω2

]2
+

Ω

µ
2(1 + µ)2ωg2

, (344)

while in the U(1) broken superradiant phase one finds three massive (Higgs) modes

ϵ
(SR)
0 =

√
ω2 +

Ω2

16µ2
(1 + µ)2,

ϵ
(SR)
± =

1

2

 Ω2

4µ2
+ ω2 ±

√(
Ω2

4µ2
− ω2

)2

+ ω2Ω2

,
(345)

and one massless Goldstone mode (recall that µ = g2c/g
2). The excitations, as a function of g, are shown in fig 40.

The non-commutativity between the Gell-Mann matrices implies an underlying non-Abelian (synthetic) gauge
structure, similar to that discussed for the bimodal quantum Rabi model in eq. (245). Let us elaborate a bit further
along these lines. Defining the force as F̂ = r̈/2 [1055], where the ‘dot’ represents time derivative and r = (x̂, ŷ), we
derive

F̂ =
1

2

[
Ĥsu3, [r̂, Ĥsu3]

]
=

1

2

(
ω2x̂− Ωg̃

√
3g̃Λ̂7 − p̂y g̃2Λ̂2, ω

2ŷ − Ωg̃
√
3g̃Λ̂5 + p̂xg̃

2Λ̂2

)
, (346)

with g̃ = g/
√
N/2. Now the first contributions are simply those of the harmonic potential (in the dimensionless

scaling of the quadrature operators). The last terms are reminiscent of a Lorentz force arising from a magnetic field
in the perpendicular z-direction; F̂Lor = g̃2 (p̂× ez) Λ̂2. The second term represents instead a synthetic electric force
F̂el = Ê (with the synthetic “charge” being unity). To make this view more transparent we introduce the synthetic
gauge potential

Â = (Φ̂, Âx, Ây, Âz) =

(
ΩΛ̂8,

g̃

ω
Λ̂4,

g̃

ω
Λ̂6, 0

)
. (347)

The non-commutativity between Â0, Âx, and Ây demonstrates that the gauge potentials are non-Abelian. Following
Wong [1056], the field tensor

F̂ =


0 Êx Êy Êz
−Êx 0 B̂z −B̂y
−Êy −B̂z 0 B̂x
−Êz B̂y −B̂x 0

 (348)
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FIG. 40. The four excitation modes of the isotropic SU(3) Dicke model (340) at resonance. In the normal phase, g < gc, we
see two gapped modes whose gaps close at the critical point g = gc. In the superrdiant phase, g > gc, one mode opens up
(Higgs mode) a gap while the other remains gapless (Goldsone modes).

is given by

F̂αβ = ∂αÂβ − ∂βÂα − i
[
Âα, Âβ

]
. (349)

Since Â is constant (∂αÂ = 0), the first two terms of (349) vanish and the only contribution derives from the
non-Abelian property of the gauge potential. The synthetic electric field becomes

Ê = Ω
√
3g̃
(
Λ̂7, Λ̂5, 0

)
, (350)

and the magnetic field

B̂ = g̃2
(
0, 0, Λ̂2

)
. (351)

It is clear that these results are in agreement with the equations of motion (346). Thus, we can interpret the forces
acting upon the quasi-particle (represented in our model by the electromagnetic fields of the cavities) as a classical
force from the “potential”, and a synthetic electric and magnetic force. For Ω = 0 the synthetic electric field vanishes
and the particle moves in a perpendicular synthetic magnetic field. As a result, one encounters the anomalous Hall
effect discussed in sec. I E 2 for the two-mode quantum Rabi model (245) [699, 700]. As soon as Ω ̸= 0 the synthetic
electric field distorts the motion driven by the magnetic Lorentz force and the Hall effect is rapidly destroyed.

Another model extensively studied is that of two spatially separated spins Ŝ(1)
α and Ŝ(2)

α coupled to a common boson
mode [921, 1057]. Criticality in such a model is not different from the regular Dicke model, however, since the spins
are assumed to be separated in space we can treat them as two entities, and entanglement properties between the two
spins can be studied in the presence of photon losses [921]. In particular, entanglement may survive losses. In [1057],
the two spins were assumed to be driven by the fields ±Ŝ(i)

x in opposite directions. This breaks down the Z2 symmetry,
but if the two fields have equal amplitudes a pseudo Z2 symmetry arises; the previous symmetry of the Dicke model
accompanied with Ŝ1

α ↔ Ŝ
2)
α . The resulting phase diagram contains tri-critical points in which the normal phase

merges with two superradiant phases. The generalization to quantized atomic motion has also been explored [1058].
In the regular Dicke model, the PT is a competition between the bare energies and the atom-field coupling energy,
and by including also atomic motion as in [1058] it becomes an interplay between three energy contributions instead
(the above two plus the atomic kinetic energy). This greatly affects the phase diagram; in particular, the normal-to-
superradiant transition may become first order. In [1058] the atomic motion is quantized taking into account quantum
fluctuations. A simplification could be to consider the atoms as point-like fixed points, but spatially distributed in
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the cavity such that the coupling strength becomes g → gi with gi a random variable with the subscript i marking
atom i [1059, 1060]. It was found that this modification could lead to a series of new transitions between ground
states with abrupt changes in their atom-field entanglement. Randomness naturally appears in a multimode cavity
where the effective coupling to the various modes varies due to the specific mode profiles and also the different
frequencies [1061–1063]. After eliminating the bosonic degrees of freedom one obtains a transverse-field Ising model

ĤIs =
Ω

2

N∑
i=1

σ̂(i)
z −

1

2

N∑
j,k=1

Jjkσ̂
(j)
x σ̂(k)

x . (352)

To a good approximation, Jjk is a random variable, and above a critical strength of disorder at zero temperature, a
spin glass phase emerges [1062]. The transition to a glass phase, i.e., increasing the strength of randomness, could
be achieved by increasing the number of cavity modes coupled to the atoms [1061]. The appearance of the glass
phase relies on the fact that the atom-field coupling is not too strong; in that case the system transforms instead into
a traditional superradiant phase. Additional insight into the disordered Dicke model was gained by realizing that
in the thermodynamic limit it is equivalent to a quantum Hopfield network [1064–1066]. This allows, in particular,
for predictions about the system ground state. In the framework of Keldysh theory, these results were extended to
account for photon loses and it was shown that the glass-phase physics also survives in this case [1063]. However, just
as for the Dicke model, the universality class is modified due to the photon losses. Quasi disorder can also be achieved
by combining two incommensurate optical lattices, as has been realized experimentally for cold atoms in two laser
fields [1067]. In ref. [1068] it was demonstrated that a Bose glass phase may emerge if one of the two lattices is replaced
by a cavity standing wave mode. A Bose glass is an insulating compressible phase. The main difference to [1067] is
that here the disorder is relevant only in the superradiant phase, i.e. the coupling has to exceed the critical one. In
terms of realizing Dicke physics by mapping phonon modes of an atomic condensate to effective spin degrees of freedom
(as mentioned above and more discussed in sec. VIIB) the multimode Dicke model may also lead to frustration [1069].
Critical exponents for the multimode Dicke model have been extracted by utilizing the HP approach, see eq. (323),
and especially criticality of the atom-atom entanglement (concurrence) [1070]. Introducing disorder into the game
may have the effect of enhancing quantum fluctuations such that the critical behaviour is no longer captured by simple
mean-field predictions. The question of a proper quantum normal-superradiant PT was also addressed in [1071] by
considering an array of connected cavities (see sec. VIIA). In this scenario, the quantum fluctuations grow linearly
with the system size and cannot be disregarded in the thermodynamic limit, see also ref. [1072]. The extension to
multi-level atoms, instead of two-level atoms, also alters the criticality of the model as shown in [1073].

Let us end this rather long section on the Dicke model on a recent topic that has gained much attention, namely
time-crystals [1074, 1075]. These are nonequilibrium phases of matter in periodically driven (Floquet) systems. The
state breaks the discrete time-transnational symmetry of the driven Hamiltonian and oscillates with a multiple of the
drive period. Periodic doubling of the states were found in many-body localized systems [1076]. These are disordered
interacting quantum systems that prevents thermalization, and under periodic driving they do not heat to infinite
temperatures which is crucial for robust time-crystals. In analyzing periodically driven systems, it is practical to turn
to the Floquet picture [1077]. With T the period of the drive, the time-evolution operator from t0 to a generic later
time can be decomposed as

Û(t+ nT, t0) = Û(t, t0)Û
n(T, t0), (353)

with t ∈ [t0, t0 + T ], and furthermore, we can define the (Hermitian) Floquet Hamiltonian ĤF via the relation

Û(T, t0) = e−iĤFT . (354)

The eigenstates of this operator,

Û(T, t0)|uj(t0)⟩ = e−iϵjT |uj(t0)⟩, (355)

form a complete basis, and the exponents ϵj are called quasi energies which are clearly defined modulo 2π. A solution
to the time-dependent Schrödinger equation can be written as

|ψ(t)⟩ = e−iϵj(t−t0)|uj(t)⟩, |uj(t+ T )⟩ = |uj(t)⟩. (356)

A general solution can be expanded as

|ψ(t)⟩ =
∑
j

Cje
−iϵj(t−t0)|uj(t)⟩, |uj(t+ T )⟩ = |uj(t)⟩, (357)
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such that the coefficients Cj determine the initial state |ψ(t0)⟩. Note the similarities between the Floquet theory and
the Bloch theory for spatially periodic Hamiltonians.

To achieve the formation of time crystals in non-disorder systems, Russomanno et al. considered a periodically
δ-kicked Lipkin-Meshkov-Glick model [1078]. What is important to note here is that the model is ‘infinite range’, i.e.
every spin interacts with every other spin, and that it supports a discrete Z2 symmetry. It was found that robust
time-crystal dynamical phases can indeed exist in such systems. Having understood that infinite range interactions
together with a Z2 symmetry can stabilize time-crystal phases, many people studied also the Dicke model [1079–1082].
In particular, the question whether these states survive photon losses is a most relevant one [1079]. At the mean-field
level, bu studying the truncated Heisenberg equations, it was shown that time-crystal states exist for the driven Dicke
model. At the quantum level, the discrete time-crystal states eventually decay, but their lifetimes may be long on
experimental time-scales. The effects of other ‘imperfections’ were addressed in [1081], like dipole interactions among
the atoms and non-uniform light-matter couplings. For ferromagnetic spin-spin couplings the time-crystal state could
survive. In refs. [1080, 1082] the possible time-crystal states in the setup of transversely pumped Bose-Einstein
condensates were considered. It was found [1082] that the time-crystal states were realizations of so-called prethermal
states which are quasi-stationary many-body states that can survive over very long times [1083, 1084]. Most recently,
experimental evidence of a time-crystalline phase was realized in such experiments which could be described by a
periodically driven SU(3) Dicke model [1085, 1086]. These pumped condensate systems will be discussed in great
detail in sec. VII B. Kongkhambut and collaborators have very recently reported on the observation of spontaneous
breaking of a continuous time translation symmetry in an atomic BEC inside a high-finesse optical cavity [1087].
Since the observed limit cycles are robust against temporal perturbations, they evince the realization of a continuous
time crystal. At the same time, in the periodically-kicked JC model, chiral symmetry conserved by commensurate
kicks preserves the phase of an initial quantum state against phase fluctuations during the dynamical evolution, in
contrast to broken chiral symmetry (for incommensurate kicks) which erases the initial phase, as reported in [1088].

We close this section out by a brief account on the relevance of the Dicke and Tavis-Cummings models in the
rapidly expanding field of polaritonic chemistry. Microcavity polaritons may be used to control chemical reactions
with electromagnetic fields, which has been a long-standing goal in chemistry. Modifications in the reaction rates
for chemical processes due to strong coupling between reactant molecular vibrations and the cavity vacuum have
been reported in [1089]. The reaction-rate constants were extracted from evolving cavity-transmission spectra; a
strong cavity frequency dependence was noted that closely followed the reactant infrared absorption spectrum. At
the same time, it has been found that manipulating the light-matter coupling strength and cavity frequencies may
either inhibit or accelerate the hydrogen-bond dissociation rate of water dimer by altering the vibrational dissociation
channels [1090]. Additional enhancements of a dissociation probability can be expected for a cavity with thermal
excitations or for multimode cavities [1091].

A common feature of emitter-ensemble models developed to incorporate the details relevant to chemical reactivity
(such as molecular vibrations along reaction coordinates) along with collective effects is the presence of dark states
we have met several times so far, which do not couple to the field of the cavity or an external field. In a recent report,
Davidsson and Kowalewksi demonstrated that increasing the rate of pure dephasing induces a stronger coupling
between the dark and polariton states [1092]. The behaviour of a CO molecule together with a varying number
of resonantly-coupled two-level emitters, which have their own individual dephasing operators, was studied via a
quantum-trajectory unraveling of the master equation.

6. Generalizing the Dicke model to an extended medium

There is an equivalence between generalized Dicke models and interacting quantum models. Román-Roche and
coworkers present an analytical solution to quantum long-range models [1093, 1094] in a lattice of N sites to confirm
that the mean-field solution is exact [1095, 1096]. The system is described by a Hamiltonian of the form

Ĥlr = −
N∑
ij

JijĈiĈj , (358)

where Ĉi is a local Hermitian operator acting on site i. They consider systems with power-law decaying interactions
of the form Jij = ΓJ̃(rij)/Ñ , where Ñ =

∑
i J̃ij is a renormalization factor independent of j (following the Kac

prescription) that restores extensivity and ensures a well-defined thermodynamic limit, Γ is the interaction strength
and

J̃(rij) =

{
b if rij = 0

|rij |−α otherwise
(359)
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The constant α sets the range of interactions compared to the dimensionality of the lattice d. The absence of additivity
for α < d entails the emergence of particular statistical and dynamical phenomena in contrast to the ordinary short-
range models, such as quasistationary states, a negative specific heat or different phase diagrams when the system is
studied within two different ensembles [1097]. The authors of [1098] introduce a generalized Hubbard-Stratonovich
transformation to produce a closed expression for the free energy o the system at any temperature.

To demonstrate the method, it is helpful to first consider the classical Ising model, with

Hcl,Is = h

N∑
i

si −
N∑
ij

Jijsisj , (360)

where si is a discrete variable. Following the diagonalization of the interaction matrix as J = ΛDΛT , we can write
the coupling term as

∑
kDk(

∑
i Λiksi)

2, where Dk are the eigenvalues of the interaction matrix. Consequently, the
coupling is expressed as a sum of interaction terms which are quadratic in

∑
i Λiksi. These quadratic interactions

are then eliminated via the Hubbard-Stratonovich transformation, based on the following relation for the partition
function involving Gaussian integrals:

Z =
∑
si

e−βHcl,Is ∝
∫
duk

∑
si

exp

[
− β

(
h
∑
i

si +
∑
k

u2k/Dk − 2
∑
ik

Λiksiuk

)]
, (361)

where uk are real auxiliary variables. Subject to some conditions imposed on the eigenspectrum of the Jij matrix,
the integral over uk can be evaluated within the saddle-point approximation in the large N limit.

To extend the application of the Hubbard-Stratonovich transformation into quantum models, one needs to reframe
the partition function in terms of commuting quantities. Román-Roche and his collaborators draw an equivalence
between some quantum long-range models and a cavity QED model, namely the generalized Dicke model with

Ĥgen.Dicke =

M−1∑
k=0

ωkâ
†
kâk + Ĥ0 −

∑
k,i

(âk + â†k)
λik√
N
Ĉi, (362)

where Ĥ0 is an exactly solvable Hamiltonian pertaining to the “matter” degrees of freedom, and Ĉi is the local
Hermitian operator which couples the site i to the bosonic modes, satisfying [âk, â

†
k′ ] = δk,k′ , with strength λik. In the

thermodynamic limit (N →∞), integrating out the electromagnetic field modes yields an exact effective description
for the matter degrees of freedom [1099, 1100] with a Hamiltonian

Ĥeff
m = Ĥ0 −

N∑
ij

M−1∑
k=0

λikλjk
Nωk

ĈiĈj . (363)

The exact mapping is limited to the thermodynamic limit as well as to a number of modesM satisfying limN→∞M/N =

0. Equation (363) defines a quantum model with interaction coupling coefficients (Jeff)ij =
∑M−1
k=0 λikλkj/(Nωk).

For systems with translational invariance, the interaction matrix can be diagonalized in the Fourier space and the
large-N behaviour of the eigenvalues can be obtained analytically, while in the general case the model for an arbitrary
interaction matrix J is tractable if limN→∞(1/N)

∑M−1
k=0 Dk = limN→∞(1/N)Tr(J) = 0.

The authors of [1098] show that every strong long range model (α < d) can be cast in the form of eq. (363). For
an arbitrary extensive model with Jij =

∑N−1
k=0 ΛikDkΛjk, the number M of nonzero eigenvalues of J (bounded by

construction) scales with the size of the matrix, N , while for a model with a power-law decay of interactions and
periodic boundary conditions, the number of nonzero eigenvalues (whence the number of nonzero modes) depends on
the decay rate of the interaction, α. For α < d, only a small fraction of modes have a nonzero eigenvalue, therefore
the condition limN→∞M/N = 0 is satisfied (see also fig. 2 of [1098]). Having now mapped the strong long-range
quantum model of eq. (358) to the generalized Dicke model of eq. (362), the solution follows the steps outlined by
Wang and Hioe [70, 941]. For N → ∞, the trace over the cavity modes is replaced by a set of complex Gaussian
integrals with the mode operators giving their place to complex fields in the expression

Z =

∫ M−1∏
k=0

d2αk
π

Trm

exp

−β
M−1∑

k=0

ωk|αk|2 + Ĥ0 +
∑
k,i

2λikxk√
N

Ĉi

 , (364)

where the trace is taken over the “matter” degrees of freedom and we set αk = xk + iyk. This expression for the
partition function draws the parallel between the effective theory employing auxiliary bosonic modes and the standard
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Hubbard-Stratonovich transformation employing auxiliary classical fields. The integral over yk yields an unimportant
constant, while for the integral over the real parts, we perform a scale change of variables u2k = x2k/N to define

Zm[uk] ≡ Zm(u0, . . . , uM−1) = Trm

{
exp

[
− β

(
Ĥ0 +

∑
k,i

2λikxk√
N

Ĉi

)]}
and fm = ln(Zm[uk])/N, (365)

thereby recasting the partition function in the form

Z =

∫ M−1∏
k=0

√
N

πωk
duk exp(Nϕ[uk]), with ϕ[uk] = −β

M−1∑
k=0

ωku
2
k + fm[uk]. (366)

Since the exponent has an explicit linear dependence on N , the zero-order saddle-point approximation allows one
to express the partition function in terms of the integrand at ϕ[uk] = max{uk}ϕ[uk]. The resulting multivariate
maximization problem is simplified by considering solutions which are homogeneous in the lattice – these homogeneous
solutions are proven to be the global maxima (see Appendices of [1098]). Second-order corrections to the zero-
order term are negligible, whence the exact expression for the partition function of strong long-range models is Z =∫ ∏M−1

k=0

√
N/(πωk) duk exp(Nϕ[uk]).

Carrying on with the theme of developing a multimode theory for assessing collective behaviour in a quantum
optical model, though marking a departure from the thermodynamic limit and the relevance of mean-field dynamics,
we will now examine spontaneous emission from a line of atoms – the simplest example of an extended medium –
briefly discussing an effective boson approximation for many atoms. The frequency and angular dependence of the
spontaneous emission spectrum of two excited atoms alongside the time-dependent emission intensity as a function of
the ratio of their radiative widths, detuning and Coulomb interaction is investigated in [1101–1103]. To determine the
angular distribution of the photons emitted from a line of several atoms we will resort to a paradigmatic application of
quantum trajectory theory closely following [1104]. In fact, Dicke’s discussion of the angular correlation of successive
photons (see p. 108 of [893]) is formulated based on the language of quantum trajectories, since he considers the
detection of each emitted photon in the far field and constructs the state resulting after the emission of the first
s− 1 photons. The state in question is conditioned on the sequence of directions k1, . . .ks−1 of those emissions. This
construction corresponds to the density operator unraveling of Carmichael and Kim [1105].

Clemens and coworkers consider a system of N identical two-state atoms located at positions ri, i = 1, 2, . . . , N

whose atomic dipole moments are all aligned along the direction d̂. The atomic density operator obeys the Lehmberg-
Agarwal master equation [1102] in the interaction picture (assuming the standard electric-dipole, Born-Markov and
rotating wave approximations)

ρ̇ = −i
N∑

i̸=j=1

∆ij [σ̂i+σ̂j−, ρ] +
1
2

N∑
i,j=1

γij(2σ̂i+ρσ̂i+ − σ̂i+σ̂j−ρ− ρσ̂i+σ̂j−), (367)

with

∆ij =
3
4γ

{
−[1− (d̂ · r̂ij)2]

cos ξij
ξij

+ [1− 3(d̂ · r̂ij)2]
(
sin ξij
ξ2ij

+
cos ξij
ξ3ij

)}
(368)

accounting for dipole-dipole interactions, and

γij =
3
2γ

{
[1− (d̂ · r̂ij)2]

sin ξij
ξij

+ [1− 3(d̂ · r̂ij)2]
(
cos ξij
ξ2ij

− sin ξij
ξ3ij

)}
(369)

accounting for collective emission. In the above expressions, γ is the Einstein coefficient A, λ0 is the resonant
wavelength, ξij = k0rij = 2πrij/λ0 and rij = rij r̂ij = ri − rj . The pseudospin operators obey the commutation
relations

[σ̂i+, σ̂j−] = δij σ̂iz, [σ̂i±, σ̂jz] = ∓2δij σ̂i±. (370)

We note that owing to the Markov approximation, the master equation (367) does not fully account for propagation
effects; the size of the atomic ensemble is restricted such that a time needed for a photon to traverse it must be much
shorter than the characteristic timescale of collective radiative decay.
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The master equation is unraveled into quantum trajectories based on direct photodetection. We decompose the
density matrix as a sum over pure states,

ρ(t) =
∑
REC

PREC|ψc(t)⟩⟨ψc(t)|, (371)

where REC is the record attributed to a particular sequence of photon emissions up to time t, and PREC = ⟨ψc(t)|ψc(t)⟩
is the probability density for that record to occur. The states |ψc(t)⟩ and |ψc(t)⟩ are the normalized and un-normalized
states, respectively, of the atoms, conditioned on the occurrence of the record REC. The time evolution of |ψc(t)⟩ is
governed by a non-Hermitian Hamiltonian interrupted by jumps generated by the times of photon emissions. For a
general master equation in Lindblad form

ρ̇ =
1

iℏ
[Ĥ, ρ] +

∑
i

(2ÔiρÔ
†
i − Ô†

i Ôiρ− ρÔ†
i Ôi), (372)

the non-Hermitian Hamiltonian is

ĤB = Ĥ − iℏ
∑
i

Ô†
i Ôi, (373)

and the jumps are generated by the set of operators Ôi. We will outline two ways of identifying the jump operators,
both casting the master equation in Lindblad form. In the first one, we define [1105]

Ŝ(θ, ϕ) =
√
γD(θ, ϕ) dΩ

N∑
j=1

e−ik0R̂(θ,ϕ)·rj ˆσj−, (374)

operators which apply when a photon is detected in the far field withing the elemental solid angle dΩ and in the
direction R̂(θ, ϕ). The quantity

D(θ, ϕ) =
3

8π
{1− [d̂ · R̂(θ, ϕ)]2} (375)

is the dipole radiation pattern from a single isolated atom. For the ensemble of N atoms, an additional angular
dependence enters through the propagation phase factors in eq. (374). When diagonalized in terms of these operators,
the master equation (367) is recast in the form

ρ̇ = −i
N∑

i ̸=j=1

∆ij [σ̂i+σ̂j−, ρ] +
1
2

∫
[2Ŝ(θ, ϕ)ρŜ†(θ, ϕ)− Ŝ†(θ, ϕ)Ŝ(θ, ϕ)ρ− ρŜ†(θ, ϕ)Ŝ(θ, ϕ)], (376)

where the jump operators have a clear physical interpretation in terms of the detection of outgoing photons in the
direction R̂(θ, ϕ).

An alternative identification is provided by diagonalizing the matrix of coefficients (γij) [1106, 1107]. The physical
meaning of these operators stems from an expansion of the collective atomic polarization in source modes. Since the
matrix (γij) is a real and symmetric, it can be diagonalized by an orthogonal transformation of the form (γij) =

BTΛB, where Λ = diag(λ1, . . . , λN ) is a diagonal matrix containing the eigenvalues of (γij) with the corresponding
normalized eigenvectors populating the columns of matrix BT = (bij)

T , which are denoted by bl = (bl1, . . . , blN )T .
The master equation in this unraveling assumes the form

ρ̇ = −i
N∑

i ̸=j=1

∆ij [σ̂i+σ̂j−, ρ] +
1
2

N∑
l=1

(2ĴlρĴ
†
l − Ĵ

†
l Ĵlρ− ρĴ

†
l Ĵl), (377)

where the source-mode collective jump operators are

Ĵl =
√
λl b

T
l Σ̂, Ĵ†

l =
√
λl Σ̂

†
bl, Σ̂ ≡ (σ̂1−, . . . , σ̂N−)

T , Σ̂
† ≡ (σ̂1+, . . . , σ̂N+). (378)

Armed with these two unravelings, our aim is to trace the evolution of the angular distribution for photon emission
and its potential deviation from the dipole radiation pattern – which is observed for the first emitted photon – to a
directed distribution suggested by theories of superradiance; for this we need to calculate the angular distribution for
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the kth emitted photon, in other words the probability for that photon to be emitted within the solid angle dΩ in
direction (θ, ϕ).

Combining elements from both unravelings, the authors of [1104] adopt source-mode super-operators for the first
k − 1 emissions and the jump operator (374) only for the emission of the kth photon. Subsequently, they sum over a
finite number N of alternate series in the record on each emission. The explicit expression for the time evolution of
the conditional wavefunction then reads

|ψl1,t1;...lk−1,tk−1;θ,ϕ,tk
⟩ = Ŝ(θ, ϕ)B̂(tk − tk−1)Ĵlk−1

B̂(tk−1 − tk−2) . . . Ĵl1B̂(t1)|{+}⟩, (379)

from which we calculate the probability as a sum over records covering all permutations of source modes and emission
times for the first k − 1 emissions,

Pk(θ, ϕ) dΩ =

N∑
l1=1

. . .

N∑
lk−1

∫ ∞

0

dt1 . . .

∫ ∞

tk−1

dtk ⟨ψl1,t1;...lk−1,tk−1;θ,ϕ,tk
|ψl1,t1;...lk−1,tk−1;θ,ϕ,tk

⟩, (380)

where B̂(τ) ≡ exp(−iĤBτ/ℏ) and |{+}⟩ denotes the state with all N atoms excited. The non-Hermitian Hamiltonian
governing the evolution between emissions is

ĤB = ℏ
N∑

i ̸=j=1

∆ij σ̂i+σ̂j− − iℏ 1
2

N∑
l=1

Ĵ†
l Ĵl. (381)

It proves convenient to specialize to a line of atoms located along the z-axis, with position vectors rj = (j− 1)(sλ0)ẑ,
j = 1, . . . , N , where s is the interatomic separation in units of the resonant wavelength. The atomic dipole moments are
all aligned perpendicular to the z-axis; due to the cylindrical symmetry the phase factors in eq. (374) are independent
of ϕ, and only the dipole radiation pattern exhibits a dependence on the azimuth. Integrating over the azimuthal
angle we replace Ŝ(θ, ϕ) with

Ŝ(θ) =
√
γD(θ) sin θ dθ

N∑
j=1

e−i2π(j−1)s cos θσ̂j−, D(θ) = 3
4

(
1− 1

2 sin
2 θ
)
. (382)

From eq. (380), the angular distribution of the first photon emission is

P1(θ) sin θ dθ =

∫ ∞

0

dt1⟨ψθ,t1 |ψθ,t1⟩, |ψθ,t1⟩ = Ŝ(θ)B̂(t1)|{+}⟩ = e−(Nγ/2)t1 Ŝ(θ)|{+}⟩. (383)

Substituting for Ŝ(θ) from eq. (382) we note that the interference terms have zero expectation in the excited state
irrespective of the number of atoms. Therefore, P1(θ) = D(θ), i.e., the first photon is always emitted following the
dipole radiation pattern. Our aim now is to determine Pk(θ) for k > 1.

The case of two atoms is special. Lehmberg obtained the dipole radiation pattern after solving the master equation
in a standard way [1102], in an apparent contradiction with the directional correlations noted by Dicke [893]. Let
us now see what insight the quantum trajectory theory is able to offer in that observation. Appealing once more to
eq. (380), we find that the angular distribution of the second emitted photon from the linear array of N atoms is
given by a sum over the N possible jumps corresponding to the emission of the first photon, as

P2(θ) sin θ dθ =

N∑
l1=1

∫ ∞

0

dt1

∫ ∞

t1

dt2 ⟨ψl1,t1;θ,t2 |ψl1,t1;θ,t2⟩, |ψl1,t1;θ,t2⟩ = Ŝ(θ)B̂(t2 − t1)Ĵl1B̂(t1)|{+}⟩

= e−γt1 Ŝ(θ)B̂(t2 − t1)Ĵl1 |{+}⟩.
(384)

The state produced after the first jump,

|l1⟩ ≡ Ĵl1 |{+}⟩ =
√
λl1 b

T
l1 Σ̂|{+}⟩, (385)

is an eigenstate of the operator
∑N
l=1 Ĵ

†
l Ĵl, with(

N∑
l=1

Ĵ†
l Ĵl

)
|l1⟩ = [(N − 2)γ + λl1 ]|l1⟩. (386)
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We now specify to a pair of atoms setting N = 2; we write

(γij) =

(
γ Γ

Γ γ

)
, with eigenvalues and eigenvectors λ1,2 = γ ± Γ, b1,2 = 1√

2
(1,±1)T (387)

and jump operators

Ĵ1 =
√
γ + Γ

σ̂1− + σ̂2−√
2

, Ĵ2 =
√
γ − Γ

σ̂1− − σ̂2−√
2

. (388)

In the two-atom case only, the state |l1⟩ is an eigenstate of the dipole-dipole interaction Hamiltonian ℏ
∑N
i̸=j=1 ∆ij σ̂i+σ̂j−

with eigenvalues ±ℏ∆12, whence also of the non-Hermitian Hamiltonian ĤB , with eigenvalues −iℏλl1/2±ℏ∆12. Com-
puting now the evolution between jumps and substituting in eq. (384), we obtain the angular distribution of the
second emitted photon as

P2(θ) = D(θ) 12

2∑
l1=1

λ−1
l1
⟨l1|σ̂1+σ̂1− + σ̂2+σ̂2− + e−iζ σ̂1+σ̂2− + eiζ σ̂2+σ̂1−|1⟩, (389)

with ζ ≡ 2πs cos θ. Although the interference terms play a role in individual trajectories, allowing for the correlation
noted by Dicke, their contribution cancels in the sum over records and we recover the dipole radiation pattern according
to Lehmberg. Analytical expressions for the stationary density matrix of and system observables pertaining to the
fluorescent emission from two interacting nonidentical dipoles under coherent driving have been recently obtained
in [1108]. For a three-atom array, on the other hand, Clemens and coworkers find that the nine individual trajectories
do not cancel in the sum and there is a distortion of the dipole radiation pattern. The most characteristic property
is the enhanced directionality of the third emitted photon, with an increased probability for emission near the axis of
the atomic emission [1104]. In numerical simulations, just before the time tk when the k-jump is executed, the Monte
Carlo average of the norm ⟨ψc(tk)|Ŝ†(θ)Ŝ(θ)|ψc(tk)⟩ determines the angular distribution of the kth emitted photon.
Numerical results for N ≈ 10 atoms showed a correlation between increased directionality and longer waiting times,
in contrast to what is expected from superradiance.

To take the calculations significantly beyond N ≈ 10 it is clear that some approximation is warranted. First, we
note that a relationship between the collective operators Ŝ(θ) and Ĵl can be established due to the fact that both are
expansions over the single-atom operators σ̂i−, i = 1, 2, . . . , N . We write the phase factors in vector form as

Π(θ) ≡

π1(θ)
...

πN (θ)

 ≡


1

e−i2πs cos θ

...
e−i2π(N−1)s cos θ

 such that Ŝ(θ) =
√
γD(θ)dθΠT (θ)Σ̂. (390)

We also collect the source-mode annihilation and creation operators together in row and column vectors, defining

Ĵ ≡

 Ĵ1
...
ĴN

 =
√
ΛBΣ̂, Ĵ

† ≡ (Ĵ†
1 , . . . , Ĵ

†
N ) = Σ̂

†
BT
√
Λ. (391)

Equation (391) can be inverted and since B is an orthogonal matrix we have

Σ̂ = BT
√
Λ−1 Ĵ , Σ̂

†
= Ĵ

†√
Λ−1B (392)

and then substituting for Σ̂ in eq. (390) we arrive at the expansion

Ŝ(θ) =
√
γD(θ) sin θ dθΞT (θ)

√
Λ−1 Ĵ , with Ξ(θ) ≡ (ξ1(θ), . . . , ξN (θ))T = BΠ(θ). (393)

We note that ΞT (θ)Ξ(θ) = Π†(θ)BTBΠ(θ) = N due to the orthogonality of B. We also observe that the coefficients
ξi(θ) featuring in the expansion (393) can be expressed as off-diagonal matrix elements of Ŝ(θ) taken with respect to
the vacuum state and the one-quantum collective excitations |l⟩ ≡ (J†

l /
√
λl)|{−}⟩:

⟨{−}|Ŝ(θ)Ĵ†√
Λ−1|{−}⟩√

γD(θ) sin θ dθ
= ΞT (θ)B⟨{−}|Σ̂Σ̂

†|{−}⟩ = ΞT (θ), (394)
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where we have used

⟨{−}|Σ̂Σ̂
†|{−}⟩ = IN (395)

and the orthogonality of B. Hence, the expansion coefficients read

ξl(θ) =
⟨{−}|Ŝ(θ)|l⟩√
γD(θ) sin θ dθ

. (396)

From the above formula, the angular distribution of the emission originating from the one-quantum excitation |l⟩ can
be expressed in terms of ξl(θ). When the dipole-dipole interactions (∝ ∆ij) are neglected, |l⟩ is an eigenstate of ĤB ,
with

ĤB |l⟩ = −iℏ 1
2 Ĵ

†
Ĵ |l⟩ = −iℏ 1

2λl|l⟩. (397)

We deduce that B̂(t1) = exp(−λlt1/2)|l⟩, hence the angular distribution of emission with initial state |l⟩ is

Ql(θ) sin θ dθ =

∫ t1

0

dt1⟨l|B̂†(t1)[Ŝ
†(θ)Ŝ(θ)]B̂(t1)|l⟩ = (γ/λl)D(θ)|ξl(θ)|2 sin θ dθ. (398)

A weighted sum of these distributions returns the dipole radiation pattern:

N∑
l=1

λlQl(θ) = γD(θ)

N∑
l=1

|ξl(θ)|2 = NγD(θ), (399)

from where we see that |ξl(θ)|2 indicates the difference between the emission from the collective excitation |l⟩ and the
dipole radiation pattern. Integrating (399) over θ yields the sum rule

∑N
l=1 λl = Nγ.

Regarding now the emission properties of collective excitations near the fully excited state |{+}⟩, we have already
found that the first photon is emitted according to the dipole distribution; considered in terms of the source modes
this follows from the sum rules (395) and (399). To make this point clear we write

⟨{+}|Ŝ†(θ)Ŝ(θ)|{+}⟩
sin θ dθ

= γD(θ)⟨{+}|Ĵ†√
Λ−1Ξ∗(θ)ΞT (θ)

√
Λ−1Ĵ |{+}⟩ = γD(θ)

N∑
l=1

|ξl(θ)|2 =

N∑
l=1

λlQl(θ), (400)

where we have used ⟨{+}|Ĵ†
Ĵ |{+}⟩ = Λ. Without loss of generality, we assume that the first photon is emitted from

the source mode l1. We would now like to determine the angular distribution of the second emitted photon given the
first emission from source mode l1, with l1 = Ĵl1 |{+}⟩. We write

P l12 (θ) sin θ dθ

λl1/(Nγ)
= λ−1

l1

∫ ∞

0

dτ2⟨l1|B̂†(τ)[Ŝ†(θ)Ŝ(θ)]B̂(τ)|l1⟩, (401)

where τ = t2 − t1. The quantity P l12 (θ) sin θ dθ is the joint probability for the first photon to be emitted by mode
l1 and the second to be emitted in the direction θ, while the denominator, λl/(Nγ) is the probability that the first
photon is emitted by mode l1. It is not straightforward to evaluate the integral in the expression (401) since |l1⟩ is not
an eigenstate of ĤB , even with dipole-dipole interactions neglected. We are able though to determined the emission
rate for small τ2. The conditional emission rate per unit solid angle is

Rl12 (θ) ≡
⟨{+}|Ĵ†

l1
[Ŝ†(θ)Ŝ(θ)]Ĵl1 |{+}⟩
λl1 sin θ dθ

= γD(θ)

N∑
i,j=1

bl1ibl1j

N∑
n,m=1

π∗
n(θ)πm(θ)⟨{+}|σ̂i+σ̂n+σ̂m−σ̂j−|{+}⟩

= γD(θ)

 N∑
i,n=1

b2l,i|πn(θ)|2 −
N∑
i=1

b2l,i|πi(θ)|2
+

 N∑
i,n=1

bl1iπi(θ)bl1nπ
∗
n(θ)−

N∑
i=1

b2l,i|πi(θ)|2
 . (402)

Every sum apart from the third is trivially constant since |πi(θ)|2 = 1, and we arrive at the result

Rl12 (θ) = γD(θ)(N − 2 + |ξl1(θ)|2). (403)
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Equation (403) is a generalization of the stimulated emission enhancement factor noted by Dicke [893]. Dicke remarked
that following the first emission in direction k̂1, the rate for the second emission is enhanced by a factor of two over
that for spontaneous emission from independent atoms. To interpret eq. (403), we observe that the rate Rl12 (θ) may
be divided into a factor (N − 1)γD(θ) accounting for emission from N − 1 independent atoms, plus an “enhancement
factor” equal to γD(θ)(|ξl1(θ)|2 − 1) whose angular distribution is that of the source mode from which the first atom
was emitted. In fact, the enhancement may be either positive or negative. Since the integral of either D(θ) or Ql1(θ)
is unity, we have ∫ π

0

sin θ dθγD(θ)(|ξl1(θ)|2 − 1)) = λl1 − γ, (404)

where we have used eq. (398). For super-radiant source modes (λl1 > γ), eq. (404) indicates a positive enhancement,
whereas for subradiant modes (λl1 < γ) an inhibition occurs.

While we have so far identified the directionality of certain collective excitations of the atoms, nothing has been
said about the dynamical process, about the evolution between the jumps and the sequence of states visited as
the spontaneous emission proceeds. We will now formulate an approximation to address these limitations. This
approximation stems from the observation that the source-mode operators act like boson operators near the fully
excited state |{+}⟩ of near the ground state |{−}⟩. This follows from the fact that the sets of operators

√
λ−1 Ĵ and

Ĵ
†√

λ−1 are formed from orthogonal eigenvectors of the symmetric matrix (γij). Using the commutation relation
[σ̂i−, σ̂j+] = δij σ̂iz, we can evaluate the commutator

(λlλl′)
−1/2[Ĵ†

l , Ĵl′ ] =

N∑
i=1

blib
l′

i σ̂iz. (405)

Acting with this commutator on states |{+}⟩ and |{−}⟩ gives

(λlλl′)
−1/2[Ĵ†

l , Ĵl′ ]|{±}⟩ = ±bTl bl′ |{±}⟩ = ±δll′ |{±}⟩. (406)

This expression shows that Ĵ†
l and Ĵl′ act like the annihilation (creation) and creation (annihilation) operators of

independent boson modes in state |{+}⟩ (|{−}⟩). More generally, if the commutator above acts on a state that is
n≪ N excitations below |{+}⟩ or n≪ N excitations above |{−}⟩, the result will be accurate to within a correction
of order n/N . For large N and excitations close to the fully-excited state, we can propose the following boson
approximation:

Ĵl →
√
λl â

†
l , with [âl, â

†
l′ ] = δl,l′ . (407)

It follows that the boson creation operators â†l create delocalized holes within a population of many excited atoms.
Conversely, close to the ground state, Clements and coauthors [1104] propose

Ĵ†
l →

√
λl b̂

†
l , with [b̂l, b̂

†
l′ ] = δl,l′ . (408)

The boson operators b̂†l create delocalized excitations within a population of many atoms which are unexcited. We
note that, without the boson approximation, the source-mode operators only define a simplifying algebra in the single-
mode limit or in the Dicke limit. In the latter (s→ 0), there is one superradiant eigenvalue λN = Nγ while the rest
of the eigenvalues are zero. ĴN and Ĵ†

N are angular-momentum operators and the emission follows a straightforward
sequence of jumps between the angular-momentum states |J,M⟩, with J = N/2 and M = −N/2, . . . , N/2. The
conditional state following the kth jump is |ψc(t+k )⟩ = |N/2, N/2 − k⟩, and the evolution between jumps brings a
trivial rescaling of the norm.

The boson approximation (407) enormously simplifies the algebra in the general multimode case. It returns us to
a situation where the operator algebra is simple and the book-keeping of the conditional state evolution is straight-
forward. The conditional state after the kth emission is

|ψl1,t1;...;lk,tk⟩ =
N∏
l=1

|nl⟩ ≡ |{nl}k⟩, (409)

where
∑N
l=1 nl = k and |{nl}k⟩ is a multimode Fock state. The occupation numbers nl, l = 1, . . . , N count the holes

created in the population of N initially excited atoms. It follows that the conditional emission rate per unit solid
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angle for the (k + 1)th emitted photon is

Rl1,...,lkk+1 (θ) = γD(θ)⟨{nl}k|Â
†√

Λ−1Ξ∗(θ)ΞT (θ)
√
Λ−1Â|{nl}k⟩ = γD(θ)

N∑
l=1

|ξl(θ)|2(nl + 1). (410)

In the above expression we have defined

Â ≡


√
λ1â

†
1

...√
λN â

†
N

 , Â
† ≡ (

√
λ1â1, . . . ,

√
λN âN ). (411)

We find that after a first emission from source mode l1, the angular distribution for the second emission is

Rl12 (θ) = γD(θ)(N + |ξl1(θ)|2), (412)

a rate which differs from the exact result [eq. (403)] by O(1/N). In place of eq. (404) it yields the “enhancement
factor” ∫ π

0

sin θ dθγD(θ)(|ξl1(θ)|2 + 1)) = λl1 + γ. (413)

When considering the distribution of the one-quantum excitation, we note that the approximation (408) reproduces
the exact result of eq. (398). In the boson approximation, the distributions Ql(θ), l = 1, 2, . . . , N characterize quite
generally the angular emission properties of the source modes. Combining eqs. (398) and eq. (410) we arrive at a
generalization of eq. (400),

Rl1,...,lkk+1 (θ) =

N∑
l=1

λlQl(θ)(nl + 1), (414)

underpinning the bosonic stimulation from the hole occupation numbers nl.
We are finally in position to consider the dynamical process that produces directed emission. Equation (414) gives

the conditional emission rate per unit solid angle, summed over source modes, describing a stochastic evolution similar
to the mode competition in a laser. From eq. (410) we find that at time t the mean-directed emission rate per unit
solid angle is given by

⟨Ŝ†(θ)Ŝ(θ)⟩ (t)
sin θ dθ

= ⟨{nl}t|Â
†√

Λ−1Ξ∗(θ)ΞT (θ)
√
Λ−1Â|{nl}t⟩ = γD(θ)

N∑
l=1

|ξi(θ)|2eλlt, (415)

where {nl}t is the set of hole occupation numbers at time t, while the overbar takes the stochastic average over
{nl}t. To a good approximation, the superradiant eigenvalues, 2Ns in total, are determined by the dipole radiation
distribution and the interatomic spacing s, according to the formula (for 2Ns integer)

λl/γ = (1/s)D(θl), with cos θl =

{
(q − 1)/(2Ns), q = 1, 3, . . .

(q − 2)/(2Ns), q = 2, 4, . . .
, l = N − 2Ns+ q and q = 1, . . . , 2Ns

(416)
The intensity distribution given by eq. (415) is proportional to the dipole distribution D(θ) for t = 0 (since∑N
l=1 |ξl(θ)|2 = N), and for long times approaches the distribution QN (θ) of the source mode with the largest

eigenvalue. Monte Carlo averages show that as long as the amplification continues, the different amplification rates
for different source modes eventually concentrate the emission into a cone near the line axis where the atoms are lo-
cated. There is a hole right on the axis, though, where the emission is dominated by the subradiant modes. Emission
from individual source modes can be associated with the “rays” of [1109]. The boson approximation, however, does
not account for energy depletion as the excitation in the atomic ensemble runs out, without which it is impossible to
describe a superradiant pulse. Moreover, no appreciable directionality will develop if the N initial quanta are emitted
before the onset of sufficient amplification.

It is thus necessary to modify the simple boson approximation in order to make a reliable description of the
development of directionality, by enforcing energy depletion. This is achieved by altering the source-mode jump rates.
In the boson approximation, the jump rates after the kth photon emission are given by the substitution

⟨Ĵ†
l Ĵl⟩ → λl⟨{nl′}k|âlâ†l |{nl′}k⟩ = λl(nl + 1), with l = 1, . . . , N. (417)
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Summing over these rates we obtain the net rate of eq. (414), integrated over the angle θ. The jumps here are
performed by the hole creation operators â†l . Let us consider the single-mode limit, where there is one nonzero
eigenvalue λN with jump operator

ĴN =
√
λN/N Ĵ−, with Ĵ− =

N∑
j=1

σ̂j−. (418)

We now adopt the Schwinger representation [1110], writing the Dicke collective operators as

Ĵ− = â†b̂, Ĵ+ = âb̂†, Ĵz = b̂†b̂− â†â, (419)

with â†â+ b̂†b̂ = N and â, b̂ independent boson modes. Here â† creates an atom in the ground state while b̂ annihilates
an excited-state atom. The conditional state after k emissions is then represented as the two-boson number state
|k⟩a|N − k⟩b and the exact jump rate is calculated as

⟨Ĵ†
N ĴN ⟩ = λNN

−1⟨(ââ†)(b̂†b̂)⟩ = λN (1− k/N)(nN + 1). (420)

The boson approximation overlooks then the depletion factor in the jump rate (1− k/N) through replacing |N − k⟩b
by |N⟩b.

To account for energy depletion in the multimode case, we replace the jump operator â†l by â†l b̂; the number of
atoms remaining in the excited state is b̂†b̂ = N −∑N

l=1 â
†
l âl. The conditional state after k emissions is then written

as

|ψl1,t1;...;lk,tk⟩ = |{nl}k⟩a|N − k⟩b, (421)

and eq. (417) is replaced by

⟨Ĵ†
l Ĵl⟩ → λl(1− k/N)(nl + 1). (422)

This way, every photon emission reduces the future emission rate of all source modes, whence the modes are not
independent. The approximation becomes exact in the single-mode limit. While it accounts for a superradiant pulse,
this modification to the boson approximation fails to produce a directed subradiant emission in the tail of the pulse.
Another somewhat ad hoc (yet exact in the single-mode limit) modification is called for, recognizing that the emission
process develops in two phases, an initial phase where stimulated creation dominates, and a second phase at the end
of the pulse where there is a decay of coherence due to the hole creation in the amplification phase. After half of the
photons have been emitted, the jump operator â†l b̂ should change to â†l b̂l where we adopt the conditional state (for
k ≥ N/2)

|ψl1,t1;...;lk,tk⟩ = |{nl}k⟩a|{ml}k⟩b, with {ml}k ≡ 2{nl}N/2 − {nl}k. (423)

The jump rates for the second half of the pulse read ⟨Ĵ†
l Ĵl → λlml(nl + 1)/(2m

(max)
l ), which allows independent

emission from the source modes. To achieve this independence, one replaces the state |{nl}N/2⟩a|N/2⟩b reached after
N/2 emissions by the state |{nl}N/2⟩a|{nl}N/2⟩b, effectively equating the number nl of excited state holes created in
mode l in the course of the pulse growth with the number of grounds-state excitations which are to be annihilated
during its decay. With this modification, the directed subradiant emission is reproduced at the tail of the pulse (see
Figs. 12-14 of [1104]).

7. “Poor man’s” models

Universality in physics postulates that certain quantities may not depend on the details of a system, but instead
on global properties like dimensions and symmetries [1111, 1112]. This leads, for example, to the classification of
continuous phase transitions into universality classes characterized by their critical exponents. In the Ginzburg-
Landau mean-field description of critical phenomena, an order parameter ϕ(λ) is introduced to distinguish the normal
phase from the symmetry broken phase

ϕ(λ) =

{
0, λ ≤ λc,
̸= 0, λ > λc,

(424)
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where λ is some system-coupling parameter and λc is the critical coupling which separates the two phases. In the
Ginzburg-Landau paradigm, the order parameter is local, i.e. a local measurement of ϕ can reveal the system state.
At the critical point, the system shows scale invariance meaning that it becomes correlated on all length scales and
in particular the characteristic length ξ diverges with an exponent ν, i.e. ξ ∼ |λ − λc|−ν . These results rely on the
model being spatially dependent, like for example a lattice model as discussed in section VII. The models discussed
so far, JC, quantum Rabi, TC and Dicke, lack such spatial dependencies and instead they are what is called fully
connected models [502, 503, 1113]. Nevertheless, much of the properties of critical phenomena of, for example, lattice
models can be translated to fully connected models, the counterpart of a characteristic length can be introduced as
a coherence length [1114]. A characteristic of these models is that in the thermodynamic limit many properties, like
critical exponents, can be extracted from simple mean-field theory. This typically implies that quantum fluctuations
become negligible, and the analysis simplifies considerably [502]. It is interesting to note, however, that certain
quantum properties like entanglement may survive in the thermodynamic limit [1059].

In sec. I E 5 we pointed out how the Lipkin-Meshkov-Glick model (331) emerges as one adiabatically eliminates the
boson field from the Dicke model. These two models share the same critical behaviour, and hence if one is interested
in the universal critical properties of the Dicke model it is sufficient to study the simpler Lipkin-Meshkov-Glick model.
Such methods of reducing the number of degrees of freedom in order to find effective models is rather general [1115], and
adiabatic elimination is one version where retardation effects between the two subsystems is disregarded. Eliminating
the boson field from the TC model results in the Lipkin-Meshkov-Glick model

ĤLMG = ωŜz + λ
(
Ŝ2
x + Ŝ2

y

)
, (425)

which is clearly symmetric with respect to the rotations U(φ) = exp
(
−iŜzφ

)
, corresponding to the U(1) symmetry

of particle conservation in the TC model. If, instead, the spin degree of freedom is adiabatically eliminated we saw
in sec. I D that the effective boson Hamiltonian ĤBos of (219) becomes identical to the one obtained in the BOA.
That is, at the critical point of the Dicke model, the potential transitions from a single to a double-well shape. Also
in this case, the Hamiltonian ĤBos captures the correct critical exponents. The inclusion of an anharmonic term in
the LMG Hamiltonian gives rise to an excited-state quantum phase transition, which has been recently analyzed in
terms of the time evolution of the survival probability and the local density of states after a quantum quench, as well
as on the Loschmidt echoes and the microcanonical OTOC [1116].

We will now focus on another property of universality which may be helpful in studying critical properties of
quantum optical models. We call this poor man’s models and we actually already saw an example of it in discussing
criticality of the quantum Rabi and the Dicke models. The thermodynamic limit of the Dicke model (305) consists in
letting the spin S →∞, which results in two nonlinearly coupled harmonic oscillators as seen from the HP mapping
and the transformed Hamiltonian (324). The Hilbert space is thus H = HA⊗HB , with HA,B the harmonic oscillator
Hilbert spaces. In the normal phase, the ground state is the vacuum (in the thermodynamic limit), and upon crossing
the critical point the number of bosons nA and nB grows as |g− gc|1/2. Thus, in the very vicinity of the critical point
only a few Fock states get populated in the ground state, and one may truncate the infinite dimensional Hilbert space
to one of a finite dimension. This is demonstrated in the quantum Rabi model [497, 501, 503, 936, 1117, 1118]. The
spin-S of the Dicke model is replaced by a spin-1/2 system, and to achieve the non-analyticity at the critical point
the thermodynamic limit has to be redefined. More precisely, to achieve criticality, the thermodynamic limit is taken
as the classical limit ω/Ω→ 0, meaning that the level spacing of the oscillator becomes infinitely small in comparison
to the energy splitting of the two-level system (the classical oscillator would have a continuous spectrum). The result
is that the boson mode gets rapidly highly populated when entering the superradiant phase. The critical behaviour
of both the Dicke and quantum Rabi models is described by the same universality classes, while the criticality of the
open versions of these systems is the same [502, 1038].

A less known example of a poor man’s model is obtained when the boson field of the Dicke model is replaced by a
single spin-1/2 particle [1017]. This is equivalent to truncating the boson degrees of freedom to the lowest two states
|0⟩ and |1⟩. Calling the pseudo-spin operators τ̂α we obtain

Ĥcs = Nωτ̂z +
Ω

2
Ŝz + gτ̂xŜx, (426)

where the factor N has been included in order to make all terms extensive scaling like O(N). Thus, we do not redefine
the thermodynamic limit like we did for the quantum Rabi vs. Dicke model PT, but introduce N and keep the former
thermodynamic limit as N (and thereby S) going to infinity. The model (426) has been studied in the past under
various names; central spin model [1119–1121], spin star model [1122], SU(2) Jaynes-Cummings model [1123], Gaudin
model [899]. Gaudin was the first to study the model, however in a more general setting, in order to explore integrable
models. Mermin considered it as a most simple example of a critical model, while Breuer et al. were interested in
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non-Markovian effects in a system of a spin-1/2 coupled to an environment of other spin-1/2 particles similar to the
spin-boson model (253). For the TC or anisotropic Dicke model one would again find a central spin model, but now
also with a coupling gτ̂yŜy. Similar to our discussion above, the poor man’s models give the same critical properties
as the full models. The scheme can, of course, be applied to other models like multi-mode or multi-level atoms.
In ref. [1072], the authors considered an array of quantum Rabi like models (see sec. VII A) and could show that
model could be described by a poor man’s model having the shape of a transverse field Ising model. A related model
considering multi-level atoms was discussed in Ref [1071], and here the corresponding poor man’s model comprises a
chain of spin-1/2 particles and SU(3) pseudo spins.

F. Extended Jaynes-Cummings models turned into single particle lattice problems

As explained in sec. I B, the JC dynamics can be construed as a set of Rabi oscillating two-level systems, charac-
terized by a detuning ∆ and a coupling g

√
n+ 1. Focusing on one such two-level system, population will oscillate

between the two bare states |e, n⟩ and |g, n + 1⟩ according to eq. (36). Similar oscillatory evolution appears for a
single particle in a double-well potential – if the particle is initialized in one of the wells it will tunnel through the
separating potential barrier, and for non-zero times there will be a finite probability to find the particle in the second
well. The tunneling amplitude between the two wells sets an effective coupling J , and the energy offset between
the wells gives the effective detuning δ. In the two-mode approximation, valid when the detuning is smaller than
the tunneling amplitude, we include single site localized states for the two wells (if we extend the system to the one
with infinite wells/lattice sites, this approximation is the so-called single-band approximation [1124]). Within the
two-mode approximation, the resulting Hamiltonian is identical to the JC one (12) after identifying J → g

√
n+ 1

and δ → ∆. Alternatively, we may picture the bare states (6) as states representing single sites in some lattice – a
Fock state lattice [1125–1128]. Thus, the properties of the models are identical to those of a single particle hopping
on specific lattices. We will therefore use the term hopping instead of population transfer or similar. In particular,
in this section we will demonstrate that thinking of extended JC models in this way will give much new insight, and
furthermore provide a link to the physics of lattice models. It should be clear, though, that these lattice models are
not translationally invariant since the tunneling strengths become site dependent. Such varying tunneling amplitudes
can be visualized as a strain in the lattice [1126].

1. Fock-state lattices of single-mode models

In the present and the following subsection we discuss a set of extended JC models and their resulting Fock-state
lattices. These and some more are summarized in table II.

For the JC model the Fock-state lattice will take the form of a 1D ladder lattice. The two legs of the ladder represent
the two internal states |g⟩ and |e⟩, while the rungs of the ladder can be denoted the JC excitations n, see fig. 41 (a).
The interaction Hamiltonian Ĥint of eq. (9) causes hopping along the rungs of the ladder with an amplitude g

√
n, but

no hopping along the ladder legs. The free Hamiltonian Ĥ0 is diagonal in the Fock/bare basis and its influence will
solely be on shifting the single site energies, but it will not induce any hopping. Needless to say, the free Hamiltonian
will affect the system properties, but despite this, for the main part of this section we will focus on the hopping in
the lattice, i.e. the lattice geometry and hence only consider Ĥint. In fig. 41 (a), giving the Fock lattice for the JC
model, we write out the hopping amplitudes to emphasize that the lattice is not translationally invariant. This is
true for all lattices considered in this section, and as a result there is no quasi momentum serving as a good quantum
number. Nevertheless, many properties of the corresponding translationally invariant lattices are found also in these
Fock state lattices.

The first step beyond the JC model is to include the counter-rotating terms (212) and thereby explore the quantum
Rabi model (210), with the interaction Hamiltonian given by Ĥint = g

(
â† + â

)
σ̂x. Any change in boson number is

accompanied by a flip in the internal states, and you have two possibilities (unless the state is in vacuum); add or
subtract a boson. Thus, a given Fock state, say |e, n⟩ has two neighbours |g, n± 1⟩, resulting in two disconnected 1D
lattices, as depicted in fig. 41 (b). The two lattices correspond to the two parity sectors of the quantum Rabi model.
As such we still represent the lattice as a ladder system with diagonal hopping between the legs.

Rather general, for finite spins, each boson mode gives rise to one extra dimension in the Fock state lattice. However,
a continuous symmetry constrains the lattice and removes one dimension. So for the JC model we have a single boson
mode, but also one U(1) symmetry, and thus the lattice becomes zero dimensional – decoupled double-wells. While in
the quantum Rabi model, the U(1) is broken down to a Z2 parity symmetry, such that the lattice is one dimensional
(the Z2 symmetry decouples the two legs of the ladder). Since the Hilbert space of the boson mode is infinite
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FIG. 41. The JC Fock-state lattice (a): The Fock states |e, n⟩ (|g, n⟩) denote the states along the upper (lower) leg of a one
dimensional ladder chain. The two-level block form of the JC Hamiltonian in the Fock (bare) basis implies non-zero couplings
only along the rungs of the ladder, marked by solid thick green lines in the figure. The strengths of the couplings are included
in the plot in order to remind that the lattice is not translationally invariant. In frame (b), we display the Fock state lattice
corresponding to the quantum Rabi model. The JC coupling terms are now combined with the counter-rotating terms (solid
thick red lines), and each lattice sites couples to two neighbouring sites and the lattice becomes two copies (one for each parity
sector of the quantum Rabi model) of 1D lattices. Field driving couples the two parity sectors, as depicted in (c) by the thick
blue lines along the legs of the ladder, and one finds the so-called Creutz ladder lattice. In this scenario there are competing
nearest and next nearest neighbour coupling terms. Finally, in (d) we show the lattice of the three-level Λ system. The lower
internal states |1⟩ and |3⟩ couple to one other internal state |2⟩, i.e. they have two nearest neighbours, while the |2⟩ states have
four nearest neighbours. This is the characteristic of a Lieb lattice. The dark state of the Λ setup translates into a flat ‘band’
for the Fock state lattice. In all plots, green lines represents JC type of couplings, and red lines counter-rotating (anti-JC)
coupling terms.

dimensional, the Fock state lattices become also infinite. However, there is still an edge since the Fock states have a
lower bound, â|0⟩ = 0. To get an upper bound one must truncate the Hilbert space. Alternatively, one can replace
the boson degree of freedom by spin-S particle, i.e. â† → Ŝ+ and â → Ŝ− with Ŝ± the raising/lowering operators
for the spin. The Fock states are the spin states |S,m⟩ where Ŝ±|S,m⟩ =

√
S(S + 1)−m(m± 1)|S,m ± 1⟩. As a

side remark, if this method is applied to the JC model one obtains the so-called central spin model [1119, 1122] to be
discussed further below in sec. I F 4.

Neither the JC nor the quantum Rabi models render specifically exotic lattices. However, by coupling the two parity
sectors in the quantum Rabi model with a field drive (breaking the Z2 symmetry), i.e. considering the interaction
Hamiltonian Ĥint = g

(
â† + â

)
σ̂x + η

(
â† + â

)
, results in more interesting features. This configuration is presented

in fig. 41 (c), from which we see that hopping now occurs along the legs of the ladder. Driving the qubit generates
hopping along the rungs of the ladder. The figure makes clear that hopping occurs between nearest neighbours as
well as between next nearest neighbours. Such competing hopping can give rise to novel phenomena, and this specific
lattice geometry is that of a Creutz ladder [1129]. Special to the Creutz ladder is the occurrence of a flat energy band
(i.e. dispersionless band which is independent of the quasi momentum) for certain hoppings. Even though our Fock
lattice is not translationally invariant, it is easy to see that some remnants of the flat band survive. By diagonalizing
Ĥint we find the energies E±(x) =

√
2(η ± g)x̂, where x̂ =

(
â† + â

)
/
√
2. Thus, for g = η we find infinitely-many

degenerate states with zero energy. It is important to remember that this degeneracy is lifted if we include the bare
Hamiltonian Ĥ0, and the full Hamiltonian is of course bounded from below contrary to Ĥint.

Another zero-energy degeneracy is found for the Λ atom of eq. (247). The Λ setup supports a zero-energy (dark)
eigenstate, also beyond the RWA. For a single mode the interaction Hamiltonian Ĥint = g

(
â† + â

) (
λ̂(1) + λ̂(6)

)
, and

the zero energy eigenstate is |ψ0⟩ = (|1, ϕ⟩ − |3, ϕ⟩)/
√
2 for an arbitrary field state |ϕ⟩. The specific structure of

the Λ system appears in the Lieb lattice [1130], see fig. 41 (d). In a Lieb lattice, each unit cell contains three sites;
the ‘central’ site couples to the other two sites, while the ‘outer’ sites only couple to the center one. A destructive
interference effect occurs, in which the propagation of particles in the lattice is hindered. This is manifested in a flat
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Model Interaction Hamiltonian Lattice type

Jaynes-Cummings Ĥint = g
(
â†σ̂− + âσ̂+

)
Double-well, fig. 41 (a)

N atom Tavis-Cummings Ĥint = g
(
â†Ŝ− + âŜ+

)
N potential-well

Quantum Rabi Ĥint = g
(
â† + â

)
σ̂x 1D chain, fig. 41 (b)

N atom Dicke Ĥint = g
(
â† + â

)
Ŝx Square lattice

Central spin model Ĥint = gxσ̂xŜx + gyσ̂yŜy Finite SSH chain
Anisotropic quantum Rabi Ĥint = gjc

(
σ̂+â+ â†σ̂−

)
+ gajc

(
σ̂−â+ â†σ̂+

)
Infinite SSH chain

Driven quantum Rabi Ĥint = g
(
â† + â

)
σ̂x + η

(
â† + â

)
Creutz ladder, fig. 41 (c)

Single mode Λ Ĥint = g
(
â† + â

) (
λ̂(1) + λ̂(6)

)
Lieb ladder, fig. 41 (d)

Two-mode JC Ĥint = ga
(
â†σ̂− + âσ̂+

)
+ gb

(
b̂†σ̂− + b̂σ̂+

)
SSH chain, fig. 42 (a)

Two-mode detuned JC Ĥint = t
(
â†b̂+ b̂†â

)
CDEL chain, fig. 42 (b)

Two-mode quantum Rabi Ĥint = g
[(
â† + â

)
+

(
b̂† + b̂

)]
σ̂x (Layered) square lattice

Two mode Λ Ĥint = ga
(
â† + â

)
λ̂(1) + gb

(
b̂† + b̂

)
λ̂(6) 2D Lieb lattice

Three-mode JC Ĥint = ga
(
â†σ̂− + âσ̂+

)
+ gb

(
b̂†σ̂− + b̂σ̂+

)
+ gc

(
ĉ†σ̂− + ĉσ̂+

)
Hexagonal lattice, fig. 42 (c)

Three-mode detuned JC Ĥint = t
(
â†b̂ eiφ + b̂†ĉ+ â†ĉ+ h.c.

)
Triangular, fig. 42 (d)

Three-mode tripod Ĥint = ga
(
â† + â

)
σ̂12 + gb

(
b̂† + b̂

)
σ̂13 + gc

(
ĉ† + ĉ

)
σ̂14 + h.c. Perovskite (Lieb) lattice

Three-mode quantum Rabi Ĥint = g
[(
â† + â

)
+

(
b̂† + b̂

)
+

(
ĉ† + ĉ

)]
σ̂x Cubic lattice

TABLE II. List of various extended JC models, their interaction Hamiltonians and the corresponding Fock state lattices. In
the table the operators λ̂(α) are the Gell-Mann matrices (249) and σ̂ij = |i⟩⟨j|.

(dispersionless) energy band. While we do not have a band spectrum in the Fock state lattice (due to the absence
of translational invariance), the massive E = 0 degeneracy survives. The corresponding eigenstates can always be
constructed/superpositioned such that they are localized within the lattice.

2. Fock-state lattices of multimode models

The natural way to introduce higher dimensional lattices is to include more bosonic modes. Recall that the
dimension of the lattice is typically given by the number of boson modes minus the number of continuous symmetries.
For example, to have a 1D lattice with the U(1) symmetry representing number (excitation) conservation present we
must consider two boson modes, e.g. the bimodal JC model described by the Hamiltonian (243). Let us parametrise
the coupling amplitudes with the angle θ; ga = g cos θ and gb = g sin θ, such that θ = π/4 gives the ‘balanced’ bimodal
JC model and θ = 0, for example, reproduces the regular JC model. As pointed out below eq. (243), the bimodal JC
model is readily diagonalized by introducing the collective boson operators Â ∝ gaâ+ gbb̂ and B̂ ∝ gaâ− gbb̂. In the
transformed basis the problem relaxes to a regular JC model and a decoupled harmonic oscillator. Nevertheless, in
the original Fock basis, defined by the â and b̂ modes, the system properties are non-trivial [681]. The resulting Fock
state lattice, shown in fig. 42 (a), takes the structure of a Su-Schrieffer-Heeger (SSH) model [1131]. The SSH model
describes a single particle tunneling between nearest neighbours in 1D. What is different compared to a simple 1D
tight-binding lattice is that the tunneling strengths alternate between even and odd bonds, to define inter vs. intra
site tunneling.

Next up in the row is the three-mode JC model. Again, it is preferably diagonalized by introducing collective boson
operators like for the bimodal JC model. By decoupling three modes instead of two, the degeneracy is higher, and
moreover we find a 2D Fock state lattice having hexagonal structure shown in fig. 42 (c). Like in the above example,
the (conserved) excitation number N̂ determines the lattice size, e.g. in the example of the figure N̂ = 4. The
properties of hexagonal lattices (also called honeycomb lattices) have been extensively studied as these are the lattices
of graphene [831]. The most striking feature of the spectrum is the conical intersection (a point degeneracy) of the
lowest energy bands at the Brillouin edge, giving rise to relativistic properties of the electrons in graphene. Since the
translational symmetry is broken in the Fock state lattice of fig. 42 (c), the corresponding spectrum does not have
the band structure as for a regular hexagonal lattice. A reconfigurable valley-platform scheme based on a honeycomb
lattice of JC emitters, which can be implemented by cavity- or circuit-QED lattice cells has been proposed in [1132],
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FIG. 42. A few Fock-state lattices for multimode models. The red and green dots mark sites with internal atomic states
|e⟩ and |g⟩ respectively. Furthermore, the sites are labeled by the corresponding photon numbers of the modes. In (a) we
present the two-mode JC model, where we allow for varying strengths for the two light-matter couplings; for equal strengths
we find a regular 1D chain, while unequal strengths result in a SSH chain type of lattice. If the excited internal states |e⟩ are
adiabatically eliminated in the large detuning regime we find the chain of (b). In this plot we write out the coupling strengths,
which are exactly those of the CDEL chain explored in terms of perfect state transfer in quantum information processing. The
three-mode JC model realizes a hexagonal lattice as shown in (c). A hexagonal lattice is formed by two connected triangular
lattices (green and red sites), and upon eliminating one we find a triangular lattice shown in (d). For the triangular lattice in
(d) we have included an alternating synthetic magnetic flux through the plaquettes which emerges if one of the coupling terms
between the three boson modes becomes complex, see main text.

aiming at realizing a tuneable topological quantum router.
Another interesting model derives as we adiabatically eliminate the internal state |e⟩. Following the elimination

procedure described in sec. I A we find the interaction Hamiltonian for three modes

Ĥint = t
[(
â†b̂ eiφ + b̂†â e−iφ

)
+
(
b̂†ĉ+ ĉ†b̂

)
+
(
â†ĉ+ ĉ†â

)]
, (427)

with t = 2g2/∆, where we assume that all three light-matter coupling amplitudes are g and the corresponding
detunings ∆ are also identical. We have, however, introduced a non-trivial phase factor exp(iφ) for the first term
of the interaction Hamiltonian. This factor does not automatically follow from considering a complex g for one of
the coupling terms, since this could be made real by a gauge transformation as explained in sec. IA. However, it is
possible to generate the phase factor by Floquet driving, i.e. periodically drive the system and after averaging over the
rapid drive one finds a complex coupling [1125] (see discussion around eq. (353) above). The Hamiltonian of eq. (427)
describes non-interacting bosons in a triple-well system as schematically depicted in fig. 43. The number of bosons
in a given site α is nα and a single boson can tunnel between wells with an amplitude |t|. The tunneling from the
well A to the well B is accompanied by a phase exp(−iφ), and upon encircling the well counter-clockwise results in
a phase shift of the wave function by −φ. This can be viewed as a synthetic magnetic flux of strength −φ through
the triple-well [831]. Since the flux is a gauge invariant quantity, how the phase factors are divided among the three
tunneling terms is irrelevant as long as they sum up to −φ, e.g. we could equally well consider the symmetric case
with all three tunneling amplitudes equal to t exp(−iφ/3).

The complex tunneling t exp(−iφ) is translated into Fock-state lattice tunneling amplitudes that are also complex.
In particular, the resulting synthetic magnetic field in the Fock state lattice becomes staggered – alternating between
±φ between neighbouring lattice plaquettes. The spectrum, and hence the system properties, all rely on this magnetic
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FIG. 43. Schematic of the triple-well system described by the interaction Hamiltonian (427). The three wells are marked by
the filled black circles and the tunneling amplitudes between the wells are |t|. A boson hopping around the triple well once
counter-clockwise experiences a synthetic magnetic field −φ. A gauge transformation can alter the phase factors of the three
tunneling amplitudes, e.g. the phase factor exp(−iφ) could be put between any other two wells. However, the summed phases
(equals the magnetic flux) of all three tunneling amplitudes is gauge invariant.

flux as will be demonstrated in the next two sections. By considering more complicated (number dependent) complex
tunneling amplitudes, other fluxes can be achieved, as for example a constant magnetic flux.

Turning now to a very recent proposal, a circuit QED system with photons and superconducting qubits on a hy-
perbolic lattice has been studied in [1133], following the demonstration of hyperbolic lattices, lattices in an effective
curved space which cannot be isometrically embedded [1134]. The photons were modeled by a tight-binding Hamil-
tonian, with a spectrum bounded from below and above, while the qubits were approximated as two-level systems.
The bound-state wavefunction for a qubit at position zi on the Poincaré disk in a finite hyperbolic lattice, with an
energy in the vicinity of the lower bound state, is

|ψB⟩ ∝
(
σ̂
(i)
+ −

∫
d2z

(1− |z|2)2u(z)â
†(z)

)
|↓, 0⟩ , (428)

where the complex amplitude u(z) is proportional to the continuum approximation of the photon Green function,
evaluated at the lower bound-state energy. The continuum approximation enables the analytical quantification of the
size of the single-particle bound state, and it is found that on a hyperbolic lattice correlations are truncated by the
curvature radius. In [1133] we also read that despite the fact that the boundary effects have a noticeable impact on
the photonic density of states, the spectral density is well described by the continuum theory.

3. Fractal spectra

The spectrum for a single particle hopping between neighbouring sites on a square lattice in the presence of a
perpendicular constant magnetic field displays a fractal structure [1135]. This is known as the Hofstadter butterfly
and it can be generalized to other lattice geometries and dimensions. The intuition for the emerging fractal structure
is the following. For zero flux, the unit cell of the square lattice contains a single site, and in the tight-binding-
approximation we have a single energy band. If the flux is a multiple of 2π, a particle hopping around a loop in the
lattice will return to its initial state, and the system is ‘transparent’ to the magnetic field. If, say φ = π, the particle
returns to its initial state if it hops around, for example, two plaquettes. The unit cell is thereby doubled, and it
contains two sites. As a result, for φ = nπ, with n an integer, we have now two energy bands. If φ = nπ/m for
integers n and m the system is still periodic, but the unit cell size is changed. We can still assign a quasi momentum
to the eigenstates, but the size of the Brillouin zone and the number of bands will depend on the integers n and m.
Irrational fluxes φ/π will result in models with broken translational symmetry, and the spectrum is then discrete.

It is interesting to explore whether the flux in the Fock-state lattices can also give rise to a fractal structure. Since
there is no translational symmetry, one would expect that the spectrum should not be fractal, i.e. one cannot use the
same argument as for the Hofstadter butterfly which relies on the size of the unit cells. As we will see, despite this
one finds a fractal spectrum for the Hamiltonian (427). The underlying mechanism, however, derives from another
property. Let us give an example of the spectrum in fig. 44 (a), where we display the energies as a function of the
phase φ. Clearly, there is a clustering of energies for certain phases. Like in the previous section, when we explored
spectral properties of the Dicke model, it is convenient to consider the energy difference Sn = En+1 − En between
consecutive energies. The resulting energy differences Sn are presented in fig. 44 (b). The fractal structure now
becomes evident. For larger particle numbers N there will occur more steep lines around φ = 0, π.
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FIG. 44. The spectrum (a) of the Hamiltonian (427) as a function of the phase φ and for N = 30 bosons. For certain
phases, multiple energies cluster together. To explore the properties of this clustering we also show how the energy differences
S = En+1 −En varies with φ (b). The plot reveals a fractal structure which is hidden in the spectrum. For the phases φ = nπ
and φ = nπ/2 (n and integer) there is a single time-scale in the system and the evolution displays perfect revivals for these
phases. The dimensionless tunneling amplitude t = 1.

To see how this pattern comes about we rewrite the Hamiltonian on the quadratic form

Ĥint

t
=
[
â†, b̂†, ĉ†

] 0 eiφ 1

e−iφ 0 1

1 1 0


 âb̂
ĉ

 . (429)

The characteristic equation for the 3× 3 matrix is λ3 − 3λ− 2 cosφ = 0, and the three roots

λk = 2 cos

(
φ− 2 · π · k

3

)
, k ∈ {0, 1, 2} (430)

Assume we can order them as λ0(φ) ≤ λ1(φ) ≤ λ2(φ). With nk non-negative integers obeying n0 + n1 + n2 = N , the
spectrum is

En(φ) = λ0n0 + λ1n1 + λ2n2 = λ0N + (λ1 − λ0)n1 + (λ2 − λ1)n2. (431)

The first term on the R.H.S. is an overall constant, i.e. irrelevant for the evolution of observables. Thus, multiples of
the two energies δε1 = λ1−λ0 and δε2 = λ2−λ1 determine the characteristic time-scales of the system. In particular,
for φ = π/2 we find δε1 = δε2 and the spectrum is thereby equidistant. For this special case we find a perfect revival
for Tr = 2π/δε1. This is not the only phase for which revivals may occur. For a fraction δε1/δε2 = n/m, with n and
m positive integers, we find a clustering of energies, and for sufficiently long evolution times it is possible to get a
perfect revival. The locations of the peak-like features of fig. 44 (b) are determined by exactly these fractions, while
their ‘widths’ are set by N .

It comes natural to ask whether the phase φ is crucial for the fractal structure, or would it work with any parameter
dependence of the eigenvalues λk. Taking, for example, real tunneling terms between the three a, b, and c modes,
but letting their amplitudes vary, one cannot in general fulfill the δε1/δε2 = n/m condition. In other words, the
fractal structure is in general not obtained upon varying some parameter. For higher number of modes, there are
more constraints to be fulfilled. As a result, the clear fractal structure is lost, even though some of its features may
survive.



126

FIG. 45. Demonstration of the perfect transfer of a Fock state from one end of the lattice to the other end in the CDEL model
(a). Plotted are the probability densities within the lattice. Due to the varying tunneling amplitude in the lattice, the wave
packet moves slower towards the edges of the lattice and spreading is hindered. If we consider instead a lattice with constant
tunneling amplitudes t we recovered a very different evolution (b). The wave packet spreads while traversing the lattice, and
as it hits the edge forward and backward components scatter to give rise to an interference pattern. Due to the square roots of
the tunneling amplitudes in the CDEL lattice, the characteristic time-scales become much shorter as is evident by comparing
the y-axes labeling. In both examples the tunneling amplitude t = 1 (to not be confused with the time on the y axis), and the
lattice is 200 sites long, i.e. the initial state is |200, 0⟩.

4. State transfer and edge states

1D chains are particularly interesting for their ability to sustain transfer of quantum states between spatially
separated locations. In the seminal work [1136], Christandl, Datta, Ekert, and Landahl (CDEL) showed how a perfect
state transfer could be accomplished in a tight-binding 1D lattice by allowing for varying tunneling amplitudes.
In a spatial lattice the desired type of coupling strengths is not trivially realized, but in the Fock state lattice of
the dispersive bimodal JC model it comes automatically. Thus, we consider the interaction Hamiltonian Ĥint =

t
(
â†b̂+ b̂†â

)
, which is a simple version of the Hopfield model [1137]. For a given photon number N we can identify a

spin of amplitude S = N/2 and rewrite the interaction Hamiltonian using the Schwinger spin-boson mapping [154],
i.e. Ĥint = 2tŜx. It is clear that the spectrum is equidistant, and a perfect revival results regardless of the initial
state. Thus, starting with, say, a Fock state at one end of the lattice, i.e. |N, 0⟩, after the revival time Tr = 2π/t the
system reappears in the initial state |N, 0⟩. During this time, the wave packet has actually traversed the lattice back
and forth twice. For each quarter of the revival time, i.e. τj=1,2,3,4 = jTr/4, the system populates a Fock state |N⟩
in either of the modes. The phase factor of this state is (−i)4(N−1)τj/Tr , and hence, it depends on the photon number
N . Note, however, that the revival time Tr is independent of system size N , so it would take any initial Fock state
the same amount of time to be transferred from the a to the b mode. This implies that an initial coherent state |α, 0⟩
will be transferred to |0,−iα⟩ after a time Tr/4. In fig. 45 (a) we demonstrate the perfect state transfer for an initial
Fock state in one of the modes. We depict the density of the various lattice sites as time progresses. With the chosen
parameters the revival time Tr = 2π, but already at t = π we have a perfect revival, but here there is an overall phase
factor −1. To compare the evolution with a regular 1D lattice with constant tunneling amplitudes we also show the
corresponding density for such a lattice in (b). Here, the curvature of the energy dispersion causes the wave packet
to spread out and we find a complicated interference pattern emerging after the wave packet hits the first edge.

Perfect revivals are also found in the three-mode detuned JC model. In the spectra depicted in fig. 44 (a), and for
φ = π/2 we saw that the energies are equally spaced. For this phase the Hamiltonian supports a chiral symmetry, i.e.
there exists a unitary operator that anti-commutes with the Hamiltonian. The unitary operator is ÛC = K̂ exp (iπn̂c)

where K̂ stands for complex conjugation. A chiral symmetry is characterized by a symmetric spectrum around E = 0,
which we can also observe in fig. 44 (a). The chirality has consequences for how the system evolves in time, e.g. we
can expect an asymmetric evolution in “left” and “right”. It turns out that a state starting out in a corner of the
triangular lattice, i.e. with two of the modes in the vacuum state, will predominantly follow the edges either clockwise
or anti-clockwise depending on the sign φ = ±π/2, as shown in fig. 46. Note that the states along the three edges of
the triangular lattice have one of the modes unoccupied, see fig. 42 (d).

To explore the evolution in more detail we introduce the occupation vector N̄(t) = 1
N (⟨n̂a⟩t, ⟨n̂b⟩t, ⟨n̂c⟩t), i.e. the

scaled expectation value of the photon number in any of the three modes. Since the number N is preserved, the vector
|N̄(t)| ≤ 1, and it lives in a 2D plane. Furthermore, if we focus on states initialized in one corner, then N̄(t) will be
independent of N meaning that any initial state of the form, say, |ϕ, 0, 0⟩ will render the same trajectory N̄(t). Thus,
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FIG. 46. Snapshots of the population in the different lattice sites (time goes clockwise); the sizes of the filled dark blue circles
represent the amount of population, and the light blue triangle represents the triangular lattice. Initially the system is in a Fock
state |N, 0, 0⟩ (in this example N = 20) and after Tr/3 the state has evolved into the Fock state |0, N, 0⟩ by mainly populating
the lower edge of the triangular lattice during the transition between the two Fock states. After 2Tr/3 the state will be |0, 0, N⟩
and so on.

we may take |ϕ⟩ to be Gaussian and then, since the Hamiltonian (429) is quadratic, we can obtain N̄(t) from solving
the corresponding classical (Hamilton’s) equations of motion

ẋa = −pb − pc,
ẋb = −pa − cos(φ)pc − sin(φ)xc,

ẋc = −pa − cos(φ)pb + sin(φ)xb,

ṗa = xb + xc,

ṗb = xa + cos(φ)xc − sin(φ)pc,

ṗc = xa + cos(φ)xb + sin(φ)pb,

(432)

such that ⟨n̂α⟩t =
(
p2α(t) + x2α(t)

)
/2, and we have assumed the tunneling amplitude t = 1. Three examples of N(t)

trajectory in the 2D plane are displayed in fig. 47. The green line gives the trajectory for φ = π/2 and it follows the
edges of the lattice. The blue line is for the second clustering phase around ϕ ≈ π/3 (see fig. 44), and we see also
a rivival in this time even though the trajectory is more irregular. Finally the red line represents a trajectory for a
random phase φ.

A paradigmatic model when it comes to discussing topology in quantum lattice systems is the SSH model [1131,
1138]. The SSH Hamiltonian

ĤSSH =

N∑
i=1

(
vĉ†i,1ĉi,2 + wĉ†i,2ĉi+1,1 + h.c.

)
(433)

describes a single particle moving in a tight-binding 1D superlattice. By superlattice we mean that the unit cell
contains more than a single lattice site, in this case each unit cell hosts two sites, and v is the amplitude for inter
tunneling amplitude for hopping between sites within the cell, and w is the intra tunneling amplitude. Thus, ĉ†i,j
(ĉi,j) creates (annihilates) a particle at inter-site j = 1, 2 in cell i. For simplicity, the two tunneling amplitudes are
taken to be real and positive. The number of sites N is even. For periodic boundary conditions, the Hamiltonian is
diagonalized by the Fourier transform, ĉi,j = 1√

N

∑
k ĉk,je

ika, with k the quasi momentum. Since there are two sites
per unit cell, the Bloch Hamiltonian h(k) becomes a 2 × 2 matrix, where the eigenvalues ε±(k) of h(k) give the two
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FIG. 47. Examples of three trajectories N(t) in the triangular lattice for the dispersive three-mode JC model; green ϕ = π/2
gives the edge states with perfect revivals, blue ϕ ≈ π/3 with approximately perfect revivals, and red ϕ =random with no
revivals.

energy bands. The Bloch Hamiltonian can be expressed in terms of a Bloch vector as [1138]

h(k) = h(k) · σ̄, (434)

where h(k) = (hx(k), hy(k), hz(k)) and σ̄ = (σ̂x, σ̂y, σ̂z), with

hx(k) = v + w cos(ka), hy = w sin(ka), hz(k) = 0. (435)

The eigenvalues are ε±(k) = ±
√
v2 + w2 + 2vw cos(ka), with the corresponding eigenstates |θ±(k)⟩ =

[
±e−ϕ(k) 1

]T
/
√
2,

with tan(ϕ(k)) = hy(k)/hx(k). The Bloch vector h(k) lives in the xy-plane and for k : 0 → 2π it makes a circle
of radius w around the point (x, y) = (v, 0). For w < v, the origin (0, 0) lies outside the resulting circle, while for
w > v the circle winds around the origin (one says that the winding number equals one). The limiting case with
v = w marks a special point. As long as v ̸= w the two energy bands ε±(k) are separated, while for v = w the bands
become degenerate at the Brillouin edge, i.e. an energy gap closes as the two tunneling strengths become equal.
Upon crossing this point, the Zak phase γ = i

∮
⟨θ±(k)|∇k|θ±(k)⟩dk swaps from γ = 0 to γ = ±π. A non-zero Zak

phase marks a non-trivial topology, and in higher dimensions it is replaced by the Chern number. The bulk-boundary
correspondence [1139] connects properties of the internal bulk with those of the boundary, namely the Chern number
tells us how many edge states we have. Thus, it is a result pertaining to finite systems where strict translational
invariance is broken. An edge state |ϕl,r⟩ is one which is exponentially localized to the left/right edge of the system.
For the SSH model, if the system is finite one finds that the spectrum is symmetric around E = 0 (a result of chiral
symmetry), but more importantly, when γ = ±π there exists two eigenstates with E = 0 and these are localized to
the edges. For the Fock-state lattices there are no Zak phases nor Chern numbers, but we may still ask if there exists
something like edge states with zero energy [1126]. The problem with some of the 1D models listed in table II is that
they do not support two edges since the Hilbert space is infinite. The two-mode JC model, with a corresponding SSH
type of Fock state lattice, has two edges owing to the constraint coming from the preserved number of excitations.
Properties of the localized zero-energy eigenestates (solitons) were explored in [1126]. Those states are not exponen-
tially localized, as is typical for edge states. A superconducting quantum circuit simulator of the 2D SSH lattice has
been recently proposed in [1140] to investigate the higher-order topological phase transitions induced by continuously
varying magnetic field.

Exponentially localized edge states may still occur in the Fock-state lattices, and to demonstrate this we introduce
the central spin model [1119, 1122], which can be seen as a poor man’s quantum Rabi model (see previous section).
The central spin model is obtained from the quantum Rabi model by replacing the boson degree of freedom by a
spin degree of freedom, i.e.

(
â+ â†

)
→ Ŝx and â†â → Ŝz where Ŝα are the SU(2) spin operators for a spin-S

particle. Thus, the infinite dimensional Hilbert space of the boson has become a finite Hilbert space with dimension
2S+1. The central spin model has been studied as a simple model showing critical behaviour, and expectedly, in the
thermodynamic limit the model shows the same critical universal behaviour as the Dicke and quantum Rabi models.
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FIG. 48. The probability amplitude |⟨i|ϕl⟩| to populate site i for the E = 0 edge eigenstate. To a very good approximation

the state is exponentially localized with the probability distribution Pi ∝
(

gr
gcr

)i

, where we assume gr < gcr. Thus, the ratio
gr/gcr determines the exponential decay rate. In the shown example, gr/gcr = 0.8, and the spin S = 40 giving 81 sites in each
1D chain.

To achieve the SSH type of lattice we need to consider the central spin model with both σ̂xŜx and σ̂yŜy coupling
terms, hence the interaction Hamiltonian is

Ĥint = gxσ̂xŜx + gyσ̂yŜy = (gx + gy)
(
σ̂+Ŝ

− + σ̂−Ŝ
+
)
+ (gx − gy)

(
σ̂+Ŝ

+ + σ̂−Ŝ
−
)
. (436)

This is reproducing two decoupled finite 1D chains of lengths 2S + 1; each chain belongs to one parity sector. In
the second step we have written the model in terms of the rotating and counter rotating terms in analogy to the
anisotropic quantum Rabi model, see eq. (239), which also results in an SSH model (however infinite). Due to the
Z2 parity symmetry the spectrum is doubly degenerate, and in particular there are two E = 0 eigenstates |ϕl,r⟩ that
are exponentially localized to one edge of either of the two chains. These states have the additional property that
σ̂z|ϕl,r⟩ = ±|ϕl,r⟩, i.e. in the Fock state lattice only every second site will be populated. An example of the edge
state is shown in fig. 48, and we find the same exponential decay away from the edge as well as that every second site
is populated, just like in the SSH model.

G. Review of the approximations underlying the JC model

The JC model, as we have pointed out, is the simplest model to describe light-matter interaction on a quantum
level. Despite its simplicity it manages to capture and explain many effects observed in a wide variety of quantum
optical systems. Of course, such experimental systems have been tailored for exploring clean and simple quantum
phenomena – these are typically not systems that arise naturally. The technology needed for realizing JC-type
experimental systems developed over the span of several decades, which is something we will discuss further in the
following sections. It may seem paradoxical that much of the interest today is not focusing on exploring clean systems
that realize JC physics, but instead on pushing the boundaries such that the JC description is no longer valid –
some of the underlying approximations become inapplicable. The prime example was presented in sec. I D, namely
the breakdown of the RWA. This happens as the light-matter coupling g becomes comparable to ω, and the ground
state of the Dicke model becomes superradiant, see subsec. I E 5. We also saw examples how new phenomena stem
from coupling of the atomic motion to the other degrees of freedom in subsec. I E 4. Thus, territories beyond the JC
regime are now about to be explored with new impetus. At the same time, more fundamental questions are asked,
e.g. regarding gauge invariance and symmetries. The point of this section is to briefly summarize the approximations
leading to the JC model. A number of them have already been discussed in some detail in previous sections, and we
thereby will not repeat everything here.

We started this long section by introducing the JC Hamiltonian (8) as a mathematical model, from which we
analyzed several phenomena. To shed light on the underlying approximations let us follow a derivation starting from
a microscopic theory. Our starting point is the minimal-coupling Hamiltonian resulting from field quantization in the
Coulomb gauge [62, 68, 478, 1141]. The general Hamiltonian for an atom (in one dimension) acting as an electric
dipole in an EM-field is (in units where the speed of light is set to c = 1)

ĤC = ĤI + Ĥf =
(p̂− qÂ(x̂))2

2m
+ V (x̂) + Ĥf , (437)
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where m is the dipole mass, q the electronic charge, Â(x̂) is the vector potential, V (x̂) the dipole potential (i.e.
typically a Coulomb potential for an atom), and finally Ĥf is the free-field Hamiltonian. We note that the minimal-
coupling Hamiltonian (437) is unitary equivalent, via a Power-Zienau-Woolley transformation [1019, 1142]

ÛPZW = e−iqÂx̂. (438)

This gauge transformation displaces the momentum p̂ → p̂ + qÂ, which removes the coupling of p̂ to the vector
potential. Instead one obtains the free-matter Hamiltonian plus a dipole interaction term;

Ĥ ′
I = ÛPZWĤIÛ

†
PZW = Ĥ0 − qx̂Ê(x̂), (439)

since ∂tÛPZW is non-zero [61, 68]. Thus, the minimal-coupling Hamiltonian is identical to the one for an electric
dipole −qx in an electric field Ê(x̂).

To proceed we impose our first approximations; the single-mode approximation and the dipole approximation.
Hence, Ĥ=ωâ

†â, and Â(x̂) = Â(0) ≡ A0

(
â+ â†

)
, while we diagonalize the dipole Hamiltonian Ĥd ≡= p̂2

2m + V (x̂) =∑
j ωj |φj⟩⟨φj | with ωj and |φj⟩ the respective eigenenergies and eigenstates. When evaluating the square in (437) we

get the interaction term

Ĥint = −
q

m
A0

(
â+ â†

)
p̂, (440)

and the diamagnetic self-energy term

Ĥdia =
q2A2

0

2m

(
â+ â†

)2
. (441)

The TLA consists in projecting the Hamiltonian onto the relevant states |g⟩ ≡ |φi⟩ and |e⟩ ≡ |φj⟩, i.e.

ĤC = ωâ†â+ ωi|g⟩⟨g|+ ωj |e⟩⟨e|+
∑

i,j=g,e

gij
(
â+ â†

)
|i⟩⟨j|+ q2A2

0

2m

(
â+ â†

)2
, (442)

where the effective atom-light coupling gij = − q
mA0⟨i|p̂|j⟩. Note that in evaluating the matrix element of p̂ it is

convenient to first transform into a matrix element of r̂ by using the identity p̂ = −im[r̂, Ĥ] [154]. Furthermore, we
note that gij = 0 for i = j, and after introducing the Pauli matrices (5) and shifting the overall energy we obtain

ĤC = ωâ†â+
Ω

2
σ̂z + g

(
â+ â†

)
σ̂x + µ

(
â+ â†

)2
, (443)

with µ = q2A2
0/2m and g = −qA0/m. Neglecting the last term, diamagnetic term, and imposing the RWA results in

the desired JC Hamiltonian (8), while only neglecting the last term yields the quantum Rabi model (210).

1. Electric-dipole approximation

There is an obvious reason why the dipole approximation has been very sparsely analyzed in the literature on
JC-like models. It simply is a very good approximation in most cases, whether the electromagnetic field is quantized
or not (the approximation does not really rely on the quantization). Discussions regarding the approximation in the
semiclassical case can be found in several textbooks on quantum mechanics, for example [154, 803, 837, 1143, 1144].

Inside a resonator, the single-mode vector potential assumes the form

A(x, t) ∝
(
â† + â

)
cos(kx− ωt), (444)

with k = 2π/λ the wave vector. For kx≪ 1 we may expand the cosine to first order, cos(kx−ωt) ≈ cos(ωt). In order
for this to be true, the size of the atom should be much less than the wavelength λ. For light atoms, we may estimate
the atomic size by Ratom ∼ a0/Z where a0 is the Bohr radius and Z the charge. Combining this with the fact that
the photon energy ℏω should roughly equal the transition energy Z2e2/a0 in the atom, one finds an estimate

Ratom

λ
∼ Ze2

cℏ
≈ Z

137
≪ 1. (445)

Thus, the wavelength is typically two orders of magnitude larger than the size of the atom. One may argue that in the
microwave regime, see tab. III, when atomic Rydberg states are used, the sizes of the atoms become very large. The
size scales as ∼ n2 with n the principle quantum number. However, the transition energy between the atomic states
falls off like n−3 meaning that the wavelength actually scales as n3 and the approximation is actually even better.
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FIG. 49. The purity P = Tr
[
ρ̂2af(t)

]
for the reduced state of the fundamental mode and the two-level atom, i.e. the second mode

has been integrated out. The fundamental mode is resonant with the atomic transition, ω = Ω = 1, while the second mode is
largely detuned, ω2 = 2ω. Shown is the time-evolution of the purity for different coupling strengths g and for an initial product
state with the atom excited, the fundamental mode in a coherent state and the second mode in vacuum; |ψ(0)⟩ = |α⟩|0⟩|e⟩,
with α =

√
39. Expectedly, for short times, t ≲ 10 the purity is close to unity, i.e. the dephasing due to the second mode is

negligible. What is most striking is the rapid drop in the purity as the coupling g ≳ 0.08.

2. Single-mode approximation

The multimode quantum Rabi model pertaining to a two-level system coupled to an infinite set of quantized
resonator modes is described by the Hamiltonian

ĤmultiR =
∑
m

ωmn̂m +
Ω

2
σ̂z +

∑
m

g0
√
m+ 1

(
âm + â†m

)
σ̂x, (446)

where for a perfect lossless cavity the frequencies

ωm =
πc

L
(m+ 1), m = 0, 1, 2, . . . (447)

with c the speed of light in vacuum. Here we have used the fact that the electric field amplitude scales as E ∝ √ωm ∝√
m+ 1, whence the light-matter coupling between the m’th mode and the atom scales as [1145, 1146]

gm = g0
√
m+ 1. (448)

To give a first simple idea on how the presence of off-resonant modes affects the single-mode physics, we take the
two-mode quantum Rabi model, i.e. we include only the first two terms in the sum of (446). If the additional mode
is far detuned from the fundamental mode, to lowest order it will not participate in the evolution. However, for long
enough time-scales the additional mode will inevitably get entangled with the qubit and the other mode. When this
happens, the purity (67) of the reduced density state ρ̂af will drop below unity. We show how this manifests in fig. 49
as the coupling is varied. What is somewhat surprising is that the second mode stays disentangled from the rest for
very long time-scales provided the coupling is relatively small. But beyond a certain value of the coupling strength,
this disentanglement behaviour is suddenly lost and already at moderate times the second mode cannot be neglected.

Both the single-mode approximation discussed in this section and the TLA discussed in the next section rely on
truncating the Hilbert space. As we will see, in either case the dimensional reductions lead to conceptual problems not
often discussed in the literature on JC type of models. The Hilbert space truncation turns out to be problematic in
terms of deriving a gauge invariant effective model, which for the single-mode approximation results in divergences in
QED. In particular, including an infinite number of modes in QED is known to result in divergences and the necessity
of renormalization [1147].

Upon eliminating the off-resonant modes, a single mode gives rise to an energy shift of the bare atomic levels

γm ≈
2g2m
ωm

σ̂z =
2g0
ω0

σ̂z, (449)
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which summed together gives the Lamb shift γ. However, this diverges in the limit of infinite modes;

γ =
∑
m

γm →∞ (450)

asm→∞. Thus, in such perturbative approach the complication of divergences, characteristic of QED, survives [1146,
1148, 1149]. Actually, the spontaneous emission rate of an atom in free space will also diverge unless an ultraviolet
cutoff is introduced [1150]. Another inconsistency resulting from including infinite number of modes is found in the
multimode Dicke model, i.e. consider the Dicke model (294) for an infinite number of modes. This accounts to
take the Hamiltonian (446) and replace the spin-1/2 Puali operators with general spin-S operators; σ̂α → Ŝα. We
discussed in some detail the normal-superradiant PT of the Dicke model in sec. I E 5. In particular, there is a critical
coupling gc =

√
ωΩ/2, see eq. (307), beyond which the ground state becomes macroscopically populated, i.e. ⟨n̂⟩ ≫ 0

in the limit of very large spins S. In the multimode Dicke model the critical point for which the vacuum ground
state becomes unstable can be derived analytically in the same way as for the single mode Dicke model using the
Holstein-Primakoff mapping (324) to recast the problem into one quadratic in the boson operators [1070]. The result
is given by the solution of the equation

4
∑
m

g2m
ωm

= Ω, (451)

which for the single-mode case reproduces the expression (307). Using eqs. (447) and (448) one has g(M)
c = g

(1)
c /M

for M modes, and hence for an infinite set of modes gc → 0. Thus, placing the atoms inside the (perfect) resonator
populates the modes macroscopically! In the next section I G 5 we will see that this problem also depends on neglecting
the diamagnetic term which shifts the value of the critical coupling gc. In fact, Malekakhlagh et al. pointed out
that the divergences result from considering a gauge non-invariant model [1150]. More particularly, the inclusion of
the diamagnetic term Â(0) is essential in order to find divergence-free quantities. It was shown, in a circuit QED
configuration, that in a gauge invariant approach the couplings scale as gM = g0/

√
M for large M ’s, which makes the

sums finite as M →∞. The results of ref. [1150] suggest that, as in the TLA, the problem of divergences originates
from giving up gauge invariance. Another conceptual issue arising in the single-mode quantum Rabi model is that it
allows for superluminal signaling, i.e. breakdown of causality [1151]. Causality is restored by introducing the set of
neglected modes.

For a long time, the problem of a diverging Lamb shift was not discussed. However, when reaching large values
of gm with the birth of circuit QED (section III) the issue was taken up more seriously. Nigg et al. suggested that
to overcome the divergences, the system, qubit plus electromagnetic field, should be quantized simultaneously – in
the spirit of a“blackbox quantization” [1152, 1153]. The emerging low-energy effective model is free from divergences
and expressed in terms of a nonlinear polaronic mode âp. In such quadrature representation (51) of this mode, the
resulting Hamiltonian contains even powers of x̂ ∝

(
âp + â†p

)
up to sixth order.

A drawback of the blackbox quantization is that the effective model does not have the structure of a quantized
Rabi model with a spin-1/2 coupled to a boson mode. This motivated the authors of [1146] to take a different
approach based on renormalizing the system parameters as the number M of modes was increased, i.e. gm → g

(M)
m

and Ω → Ω(M). The effective model is obtained by the corresponding quantum Rabi model when M → ∞. The
authors showed that when the renormalization is handled with care, the system parameters approach a non-zero
finite value which is in agreement with the blackbox quantization [1152]. Importantly, the final Hamiltonian has the
desired Rabi form, and the renormalized atomic transition frequency and light-matter coupling strength remain on
the same order as those of the original single-mode approximation model. A corresponding renormalization scheme,
or black-box quantization, as discussed in terms of circuit QED seem to be missing for a cavity QED setting.

Let us for now leave the issue of divergences and return to the multimode quantum Rabi model (446). In fact,
this model has already been discussed in sec. I E 2 in terms of the spin-boson model [see eq. (253)], for which the
spectral density of the boson modes was given by (255). It was found that the exponent s of the spectral density
determines the characteristics of the model. In a cavity, the spectral density is not expressed as a continuous function
∼ ωs, but the spectral function is structured according to eq. (447). We can get some estimates by looking at typical
experimental data. The mode separation ∆ω = πc/L. With typical values L ∼ 25 mm for a Fabry-Pérot microwave
cavity [412] and L ∼ 10 − 100 µm for optical Fabry-Pérot cavities [888, 1154], we find ∆ω ∼ 40 GHz and ∆ω ∼ 20
THz respectively. Thus, this is a lower scale of the detuning from the omitted modes, which should be compared to
corresponding light-matter couplings, g < 1 MHz and g ∼ 100 MHz, see tab. III. From the solutions (14) we find that
in the perturbative regime the population of the neglected mode should scale as 4g2/∆ω2 which is ∼ 1× 10−9. This
simple estimate shows that in typical cavity QED settings, either operating in the microwave or optical regime (see
next section), the single-mode approximation is justified. The mode structure (447) is similar in circuit QED [1155]
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FIG. 50. The absolute value of the atomic inversion |W (t)| = |⟨σ̂ee⟩ − ⟨σ̂gg⟩| of the extended JC model (453) including one
extra internal level |a⟩. On the x-axis we vary the energy ω2 of the third level, and as it becomes far detuned from the resonant
transition, the inversion displays the regular collapse-revival structure as first shown in fig. 5 (a). In the regime 0 < ω < 4
the collapse revival pattern is greatly altered. Here, the third level gets populated and interferences between the involved
transitions causes new structures to emerge. The remaining parameters are ω = Ω = 1 and g = 0.1, and the initial state is
|ψ(0)⟩ = |α⟩|e⟩, with α =

√
50.

(see section III), e.g. the resonator length L ∼ 1 cm [1156]. Here, on the other hand, the light-matter coupling g
can be substantially larger in comparison to the photon frequency ω such that the system operates in the ultrastrong
coupling regime [48, 49, 483, 486, 1157]. The single-mode approximation is then put to a test, and the off-resonant
modes may become important [1146, 1148, 1157].

The spontaneous emission of a two-level system in such a structured environment generated by the resonator
was experimentally studied in a circuit QED setting, and due to the strong coupling the far detuned modes of the
transmission line had to be taken into account in order to explain the experimental results [1148]. In ref. [1145] (see
also [1158]), a multimode circuit QED system was studied experimentally by tuning the q-dot frequency Ω through
a series of avoided level crossings corresponding to the different modes frequencies. It was found that the results
could not be explained within a set of simple single-mode quantum Rabi models, but several modes needed to be
simultaneously included in order to get good agreement between theory and experiment.

For configurations involving more than a single two-level system, the additional detuned modes do not only result in
virtual energy shifts but also induce effective couplings between the two-level systems [1029, 1149]. This was already
noted in sec. I E 5 when discussing the Dicke model and how it results in the Lipkin-Meshkov-Glick model (331) upon
eliminating the boson degrees of freedom [918]. For two qubits, and assuming the RWA, this induces an XY type of
coupling [291, 1159], i.e.

ĤXY = J
(
σ̂+
1 σ̂

−
2 + σ̂+

2 σ̂
−
1

)
= J

(
σ̂(1)
x σ̂(2)

x + σ̂(1)
y σ̂(2)

y

)
(452)

for an effective exchange coupling strength J scaling like the Lambda shift (450). In the next section we will come
back to this when discussing entanglement generation in cavity QED setups, see eq. (502). For two identical qubits,
the interaction term (452) couples the bare states of the system and in particular, the eigenstates of ĤXY are the
EPR states |EPR⟩ = (|e, g⟩ ± |g, e⟩)/

√
2. This coupling implies an avoided crossing between the bare states, which

would not be present within the single-mode approximation. This has been experimentally observed in a circuit QED
setting [1149], which gives an estimate of the coupling strength J .

3. Two-level approximation

For a long time, a common belief in the community was that whenever the coupling g becomes large enough such
that the RWA breaks down, so will the TLA. Of course, this assumption must depend on details of the system under
investigation. Normally, the neglected levels are assumed to be far-off-resonance compared to the corresponding light-
matter coupling. Thus, in this case these levels will only be virtually populated. The effect, to lowest order, will
be Stark shifts of the two levels forming the JC dimer [1160, 1161]. It may happen that the RWA is not justified
in such a configuration, but a TLA is. Eventually, as g is increased the TLA must however break down [475]. Let
us first demonstrate how the virtual energy shifts come about, and then argue that the TLA will break down in the
extreme-coupling regime. We will also show that other issues arise due to the TLA, namely the breakdown of gauge
invariance.
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To give an example of the Stark-shift effect we take a most simple extension of the JC model to include a third
internal level |a⟩ with a dipole coupling between this level and the level |e⟩ with a coupling strength g the same as for
the JC transition between |g⟩ and |e⟩. For simplicity we assume the RWA, and the Hamiltonian is given by

ĤJC+1 = ωn̂+Ωσ̂ee + ω2σ̂aa + g
(
âσeg + â†σ̂ge

)
+ g

(
âσea + â†σ̂ae

)
, (453)

where we use the terminology of sec. I E 2, i.e. σ̂αβ = |α⟩⟨β|. For the observable we take the atomic inversion
|W (t)| = |⟨σ̂ee⟩ − ⟨σ̂gg⟩| (62), which we know shows clear signatures of the collapse-revivals, like for example in fig. 5
(a), given that the initial state is localized in Fock space, e.g. a coherent state. In fig. 50 we give an example of
the inversion as a function of the third atomic level energy ω2; for ω2 = Ω = 1 the third level is resonant with the
field and the weights of the levels |e⟩ and |a⟩ are identical. Far from the resonance the importance of the third level
is diminished. For ω2 = 2Ω some interferences between the involved bare states take place which greatly affect the
inversion.

In the vicinity of ω2 = 2Ω it is not possible to explain the effect of the third levels by simple dispersive shifts of the
bare JC energies. However, further away from this regime the characteristics of the system are qualitatively intact and
the effect of the virtually populated levels can be treated perturbatively. In ref. [1161], the size χ of such Stark-shift
term

ĤeffJC = ĤJC + χn̂σ̂z (454)

was derived. The authors considered K ancilla levels with energies ωk, and dipole coupled to |e⟩ with strengths ηk. To
adiabatically eliminate the ancilla levels, the Schrieffer-Wolff transformation exp(Ŝ) was applied [see eq. (19)], with

Ŝ =

K∑
k=1

ξk
(
â|k⟩⟨e| − â†|e⟩⟨e|

)
. (455)

Like in sec. I A, the parameters ξk are chosen such that the transformed Hamiltonian does not contain direct coupling
terms to linear order O(ξk). With ∆k = ωk − ω, the Stark-shift amplitude becomes χ = 2

∑K
k=1

η2k
∆+∆k

, where the
RWA has been implemented by assuming ωk ≫ ω. The Stark shifted JC model is still analytically solvable, with the
effect of shifting the detuning ∆ → ∆ + χ(2n + 1). The result of the Stark-shift term was analyzed in terms of the
resonance fluorescence spectrum

S(ν) = Re

[∫ ∞

0

e−iντ ⟨σ̂+(t+ τ)σ̂−(t)⟩dτ
]
. (456)

Expectedly, for χ on the order of the coupling g the spectrum is changed considerably [1161].
The above analysis is phenomenological, no actual physical system is considered. Ab initio studies of the TLA

problem in cavity QED systems seem to be lacking. In circuit QED, the questions was raised in ref. [1162], by
considering up to 100 levels of the q-dot. The results from numerical simulations, either truncating to two levels or
including all 100 levels were compared. It was found that details could become important, e.g. while the quantum
Rabi model correctly captured the characteristics for the Cooper pair box, it failed for the fluxion q-dot (see section III
for various types of q-dots in circuit QED) in the deep strong coupling regime, g ≫ ω. A more recent ab initio study
was also presented in ref. [1163] for the Cooper pair box and the transmon qubit. In their study, also the single mode
approximation was not taken into account and they focused on the QPT of the spin-boson model (253) discussed
in sec. I E 2. Without imposing the TLA, they derived a modified spin-boson model, and they solved it numerically
with a renormalization group method. Complementing their numerical results with analytical approximate results
(similar to the no-go theorem of the Dicke PT discussed in sec. I E 5) they demonstrated that the TLA breaks down
for the transmon in the ultrastrong coupling regime. As a result, there is no QPT for the transmon realization of the
spin-boson model, unless it is possible to greatly increase the nonlinearity that would reestablish the validity of the
TLA.

In ref. [475], Ashida, Imamoglu, and Demler considered a rather generic interacting light-matter model and intro-
duced a new regime; extreme strong coupling regime in which the TLA breaks down. Hence, this regime is defined
by the breakdown of the TLA, stated as “...we conclude that effective models derived by level truncations, such as
tight-binding models or the quantum Rabi model, must inevitably break down when g becomes sufficiently large”. The
crucial observation in [475] is that in the polaron basis, i.e., after unitary transforming the Hamiltonian with an
operator Û similar in form as (19), the matter and light degrees of freedom decouple as g → ∞. Importantly, they
do not impose any TLA at this stage, but consider a general situation with an electron in some potential V (x). In
the polaron frame, the transformed Hamiltonian reads

ĤPol =
p̂2

2meff
+ V (x+ ξgπ̂) + Ωg b̂

†b̂, (457)
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where the renormalized frequency Ωg =
√
ω2 + 2g2, the effective electron massmeff = m

[
1 + 2(g/ω)2

]
, π̂ = i

(
b̂† − b̂

)
,

ξg = g/
√
mΩ

3/2
g , and the Bogoliubov transformed boson operators are expressed in terms of the old ones by

b̂ =
1

2

(√
Ωg
ω

+

√
ω

Ωg

)
â+

1

2

(√
Ωg
ω
−
√

ω

Ωg

)
â†. (458)

As g → ∞, the two degrees of freedom decouple since ξg → 0, and the wave function in this polaron picture is a
simple product, e.g. the ground state assumes the form |ΨPol⟩ ≈ |ψU ⟩|0⟩Ωg

. The electron wave function |ψU ⟩ will be
well localized in real space since the effective mass scales as ∼ g2. Going back to the original basis, the matter and
light states will be entangled, so the polaron transformation is a convenient basis in which the problem simplifies. To
arrive at this result, the diamagnetic self-energy term (441) must be included. Note that the above Hamiltonian (457)
does not contain any TLA (within the TLA the polaron transformation has also been employed for decoupling the
degrees of freedom [1072]). The tight localization of |ψU ⟩ for large g values implies the occupation of large-momentum
components and that in the original basis |ψU ⟩ many bare-energy eigenstates will be populated. Thus, for some large
g the TLA must break down as mentioned above.

In sec. I C 1 we discussed the driven JC model, and in particular it was shown how a coherent drive could be
used to engineer certain Hamiltonians, see eq. (107). However, periodic driving of a system typically lead to heating
provided the spectrum of the system is sufficiently nonlinear. Thus, we can imagine a breakdown of the TLA for
driven JC systems. In [1164], a periodically driven transmon q-dot coupled to a transmission line (see section III)
was experimentally studied and it was found that the TLA broke down as unbound q-dot states were coupled.

Let us discuss a problem of the TLA of more fundamental character [485, 1165] (see also the review article [1166]).
To derive the Hamiltonian (443), given in the Coulomb gauge, we projected the full dipole Hilbert space {|φi⟩} onto
a truncated subspace;

ĤC = P̂
(
Ĥf + Ĥd + ĤI + ĤSE

)
P̂ , (459)

where P̂ = |g⟩⟨g| + |e⟩⟨e|. The projection implies that the resulting Hamiltonian is not gauge invariant, i.e. the
gauge choice made for the original Hamiltonian will affect the form of the effective Hamiltonian achieved after the
projection [478–480, 486]. To demonstrate this, we consider the dipole gauge, in which the vector potential appearing
in the canonical momentum is ‘boosted away’ by the unitary transformation ÛD = exp

(
−iqx̂Â

)
, i.e.

ĤD = ÛDĤCÛ
†
D =

p̂2

2m
+ Ṽ (x̂) + ωâ†â+ iωqA0

(
â† − â

)
x̂, (460)

with the transformed potential Ṽ (x̂) = V (x̂) + q2A2
0ωx̂

2. It follows that P̂ ĤDP̂ is not unitary-equivalent to the
corresponding Hamiltonian in the Coulomb gauge, P̂ ĤCP̂ , since in general

[
P̂ , ÛD

]
̸= 0. Whether the projector

will commute with the unitary ÛD or not, depends on the shape of the dipole eigenstates |φi⟩, and thereby on the
potential V (x̂). This boils down to the explicit expressions for matrix elements ⟨φi|p̂|φj⟩ and ⟨φi|x̂|φj⟩ appearing in
the derivation of the JC model (443). For V (x̂) ∝ x̂2 the two gauges are identical, but for, say, a double-well potential
they will be different [478]. It is possible to introduce a more general gauge that is parametrized by some real parameter
α, and which includes both the dipole and the Coulomb choices by picking α = 0 or α ̸= 0 respectively [479]. The
resulting projected Hamiltonian, which now is α-dependent, becomes the anisotropic quantum Rabi model (239).
The gauge setting fixes the coupling strengths gjc(α) and gajc(α). An interesting observation is that there exists a
particular α = αjc, the Jaynes-Cummings gauge [1167], for which the derived effective Hamiltonian has the form of
a JC model [479]. Thus, within this gauge the U(1) symmetry is restored and the model is solvable. However, the
renormalized system parameters, like the photon frequency, will now depend on the regular atom-light coupling g
obtained in the Coulomb gauge.

From the above discussion it transpires that gauge invariance is lost in the ultrastrong coupling regime [478,
479, 1168]. In fact, Stokes and Nazir conclude that “gauge non-invariance” is a necessity of the TLA [1168]. This,
of course, is rather unsatisfying since we want our physical observables to be gauge invariant – that there is one
“correct” (effective) model that describes reality. In a series of papers [480, 1167, 1169] by Nori and co-workers it was
demonstrated how gauge invariance could be reestablished in the quantum Rabi model by performing the TLA in
such a way that a unique quantum Rabi model derives. The origin of the problem lies in that gauge transformation
ψ(x) → eiqθ(x)ψ(x) is non-local, and in principle P̂ eiqθ(x)P̂ ̸= eiqθ(P̂ xP̂ ) since P̂ = |g⟩⟨g| + |e⟩⟨e| is not the identity
operator. Nori et al. argue that P̂ should be used as the identity since the two-level system lives in the truncated
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space [1167], and then they derive the gauge invariant quantum Rabi model

ĤgiR = ωâ†â+
Ω

2

{
σ̂z cos

[
2η
(
â+ â†

)]
+ σ̂x sin

[
2η
(
â+ â†

)]}
, (461)

where η = g/ω [485]. A comparison of the spectrum of the model (461) and of the quantum Rabi model (210) was
given in ref. [480], and the two agreed even for very large coupling strengths g. They extended their analysis of ‘gauge
invariance’ of the quantum Rabi model to open systems in [1170]. The issue here is whether measurable quantities,
like the cavity emission spectra, will be gauge invariant. To further the perspective, the authors of [1170] conclude that
the nature of the system-bath coupling is also of importance. It should be related to the quadrature coupling to the
external fields – distinguishing for example vector potential coupling from electric-field coupling – and the observables
to ensure a gauge-invariant master equation, going beyond a simple phenomenological system-bath interaction. The
limits of phenomenological dissipative JC models are put into test by the analysis of [1171] introducing a second
quantization scheme based on quasinormal modes with complex eigenfrequencies. The creation and annihilation
operators for photonic or plasmonic resonances are derived from the vector-valued quasinormal mode eigenfunctions
– satisfying Helmholtz equation in a structured dielectric medium with an appropriate boundary condition – subject
to a symmetrization procedure to bypass the non-Hermitian nature of the problem. The proposed scheme enables
the construction of Fock states, required for addressing problems in multiplasmon or multiphoton quantum optics.
Shortly afterwards, significant differences in the quantum master equation and input-output relations between the
quasinormal-mode quantum model and phenomenological dissipative JC models were identified in [1172]. Light-matter
interaction in an inhomogeneous dispersive and absorbing dielectric is a special example in a general theory of gauge
invariance under material and photonic subspace truncation in arbitrary media developed in [1173]. We finally note
that, since the system-bath interaction is crucial in the formulation of the open-system dynamics, gauge ambiguities
may influence the calculation of photodetection probabilities since the canonical momentum for the field is gauge-
dependent [1174, 1175]. A resolution of this issue is achieved in [485] with reference to Glauber’s formula for the
photodetection probability as well as to Fermi’s golden rule for the excitation rate of two-level sensors. For instance,
when a system is prepared in the initial energy eigenstate |jC⟩, the detection rate at a frequency ω = ωj,k = ωj − ωk
for a single transition in the Coulomb gauge is proportional to

Wj,k = | ⟨kC |P̂|jC⟩ |2, (462)

with P̂ = i(â− â†). In contrast, in the dipole gauge one instead has

Wj,k =
∣∣⟨kD|i(â− â†)− 2ησ̂x|jD⟩

∣∣2 . (463)

The differences from the (incorrect) expression W ′
j,k =

∣∣⟨kD|i(â− â†)|jD⟩∣∣2 are evident already for η ∼ 0.1 (see fig.
2 of [485]). A generalized master equation in the dressed basis was used in [1176] for the calculation of emission
rates and spectra in the Rabi model under incoherent excitation, from the weak to the deep strong-coupling regime.
Different metrics quantifying the gauge performance can be introduced depending on the observable of interest. The
optimal gauge choice is generally mode dependent, meaning that a different gauge is needed for each cavity mode,
while the degree of light-matter entanglement is not in correlation with that choice [1177].

As discussed in sec. I C 2, upon reaching the ultrastrong coupling regime, the phenomenological master equa-
tion (135) mimicking photon losses breaks down [384, 385], and more involved Lindblad equations must be considered.
Furthermore, Stokes and Nazir argue that in controlling which gauge-invariant observables are used to define a mate-
rial system, the choice of gauge affects the balance between the material system’s localization and its electromagnetic
dressing, which has an imprint to the route from the effective models derived down to photodetection theory [1166].
Furthermore, in their recent work, Hughes and collaborators have shown that a correspondence between a classical
and a quantum mechanical dissipative Hopfield model in the ultrastrong coupling regime can be established only when
the quantum models respect gauge invariance and employ the appropriate bath-coupling operators in the generalized
master equation [1178].

4. Rotating-wave approximation

The breakdown of the RWA was discussed in some detail in sec. ID 1 when we compared the quantum Rabi model
with the JC model. We will not repeat that discussion here, but will summarize a few results of that section. In
particular, the spectra for the two models were shown in fig. 19 (a). The energy shifts arising due to the counter
rotating terms are called the Bloch-Siegert shifts, and it becomes apparent that in the ultrastrong coupling regime
these terms can no longer be neglected, as was also experimentally observed in [48]. The same figure also showed the
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FIG. 51. The fidelity (72) between the states |ψJC(t)⟩ and |ψR(t)⟩, where the respective states are time-evolved using either
the resonant JC Hamiltonian (8) or the resonant quantum Rabi Hamiltonian (210). The initial state is |ψ(0)⟩ = |α⟩|e⟩, with
α =

√
50. In the plot of frame (a) ω/g = 0.018, which is a typical experimental value in circuit QED [135], while in plot (b) we

have ω/g = 0.1 corresponding to the circuit QED experiment operating beyond the ultrastrong coupling regime [49]. For these
time-scales we see that the fidelity states above 99% with g = 0.018ω. In both figures we consider the resonant case ω = Ω = 1.
For longer times the fidelity will drop, but these are time-scales well beyond the photon decay rate, and hence the RWA is a
rather good approximation in this case. In (b), however, the fidelity drops rapidly and the RWA is not justified here.

fidelity (72) F = |⟨ψ0JC|ψ0R⟩2| between the two respective ground states. The fidelity drops smoothly for increasing
g, as expected. At the critical point where the system enters the superradiant state, see sec.I E 5, the fidelity drops
abruptly to zero. This is a result of the different symmetries of the two models; a U(1) excitation symmetry for the
JC model and a Z2 parity symmetry of the quantum Rabi model.

Given the quantum Rabi Hamiltonian, the justification of the RWA depends solely on the amplitudes of the system
parameters ω, Ω, and g, but not on other real physical quantities like, say, the quality factor of the cavity or electronic
states of the atom. In this sense, in order to understand the implications of the RWA we do not need to consider
some real physical system and perform some ab initio calculation like for the TLA. To complement the numerical
results of fig. 19, we again look at the fidelity, but this time between the time-evolved states |ψJC(t)⟩ and |ψR(t)⟩,
F (t) = |⟨ψJC(t)|ψR(t)⟩|, where the two states have been time-evolved from the same initial coherent state |α⟩|e⟩
by either the JC Hamiltonian (8) or the quantum Rabi Hamiltonian (210) respectively. For short times t ≪ 1 we
can approximate the fidelity by employing the split-operator approximation which splits the exponential and neglects
corrections beyond linear terms in t,

F (t) =
∣∣∣⟨α, e| exp(iĤJCt

)
exp

(
−i(ĤJC + V̂CR)t

)
|α, e⟩

∣∣∣ ≈ ∣∣∣⟨α, e| exp(−iV̂CRt
)
|α, e⟩

∣∣∣
= 1− g2|α|2t2/2 +O(t4),

(464)

where V̂CR is the counter rotating interaction (212), and we have Taylor expanded the exponential in the last step. This
result is expected as an example of the non-exponential decay of quantum states [154], and it is precisely the quadratic
t-dependence underlying the mechanism of the quantum Zeno effect that we briefly discussed in sec. I C 2. Numerically
one finds that in the strong coupling regime with g ≪ ω the squared time-dependence of the fidelity survives for long
times t which demonstrates that the RWA is doomed to break down after sufficiently long times. Numerical results of
the fidelity for two different coupling strengths g, corresponding to different experimental realizations, are displayed
in fig. 51. The upper plot represents a situation in the strong coupling regime, i.e. g ≪ ω, while for the lower plot g
is such that the system operates in the ultrastrong coupling regime. In the ultrastrong coupling regime the fidelity
drops rapidly on the time-scale of a few tenths of Rabi oscillations (gα)−1. In the example we have used α =

√
50,

and the decay of the fidelity depends on the magnitude of α; the larger it is the faster the drop.
Burgath and coworkers [1179] consider the evolution of a Fock state |n⟩ under the Rabi and JC Hamiltonian to

assess the validity of the RWA for short times via the parameter
√
n (g/ω). They find that the maximal error ϵn the

RWA incurs in a time interval up to π/ω is constrained by the non-perturbative bounds:

5
g

ω

√
n+ 3 ≥ ϵn ≥

1

6
− 1

216n

(
ω

g

)2

− 7

12n
, (465)

which shows that the approximation deteriorates for large photons numbers.
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FIG. 52. The von Neumann entropy (66) for the ground state (a) and the fidelity F (µ) = |⟨ψ0+(µ)|ψ0+(0)⟩| (b) as functions
of the light-matter coupling g and the diamagnetic coupling µ. Along the horizontal line µ = 0 we regain the quantum Rabi
model, e.g. the atom-field entanglement takes off around the critical coupling gc =

√
ωΩ/2, and naturally here F (0) = 1. We

note that the presence of the diamagnetic term, µ ̸= 0, suppresses the entanglement, as well as greatly reduce the fidelity.
The drastic fidelity drop occurs in the regime where the adiabatic potential of the quantum Rabi model possesses two global
minima, while the adiabatic potential of the Hamiltonian ĤC only supports a single global minimum. In both figures we used
ω = Ω = 1.

5. Neglecting the self-energy diamagnetic term

Section IG 3 made clear that the issue of gauge invariance becomes complicated in the truncated Hilbert space.
This poses the question if there are preferable gauges in different physical contexts [1028, 1029, 1180]. We will
not continue this discussion here but take the minimal coupling Hamiltonian ĤC(µ) of eq. (437) as our starting
point. We note that the model obtained by keeping the diamagnetic term is sometimes referred to as the Hopfield
model [1169, 1181, 1182] dating back to the seminal work [1137]. We assume the dipole approximation such that we
can write Â(0) = A0

(
â+ â†

)
. The amplitude reads

A0 =

(
ω

2V ϵ0

)1/2

, (466)

where V is the effective mode volume [80, 140]. Naturally, the Hamiltonian ĤC(µ) depends on the diamagnetic
parameter µ, i.e. its eigenstates |ψn±(µ)⟩ will depend on µ such that |ψn±(0)⟩ reproduces the eigenstates (211) of
the quantum Rabi model. The light-matter interaction term and the diamagnetic self-energy terms are given by
eqs. (440) and (441) respectively. In particular, the interaction term can be written Ĥint = ΩdA0

(
â† + â

)
σ̂x, where

d = q⟨g|r̂|e⟩ is the dipole moment between the two electronic states. Adding the bare Hamiltonians, the interaction
and diamagnetic terms one finds the full Hamiltonian (443). It was pointed out early on that omitting the diamagnetic
terms results in a Hamiltonian that is not gauge invariant [72, 1183].

The diamagnetic term, being proportional to x̂2 in the quadrature representation, has the effect of squeezing the
field (for g = 0 the field ground state to be a squeezed vacuum). With this in mind we transform the Hamiltonian (443)
with the squeezing operator Ŝ(z), eq. (238), e.g. [60]

b̂ = Ŝ(z)âŜ†(z) = cosh(z)â+ sinh(z)â†, (467)

which holds provided z ∈ R. If we chose z = 1
4 log

(
ω

ω+2µ

)
, and rewrite the Hamiltonian in the new boson operator b̂

and b̂† one finds

ĤC =
√
ω(ω + 2µ)b̂†b̂+

Ω

2
σ̂z + g

(
ω

ω + 2µ

)1/4 (
b† + b̂

)
σ̂x. (468)

Thus, the Hamiltonian (443) has been rewritten in the form of the quantum Rabi Hamiltonian (210), with a
rescaled photon frequency and light-matter coupling. With this mapping we can identify the critical coupling
gc =

√
(ω + 2µ)Ω/2 for which the ground state of the field can no longer be approximated by a Gaussian, and

the atom-light subsystems can become strongly entangled. The Thomas-Reiche-Kuhn sum rule imposes constraints
on which the values the couplings g and µ can attain as discussed in sec. I E 5. Thus, the two are in general not
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independent and one of them cannot be tuned without affecting the other. This was the reason for formulating the
no-go theorem for the Dicke normal-superradiant PT in cavity QED setups – under rather general situations it is
impossible to reach the superradiant regime [1027]. The specific values g and µ are determined by details of the
system in mind, e.g. whether one has cavity/circuit QED systems in mind, which type of two-level systems and so
on [1184]. In most cases µ is an order of magnitude smaller than g and can be safely neglected.

To qualitatively explore how the presence of the diamagnetic term affects the system properties we will treat g and
µ as independent quantities and subject them to a variation over large parameter regimes [1185]. It is instructive to
start from the BOA [146] and the adiabatic potentials (218) of the quantum Rabi model. As we discussed in sec. I D
for the quantum Rabi model, in the deep strong coupling regime, g >

√
ωΩ/2, the lower adiabatic potential V (−)

ad (x)
has a double-well shape (equivalent to the adiabatic potentials of the Dicke model, see eq. (335)). The dynamics
in the adiabatic regime (Ω ≪ ω) of the quantum Rabi model have been recently considered in [1186]. The same
transition for ĤC occurs now for the aforementioned critical coupling gc =

√
(ω + 2µ)Ω/2. In the thermodynamic

limit (ω/Ω → 0 for the quantum Rabi model, and N → ∞ for the Dicke model), the appearance of the double-well
structure for increasing g manifests as a continuous PT, see sec. I E 5. The ground state (for a finite system where
no symmetry breaking has occurred) is then a highly entangled cat state (308) [1059]. Now, the diamagnetic term
counteracts the formation of a double-well structure [1187]. However, for nonequilibrium driven systems the effective
light-matter coupling g can indeed be tuned independently from µ as will be discussed further in sec. I E 5. This
motivates a study of ĤC treating g and µ as independent.

We restrict our analysis to properties of the ground state |ψ0+(µ)⟩ (recall that the eigenstates of the quantum
Rabi model are labelled with respect to their parity, in this case the + subscript), and how these depend on the
diamagnetic amplitude µ as if it would be a free parameter. In fig. 52 we display both the ground-state fidelity
F (µ) = |⟨ψ0+(µ)|ψ0+(0)⟩| and the ground-state von Neumann entropy SvN(µ) in the gµ-plane (see [1185] for similar
results). As we mentioned in the paragraph above, the diamagnetic term tries to prevent the formation of an entangled
cat state. This effect has been further analyzed in [1188] for the spin-boson model (253). In the present model this
decoupling is seen in the figure as the decreased entropy for growing values of µ. With µ = 0 and g >

√
ωΩ/2, the

ground state phase is superradiant (in the thermodynamic limit), but as µ is increased the system will return into
a normal phase since as some point g < gc =

√
(ω + 2µ)Ω/2 (recall that the field will now be a squeezed vacuum,

rather than a non-squeezed vacuum as for the quantum Rabi model). This reappearance of the normal phase for large
couplings g is evident in fig. 52 (b), ascertained by the low fidelity of the two ground states for sufficiently large µ’s.

The issue of detecting, or estimating, the amplitude of µ has been addressed in [1188–1190]. The analysis in these
references starts from the Dicke model in the thermodynamic limit, which after imposing the Holstein-Primakoff
transformation read

ĤD = ωâ†â+Ωb̂†b̂+ g
(
â† + â

) (
b̂† + b̂

)
+ µ

(
â† + â

)2
, (469)

which can be diagonalized via a Bogoliubov transformation [996]. Hence, when diagonalized, the Hamiltonian simply
becomes ĤD = ωcĉ

†ĉ + ωdd̂
†d̂ for the new boson operators ĉ and d̂. The normal-superradiant PT manifests itself as

one of the frequencies ωc or ωd becoming negative. As shown above, the diamagnetic term shifts the value of the
critical coupling. In this linearized Dicke model, the diamagnetic amplitude, according to the Thomas-Reiche-Kuhn
sum rule, takes the value [1189]

µTRK =
g2

Ω
. (470)

Given this value, it is impossible to reach the superradiant phase by increasing g (the no-go theorem). In ref. [1190]
the authors used quantum estimation theory to study the effect of the diamagnetic term, especially how its presence
influences the so-called quantum Fisher information. In particular, they concluded that the diamagnetic term could,
if optimal schemes are employed, be detected at coupling amplitudes g a few tenths of the mode frequency ω.

6. Neglecting the kinetic energy term

We may take two limits in which the kinetic energy term T̂ = p̂2

2m can be disregarded or at least handled effectively;
the ultracold regime with very small kinetic energies, and the semiclassical regime in which the kinetic energy is much
higher than other involved energies and the atom can be seen as a point particle subject to a time-varying atom-light
coupling g(t). Let us start with the first case where the atomic velocity vat is small enough such that Ekin =

mv2at

2 is
smaller than the other energies involved. We saw in sec. I E 4 that a plethora of new phenomena emerge when this
is not the case, i.e. when Ekin is comparable to say g0

√
n̄. Even though we briefly discussed the approximation in
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FIG. 53. Solid line: The asymptotic value of the atomic inversion W as function of the wave number (bare velocity) k0 for the
initial Gaussian atomic wave packet (472) numerically propagated in time for the Hamiltonian (471). We consider the large
detuning scenarion with ∆ = 10g0 = 10 (and the other dimensionless parameters m = σ0 = k = 1). For a frozen atom, k0 = 0,
the inversion stays close to 1. As the wave packet starts to propagate within the standing wave, k0 ̸= 0, the internal atomic
state |g⟩ gets more populated due to non-adiabatic transitions induced by the spatially varying coupling g(z). For k0 ∼ 10
(= ∆), the two internal atomic levels are roughly equally populated in the asymptotic limit t → ∞. Interestingly, for even
faster wave packets, the population transfer is dropped again, and for very fast atoms we are back to almost no transfer. This
is due to a resonance occurring as explained in the main text. To verify this more quantitatively we show the corresponding
inversion W (dashed line) obtained from the propagation of the semiclassical Hamiltonian (473) after identifying k0 = v, and
average W (t) over time. As expected, the same dip is found, however slightly shifted.

that section, we will complement it with some further observations here. Of course, given the JC model (280), when
we include quantized motion and a spatially varying coupling g(z), the presence of non-commuting terms implies
that quantum fluctuations may start to play a role, like for example in the maser problem. We will return to this
in sec. VII B when discussing the coupling of atomic Bose-Einstein condensates to optical resonators. This applies
even when we neglect T̂ , due to the extension of the atoms, determined by the coefficients cgn(z, t) and cen(z, t). The
overlap of these with the coupling g(z) will affect the evolution e.g., when determining the Rabi frequency. If, say, the
atom is delocalized compared to the variations of g(z), this amounts to an effective spatial averaging of the coupling.

As shown in sec. I E 4, the inclusion of the kinetic energy term implies that when we transform to the adiabatic
basis a gauge potential Â(z) appears in the form of eq. (283). This term vanishes in the BOA where we neglect
corrections arising from the commutator [ẑ, p̂z]. A non-zero Â(z) causes the occurrence of a non-adiabatic transition.
This effect was studied in great detail in ref. [103]. Loosely speaking, a large detuning ∆ and a smooth coupling g(z)
reduce the non-adiabatic transitions. The smoothness is assessed with respect to the velocity of the atom – a fast
moving atom will see a rapidly varying g(z). One manifestation of the non-adiabatic transitions can be explored in the
large detuning limit |∆| ≫ g

√
n̄, the JC model is conveniently written as (20). Transitions between the bare atomic

states |g⟩ and |e⟩ are suppressed by powers of g/∆. In particular, from eq. (37) we see that for an atom initialized
in one of its internal states, the other internal state will never get more populated than the initial one, multiplied by
(g/∆)2. This is no longer true if the kinetic term is included since then the off-diagonal Â(z) will induce non-adiabatic
transitions between the internal atomic (adiabatic) states.

To demonstrate the emergence of non-adiabatic transitions between internal atomic states, inspired by the mode
profile (286) we consider the Hamiltonian

ĤM =
p̂2z
2m

+
∆

2
σ̂z + g0 cos(kẑ)σ̂x. (471)

This Hamiltonian is that of a two-level atom in classical EM-field [239]. Without the internal structure it is simply
a Mathieu Hamiltonian [855] that we will return to occasionally in our monograph, see for example section III. As
an initial atomic state (note that since the EM field is not quantized, the involved degrees of freedom comprise the
internal atomic states and the atomic center-of-mass motion), we take a Gaussian wavepacket

|Ψ⟩ =
(

1√
πσ0

)1/2

e
− (z−z0)2

2σ2
0 e−ik0z|e⟩. (472)

Thus, the atom is initially excited, and its center-of-mass is a Gaussian with width σ0, centered around z0, and with
an average momentum pz = k0 (ℏ = 1). As discussed in sec. I E 4, as time evolves this Gaussian wavepacket will
start to spread, determined by some effective mass meff(k0), and propagate along z with a velocity set by the group
velocity vg(k0) [854]. We expect the non-adiabatic transitions to set in as the velocity k0 increases. This is also found
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FIG. 54. Same as fig. 53, but this time for the resonant situation ∆ = 0, and we vary the widths of the initial Gaussian wave
packets (472); σ0 = 0.2 (dashed red line), σ0 = 1 (dashed blue line), and σ0 = 5 (dashed green line). The solid black line gives
the semiclassical result. In the semiclassical result, where quantum fluctuations in the atomic motion are disregarded, we see
a ‘beating effect’ between the Rabi oscillations and the period of the drive, leading to rapid variations in the time averaged
inversion for small k0 = v. These are lost as quantum fluctuations are taken into account. Here, on the other hand, for broad
initial wave packets we see an oscillating inversion as a function of k0.

numerically as depicted in fig. 53, which shows the asymptotic value of the atomic inversion (62), W (t → ∞). For
k0 = 0, where the non-adiabatic corrections vanish, we have in this case a very small population transfer between the
internal atomic states, given that ∆ = 10g0. As we ramp up k0, more and more population is transferred between the
internal states. The maximum is reached for a k0 of the order of ∆, while for k0 ≫ ∆ we return to a situation with
suppressed population transfer. This comes about due to the Doppler shift of the atom, implying that the transition
|g⟩ ↔ |e⟩ becomes far-off resonant. In the semiclassical treatment of atomic motion, sec. I E 3, where p̂z → mv
and ẑ → vt, this resonance condition follows rather straightforwardly. The semiclassical Hamiltonian corresponding
to (471) is [776] (setting k = 1)

ĤscM =
∆

2
σ̂z + g0 cos(vt)σ̂x. (473)

This Hamiltonian can be interpreted as that of a two-level system driven by a classical field with a frequency v. Within
the RWA, perfect Rabi oscillations are found for v = ∆. The counter-rotating terms give rise to Bloch-Siegert shifts
and imperfect Rabi oscillations even at resonant driving. This explains the behaviour of fig. 53 with the clear drop of
population of the initial atomic state. We complement the result (solid line) with the corresponding result obtained
instead using the semiclassical Hamiltonian (473) plotted with a dashed line. We point out that the semiclassical
result of W (t) keeps oscillating indefinitely, and we therefore time-average W (t) in this case.

In the semiclassical approximation of sec. I E 3 the particle is considered point-like, and thus, the uncertainties in x
and p are neglected. Whenever the uncertainty ∆x is comparable to the wave length λ = 2π/k of the mode, this may
greatly influence the characteristics of any physical quantities [839]. Let us give an example where these quantum
uncertainties in the atomic motion cause the semiclassical approximation to break down. For these we consider ∆ = 0,
and from Subsec. I A we note that the eigenstates (14) do not depend on the coupling g in this case. This results
from the fact that a simple Hadamard rotation (18) diagonalizes the Hamiltonian. Furthermore, the problem becomes
analytically solvable even for a time-dependent coupling g(t) as given in eq. (260). What is found is that only the area
A(t) =

∫ t
0
g(t′)dt′ matters, but not the actual shape of g(t), e.g. how smooth it is. This was discussed in ref. [103]; the

∆ = 0 limit shows some characteristics of adiabatic following. With g(t) = g0 cos(vt) we can find the atomic inversion
for an initial state |e⟩ evolving under the Hamiltonian (473),

WscM(t) = cos

(
2g0
v

sin(vt)

)
= J0

(
2g0
v

)
+ 2

∞∑
k=1

J2k

(
2g0
v

)
cos(2kvt), (474)

where Jα(x) are the Bessel functions. The period of WscM(t) is T = π/v, such that the time average simply becomes

W =
1

T

∫ T

0

WscM(t)dt = J0

(
2g0
v

)
. (475)

The Bessel functions oscillate around zero and decay for increasing argument x. Thus, as v → 0 the inversion W
will oscillate rapidly around zero. This is depicted in fig. 54 by the solid black line. For large values of v we obtain
W → 1.
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When we quantize the center-of-mass motion we consider the Hamiltonian (471). For ∆ = 0 we again can decouple
the two equations via a Hadamard transformation (18) to obtain Mathieu equations [855]. The width σ0 of the
wavepacket (472) will influence the evolution as discussed in sec. I E 4; initially narrow packets will more rapidly
broaden. When the width is comparable or larger than the wavelength of the standing wave, an inherent dephasing
of Rabi oscillations will set in and, as seen in fig. 53, the atomic inversion W (t) approaches a fixed value for large
times. We show this value as a function of k0 and different widths σ0 in fig. 54. Compared to the previous fig. 53, the
resonance transition now occurs for k0 = ∆ ≡ 0. Interestingly, as the initial width σ0 is comparable to the wave-length
λ = 2π the asymptotic inversion displays an oscillatory dependence on initial velocity k0. However, this dependence
does not resemble that of the semiclassical inversion (475) which stems from a beating between two time-scales set
by the pump and transition frequencies.

In which regimes do experiments operate? In the ENS experiments conducted by the group of S. Haroche, rubidium
atoms were sent perpendicularly through a Fabry-Pérot microwave cavity with a mode waist around 6 mm (see next
section, section II). The velocities typically ranged between v = 100 m/s to v = 700 m/s [44, 1191]. As we see
from tab. III, the coupling in these experiments g/2π = 51 kHz. With these experimental values we find a lower
kinetic energy Ekin ≈ 5meV, and an interaction energy Eint ≡ ℏg ≈ 1.3 neV. Thus, even for non-zero fields, inside a
cavity with a few hundred photons, the kinetic energy is at least four orders of magnitude larger than the interaction
energy. If the atoms are within the 1m/s regime and the coupling is increased somewhat like in optical Fabry-Pérot
cavity experiments (see tab. III) we cannot treat the atomic motion classically any longer. As will be discussed in
the next section, this was experimentally demonstrated in the group of J. Kimble, where they studied a regime with
Ekin ≈ 0.4neV and Eint ≡ ℏg ≈ 457 neV [834]. This will also be thoroughly discussed in sec. VIIB where we consider
ultracold atoms or Bose-Einstein condensates trapped inside optical resonators.

7. Neglecting losses

Any experiment exploring quantum phenomena will inevitably be subject to losses and decoherence. In cavity QED
experiments (sec. II) the photon and qubit lifetimes typically range from ms in the microwave regime to µs in the
optical regime as indicated in tab. I, while in circuit QED (section III) the corresponding lifetimes are typically some
order of magnitude shorter, see tab. IV. For trapped ions (section IV), the coherence times for single qubits can be
much longer as recently demonstrated for a trapped 171Yb ion achieving coherence times up to an hour [1192, 1193]!
To reach such extreme long-lived coherence the qubit must be encoded in metastable Zeeman levels, and the motional
state of the ion is effectively decoupled from the internal degrees of freedom. In cavity and circuit QED, the photon
degrees of freedom often play a more active role, and since we cannot disregard losses in these subsystems, we are left
with much shorter lifetimes.

Thus, neglecting losses typically boils down to comparing time-scales, see tabs. I and IV. Originating from NMR
(nuclear magnetic resonance) terminology and the processing of spin-1/2 systems, the effect of losses is often divided
into two time-scales T1 and T2. Nowadays one sees this notion more spread and shortly, T1 characterizes the time
for dissipation or relaxation like photon losses, while T2 sets the time for dephasing or decoherence like the transition
from a superposition state into a statistical mixture. The two relaxation processes are related via the fluctuation-
dissipation theorem [60], and one has in general that T2 < T1. An example of this was presented in sec. I C 2 when we
discussed the evolution of the cat state going from a quantum superposition into a statistical mixture (139). In this
example T1 ∼ κ−1 and T2 ∼ (κ|α|2)−1, and thus T2 = T1/|α|2. Let us explore the fragility of the cat-state preparation
somewhat more.

We saw in fig. 6 (a) and (b) how an initial coherent state |α⟩, and the qubit in, say, |e⟩, evolves under the JC
Hamiltonian into a cat state after half the revival time, tR/2 (82). This scheme for preparing cat states, as described
in sec. I B 1, has been implemented in the cavity QED setting [1194]. As explained, the negativity of the Wigner
function of fig. 6 (a), seen at the origin of the xp-plane, is the result of the quantum superposition of coherent
states. These distinguish a proper superposition from a statistical mixture, and these features will first die out in
the presence of photon losses. Let us fix the interaction time to half the revival time, where the cat structure is the
most pronounced, and the atom approximately decouples from the field (see sec. I B 1). The larger the coherent-state
amplitude α, the closer the state will be to a cat composed of two coherent states out of phase by π, but the more
fragile it will be to decoherence. To demonstrate this we calculate the state fidelity (72) between the two states
ρ̂0(tR/2) and ρ̂κ(tR/2) representing, respectively, the states obtained with either a photon decay rate κ = 0 or κ ̸= 0.
Thus, we initialize a state |α⟩|e⟩ and let it evolve according to the Lindblad equation (135) with nth = 0. The resulting
fidelity, as a function of κ and different amplitudes α, is shown in fig. 55. It is clear that to reach a reasonable fidelity
F > 0.9 we need a κ ∼ 10−4g, which is in general not reached in neither cavity nor circuit QED settings. In addition,
we have not taken qubit relaxation and dephasing into account in this simulation which would decrease the fidelity
even further. All in all, this example demonstrates how losses cannot be disregarded for the preparation of the highly
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FIG. 55. Demonstration of the sensitivity of the JC cat state preparation due to photon losses. For an initial coherent state
|α⟩ and the atom in say |e⟩, the JC evolution predicts that the field is approximately prepared in a cat state after half the
revival time (82), see fig. 6 (a). The state preparation of the cat gets more accurate the larger the field amplitude α, but
simultaneously, the more fragile it will be towards photon losses (or any other source of decoherence). In this plot, we present
the fidelity (72) between the state with zero photon loss and with the state ρ̂κ(tR/2) with a non-zero decay rate κ. The different
curves corresponds to initial coherent state amplitudes |α|2 = 10, 20, 30, 40, 50 (from top to bottom), and we consider the
resonant case ω = Ω with g = 0.1 in all cases. Furthermore, we assume a zero temperature photon bath, i.e. nth = 0 in the
master equation (135). The figure agrees with the discussion in sec. I B 1 about exponential sensitivity of the cat coherence
with respect to κ|α|2.

non-classical cat states, and that producing larger cats becomes extremely difficult.
Simple gate operations can, however, be performed on shorter time scales, typically g−1 and hence a factor 1/

√
n̄

shorter than what is required for the cat-state preparation. The gate operations are often implemented via external
driving which makes it possible to go to much shorter times of the order of ns. Over these short times, a lifetime of a
few ms for either the qubit or the photon is very long, and as will be discussed in more detail in the next sections it
is actually possible today to achieve entanglement with fidelities well above 90% using two-qubit gates [1195–1201].

II. CAVITY QED

Over the past decades we observe an ever growing interest in ways of modifying the radiative properties of atoms
by modifying the boundary condition for the electromagnetic field. Edward Purcell was actually the one to initiate
the area of modern physics now known by the name of cavity quantum electrodynamics (cavity QED), by predicting
that the spontaneous emission rate for a nuclear magnetic moment transition should be modified by a confining
resonator [1202]. No cavity was involved in his proposal but the basic idea is the same: coupling a radiative transition
to an oscillator on resonance opens up a new loss channel to significantly increase the overall spontaneous decay rate
of that transition. This is due to the change in the radiation mode functions (hence the change of the mode coupling
strengths to the two-level transition) originating from the presence of the cavity.

The JC model appeared for the first time in 1963 as the simplest model to describe quantum coherent evolution of
single atoms confined in optical resonators [19]. For an early demonstration of the

√
n splitting in the energy levels

see also [1203]. Naturally, the physics of cavity QED predates the JC model. As we mentioned above, in 1946 Edward
Purcell predicted that the spontaneous emission rate for a nuclear magnetic moment transition should be modified
by a confining resonator [1202] due to the change in the radiation mode functions (hence the change of the mode
coupling strengths to the two-level transition) originating from the presence of the cavity. A few years later the first
maser operation was demonstrated [1204, 1205], and Schawlow and Townes suggested that a Fabry-Pérot resonator
could be used for the maser action in the infrared regime [1206]. The first laser was realized in 1960 [1207] spurring a
lot of theoretical as well as experimental research, for instance the fully quantum model of Jaynes and Cummings [19].
The next major step connected with the JC model came with achieving the strong coupling regime [30, 1208] where
the vacuum Rabi frequency g exceeds both the photon and atomic loss rates, κ and γ respectively. By reaching
this regime it was possible to demonstrate the collapse-revival structure of the JC model, and by this to provide
evidence for the quantization of the electromagnetic field [24]. The early pioneering experiments came mainly from
the Garching group of the late Herbert Walther and the Paris group of Serge Haroche. Both of them operated in the
microwave regime which became possible by exciting the atoms to highly-excited Rydberg states. The large dipole
moments, scaling as ∼ n2 with n being the principle quantum number (typically ∼ 50 for the microwave regime) of
the corresponding electronic level, of these transitions are crucial for reaching strong -coupling conditions. Indeed,
the high finesse of the cavities and the long life times of the Rydberg state implied that the JC model could be tested
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FIG. 56. Typical setup for cavity QED experiments. Atoms (marked by circles representing the highly excited Rydberg states)
pass the setup from left to right. The first step B is a ‘velocity-selector’; only atoms with the desired velocity is excited to
the target internal electronic state. Thus, the velocity-selector acts also as state preparation of the internal atomic state. The
process relies on Doppler shifts, only atoms with correct velocity are resonant with the transition. In earlier experiments,
Fizeau velocity-selector with pairs of rotating plates were used instead. The two cavities R1 and R2 rotates the atomic two-level
system. For example performing a π/2-pulse for the implementation of a Hadamard gate. With R1 and R2 atomic Ramsey
interference experiments can be performed. It should be mentioned that these two cavities have low Q-values and are classically
driven such that their quantum nature is negligible. The high-Q cavity is the middle one, C. The velocity of the atoms sets the
effective interaction time τ . D is the atomic detector, which together with R2 is capable to measure in any basis. The ‘central’
S controls the sources S1 and S2. Reproduced with permission from Springer Nature.

in the laboratory (the involved assumptions leading to the JC model was discussed in the previous sec. IG, see also
ref. [1141]). In the optical regime, the group of Jeff Kimble demonstrated the strong-coupling regime by measuring
the JC mode splitting [1209]. The smaller mode volume of the optical resonators (compare the cavity length L = 45
µm for the Kimble and L ∼ 3 cm for the Haroche experiments) implies a factor of 1000-fold larger atom-field coupling.
However, the higher frequency and the smaller principle quantum numbers n make the decay rates κ and γ much
higher. Typically, the experiments working in the microwave regime have reached a higher cooperativity factor [1210]

C =
4g2

κγ
, (476)

mainly due to the very long lifetimes (small γ’s) of the highly-excited Rydberg states. Table III summarises a few
experimental parameters from four of the leading experimental groups. A schematic picture of the experimental setup
is given in fig. 56 (reproduced from the ENS experiments [1191]).

Group g/2π ω/2π ≈ Ω/2π κ/2π γ/2π τ

Haroche [1191] 50 kHz 50 GHz 200 Hz 5 Hz 2.5 µs
Walther [1211] 7 kHz 21 GHz 0.5 Hz 400 Hz 80 µs
Kimble [1212] 30 MHz 352 THz 4 MHz 2.6 MHz 0.05 µs
Rempe [1213] 16 MHz 385 THz 1.4 MHz 3 MHz 3 µs

TABLE III. Typical experimental parameters. Here, as before, g is the effective atom-field coupling strength, ω the photon
frequency, Ω the atomic transition frequency, κ the photon decay rate, and γ is the spontaneous emission rate of the excited
atomic level. τ is the effective interaction time. Note that the first two sets of parameters take place in the microwaves while
the last two in the optical frequencies.

A. Early results and predictions

Two of the main directions of research within cavity QED during the 80’s were optical bistability [1214, 1215] and
the micromaser [120, 1216].
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FIG. 57. The mean-field results for the steady state photon number (481), as a function of the pumping amplitude. As the
cavity-pump detuning δ is raised (according to the arrow, with respective values δ = −3, −2, −1, −0.5) the bistable regime is
lost. For δ < −1, the photon intensity builds up the familiar ‘S’-shaped hysteresis curve which implies sudden jumps in the
output light field intensity as the pumping amplitude is changed [346]. The remaining dimensionless parameters are κ = χ = 1.

1. Optical bistability

In sec. I C 3, when discussing the photon blockade phenomenon, we saw a first example of how the inherent JC
nonlinearity manifests. The photon blockade occurs for low photon numbers where quantum fluctuations significantly
influence the response. At larger photon numbers, drastic changes due to the nonlinearity may also appear at the
mean-field level where quantum fluctuations are negligible. This is the case of optical bistability. Due to the inherent
nonlinearity of the JC model it becomes natural to look for bistability in cavity QED systems. Here we restrict the
analysis to the dispersive optical bistability occurring for a large detuning, and leave out the situation of bistability in
the resonant case (absorptive bistability), see for example [165, 343, 1217, 1218]. The effective single atom Hamiltonian
valid in the dispersive regime was given in eq. (21). However, at this level the model is linear and in order to see any
bistability one has to include higher-order terms. These terms describe multiphoton exchange interactions, among
which the simplest is described by the Hamiltonian

Ĥ0 = δâ†â+ χâ†â†ââ+ iη
(
â† − â

)
, (477)

obtained after adiabatic elimination of the atoms, and where δ is the detuning between the drive and cavity-mode
frequencies. We need to include a driving term (proportional to η) in order to obtain a nonvanishing field amplitude.
The second term is the Kerr term with the strength χ being proportional to the number of atoms, i.e. increasing the
atom number leads to a stronger nonlinear effect. The full master equation for the cavity field follows from eq. (135)
and in the case of a zero-temperature bath (nth = 0) becomes

∂tρ̂(t) = i
[
ρ̂(t), Ĥ0

]
+
κ

2

(
2âρ̂(t)â† − â†âρ̂(t)− ρ̂(t)â†â

)
. (478)

The traditional procedure to explore optical bistability is to reformulate the problem in terms of a Fokker–Planck
equation for the Glauber-Sudarshan P (α)-distribution [62, 101, 341]

∂

∂t
P (α) =

[
∂

∂α

(κ
2
α− 2χα2α∗ − η

)
− χ ∂2

∂α2
α2 ∂

∂α∗

(κ
2
α∗− 2χα∗2α−η

)
− χ ∂2

∂α∗2α
∗2
]
P (α), (479)

where we have assumed δ = 0. For a finite temperature bath the additional term κnth
∂2

∂α∂α∗ appears which results in
a diffusion stemming from thermal bath fluctuations. The terms proportional to the first-order derivatives represent
the ‘drift’ of P (α), while the other two terms are the ‘diffusion’ terms causing a spreading of P (α). From the Fokker–
Planck equation one can formulate a stochastic equation for the amplitudes α and α∗ [341]. Instead of following
this full analysis including fluctuations we demonstrate the emergence of bistability at a mean-field level by writing
down the equations of motion for α and α∗, and explore the expectation values α = ⟨â⟩ and α∗ = ⟨â†⟩. The mean-
field approximation consists in factorizing the expectations, noting that the Langevin terms vanish when considering
average values. The resulting equations for the c-numbers become

∂

∂t
α = −iδα− 2iχα∗α2 − κ

2
α+ η, (480)
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FIG. 58. The steady-state photon number distribution (485) as a function of the interaction time gτ/π. Given gτ/π, for the
majority of photon numbers n we have Pn(gτ) ≈ 0. However, for certain values of n, the distribution blows up due to the
vanishing of the denominator 1− cos2(gτ

√
n+ 1). These mark the so-called trapping states; for a trapping state a traversing

atom completes an integer number of Rabi oscillations during the interaction time τ , and thereby exits the cavity in its excited
state.

and the equation for α∗ is obtained from complex conjugation. The steady state photon number (n = |α|2) is

n =
η2

κ2

4 + (δ + 2χn)2
. (481)

Obeying a third-order equation, the photon number can show hysteresis upon varying the system parameters, as
shown in fig. 57. The manifestation of the bistable behaviour will be seen in the output photon field; for weak
pumping a small photon intensity is established and by slowly increasing η the intensity increases moderately until
the curve bends backwards where the photon number makes a sudden jump to higher values. After the jump, the
pump intensity can be lowered such that the photon number follows the upper branch and one recovers the hysteresis
effect. This was first demonstrated in the group of J. Kimble at CalTech for a moderate number of atoms 3 ≤ N ≤ 65,
and in particular bistability was observed for N > 15 [346]. Corrections to the mean-field results can be obtained
from linearizing the full stochastic equations [62, 341]. More recently, a full quantum analysis of optical bistability
was presented for only a few atoms [1219].

In ref. [1220] it was shown that by considering a pump for the atoms, the nonlinear effect is greatly enhanced
such that the bistability threshold becomes much lower. More specifically, Λ-atoms (see fig. 22) were considered in
which the cavity mode couples to the |1⟩ ↔ |2⟩ transition and the pump, acting as a control parameter, is coupled
to the |2⟩ ↔ |3⟩ transition. The scheme is similar to that of electromagnetically induced transparency (EIT) [1221],
where typically the Λ configuration is considered. It had already been shown that such EIT setup could be used to
generate strong nonlinear Kerr effects [1222, 1223]. In the EIT, the pump field can control the transmission of the
light pulses through the medium, and, in particular, the light propagation can be considerably slowed down or even
stopped. This knowledge led Lukin and co-workers to explore the possibility to enhance the photon lifetime inside an
optical resonator [1224]. The predicted cavity linewidth narrowing was soon afterwards experimentally demonstrated
in ref. [1225] by considering a vapor of Rb atoms and where a narrowing by a factor of 15 was found. The effect
was later displayed for a single trapped Rb atom inside the resonator. The scaling of the linewidth with the atom
number N was explored, and experimental data agreed well with the predicted N−1 scaling [1226]. The low-photon
regime, where the photon blockade may set in as explained in sec. I C 3, has also been analyzed in terms of the EIT
setup [1227]. It was shown the blockade may survive, albeit a great enhancement was not found.

2. The micromaser

In the micromaser a monochromatic beam of excited two-level atoms traverses a microwave resonator, with rate r,
one at a time. In comparison to a regular laser, where energy is pumped into the resonator by driving a medium inside
the resonator, in the micromaser the energy increase is due to photon emission from the two-level atoms [24, 30].
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We are interested in the cavity-field properties, and not in the atoms leaving the interaction region, i.e. we trace
over those degrees of freedom. During the traversal of a single atom, the atom and field systems interact via the
JC Hamiltonian (8) for, say, a time τ . Taking photon losses into account implies that one solves the full master
equation (135). If, however, τ is short in comparison to the photon lifetime κ−1 we may neglect dissipation and
decoherence during the time an atom spends inside the cavity. Nevertheless, in between the passage of two consecutive
atoms, the photon field experiences a coupling to a thermal reservoir. Thus, if we consider the passage of a single
atom and a relaxation time tr until the next atom enters the cavity, denoting the full atom-field state by ρ̂ and the
JC time-evolution operator by ÛJC(t), the field state ρ̂f evolves as [1216]

ρ̂f (tr + τ + t0) = exp(L̂tr)Tra

[
ÛJC(τ)ρ̂(t0)Û

†
JC(τ)

]
. (482)

Here, t0 is the time when the atom enters the cavity, Tra is the trace over the atomic degree of freedom, and L̂ is the
Lindblad super-operator [see eq. (135)]

L̂ρ̂f =
κ

2
(nth + 1)

(
2âρ̂f â

† − â†âρ̂f − ρ̂f â†â
)
+
κ

2
nth
(
2â†ρ̂f â− ââ†ρ̂f − ρ̂f ââ†

)
. (483)

With this approach it is possible to analytically solve for the steady state photon distribution Pn = ρ̂nn =
⟨n|ρ̂f |n⟩ [1216, 1228]. However, let us instead write down a full master equation of the field and analyze the
behaviour with that approach. Assuming the coarse-graining described above, and utilizing techniques from laser
theory, it is possible to derive the Lindblad master equation [120, 1228]

d

dt
ρ̂n,n+k(t) = −r

[
1− cos(gτ

√
n+ 1) cos(gτ

√
n+ 1 + k)

]
ρ̂n,n+k + r sin(gτ

√
n) sin(gτ

√
n+ k)ρ̂n−1,n−1+k

−κ
2
(nth + 1)

[
(2n+ k) ρ̂n,n+k + κ

√
(n+ 1)(n+ 1 + k)ρ̂n+1,n+k+1

]
−κ
2
nth

[
(2n+ k + 2)ρ̂n,n+k − 2

√
n(n+ k)ρ̂n−1,n−1+k

]
,
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with nth the number of thermal photons of the bath with the relevant frequency, and we assume the resonant scenario
where ω = Ω. To get the photon distribution Pn one lets k = 0. Clearly, the first two terms proportional to the
atomic injection rate r give the unitary JC-evolution.

Some insight will be gained by first considering the case of no photon losses, i.e. κ = 0. The steady-state photon
distribution is in this case

Pn = P0

n∏
l=1

sin2(gτ
√
l)

1− cos2(gτ
√
l + 1)

, (485)

with P0 a normalization factor determined from
∑
n Pn = 1. If

gτ
√
n+ 1 = kπ, k ∈ N (486)

for a given interaction time gτ and some n, the denominator in (485) becomes zero and the distribution blows up. Of
course, n is restricted to integer values, and the condition might not be exactly met. When the field occupies such a
Fock state, every atom passing through the cavity will have sufficient time to complete exactly k Rabi cycles. Thus, the
atom leaves the cavity in its excited state without changing the photon number of the field. Such peculiar states are
called trapping states [126], and their presence has been experimentally verified [128]. In fig. 58 we display the photon
distribution for a range of interaction times gτ . These trapping states are plotted with bright lines. Even in the ideal
situation of no photon losses, the trapping states are not perfectly stable since the condition (486) is never exactly
met. If we assume that the cavity field is initially in vacuum, what will happen is that as atoms traverse the cavity
the photon number will increase, but it will have difficulties to populate states with n’s larger than the first trapping
state [128]. However, since the trapping state is not perfect, if the pumping of atoms is continuous, higher photon
states will eventually get populated until the evolution gets hindered by the next trapping state. As a final remark,
since the trapping states infinitely continue to appear with increasing n values, we clearly have ⟨n̂⟩ =∑n nPn =∞.
So, without losses the steady state contains an infinite number of photons!

We now turn to the more realistic situation of a non-zero κ. The photon distribution is then given by [1228]

Pn = P0

n∏
l=1

nthκ+ sin2(gτ
√
l)/l

κ(nth + 1)
. (487)
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FIG. 59. The upper plot of frame (a) shows the number of photons ⟨n̂⟩ in the micromaser, while the middle plot (b) shows the
Mandel Q-parameter, both as a function of the scaled interaction time Θ (488). Finally, the lower plot (c) gives the photon
distribution (487). As a first observation we note that the trapping states of fig. 58 manifest also in the lossy case; as the
interaction time Θ is varied, the photon distribution jumps between different trapping states. At these jumps, the distribution
gets super-Poissonian, while in between it may become sub-Poissonian, i.e. Q < 0. The dimensionless parameters are κ = 0.1,
r = 50, and nth = 0.1.

Since κ ̸= 0, the denominator is non-vanishing for all parameters, and one may ask whether the occurrence of trapping
states is an artifact from neglecting photon losses. An answer is given in fig. 59; in (a) we present the average photon
number ⟨n̂⟩, in (b) the Mandel Q-parameter, see eq. (68), and in (c) the photon distribution (487). The quantities
are presented as functions of the scaled interaction time

Θ =
gτ

2π

√
r

κ
. (488)

Let us try to summarize the features revealed in this figure. For small Θ the field is approximately in vacuum until
it reaches a critical Θc after which the amplitude ⟨n̂⟩ rapidly increases. Simultaneously the Q-parameter blows up.
This ‘micromaser threshold’ corresponds to the lasing threshold in a laser as the pump amplitude is increased [1229].
Like for the laser, this is a realization of a nonequilibrium continuous phase transition, where the field amplitude
⟨n̂⟩ serves as the order parameter, and the thermodynamic limit is identified as Nex = r/κ going to infinity [1216].
The maximum value of ⟨n̂⟩ approximately coincides with the trapping state value for the given gτ , see fig. 58. The
amplitude is then decreased as the interaction time Θ grows. In particular, ⟨n̂⟩ follows closely the trajectory of the
trapping states. However, this ends abruptly for Θ ≈ 1, where the amplitude suddenly jumps to a larger value. This
time ⟨n̂⟩ follows the second branch of trapping states. At the transition point Θ ≈ 1 the photon distribution, shown
in (c), displays two peaks around the corresponding trapping states. The sudden jumps continue for larger values of
Θ, but they progressively get smoother, while in frame (c) we see that the double-peak structure of Pn survives for
longer intervals. Finally the jumps are completely smeared out, and here the distribution Pn is composed of several
local maxima. For large periods of time between jumps, the photon distribution is sub-Poissonian with Q < 0 [1230].
In ref. [1216] the sudden changes in ⟨n̂⟩ were analyzed within the framework of a heuristic Fokker–Planck equation
which was derived in the thermodynamic limit where the photon number was taken as a continuous variable. By
ascribing an effective potential to the problem and identifying its minima, the jumps can be construed as first-order
phase transitions [119, 1216, 1231]. Much later, the phase transitions in the micromaser were examined from a
quantum-trajectory approach by deriving statistics for the quantum jumps [1232]. By varying Θ it was suggested
that the micromaser field amplitude should exhibit a hysteresis bahaviour, something which was later experimentally
demonstrated [1233].

For longer periods, when the appearance of sudden changes of ⟨n̂⟩ vanishes, the steady-state distribution (487)
is not exactly Poissonian which one could expect from maser and laser theory [1216]. When studying the trapping
states of the photon distribution (485) for the loss-less case, one finds new patterns developing for large interaction
times. These manifest also in the distribution (487) for the lossy case as shown in fig. 60. The parameters are
exactly the same as for fig. 59, but now larger Θ values are used. The period of jumps due to hysteresis is followed
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FIG. 60. Same as fig. 59 but for longer interaction times Θ. After sufficiently long times, new structures of the photon
distribution emerge resulting in a revival-like bahaviour of the field amplitude ⟨n̂⟩ and sub-Poissonian photon statistics.

by a ‘collapse’ period, before the field starts to oscillate again [205]. This pattern is reminiscent of the JC revivals
demonstrated in fig. 5. However, the τ -dependence of the probabilities Pn is more complex than that of, say, the JC
atomic inversion (77). During the revivals, the photon distribution periodically becomes sub-Poissonian as the system
swaps between different trapping states.

The spectrum of the micromaser was analyzed in a series of papers in the early 1990s [121, 1234, 1235]. Here the
spectrum is defined as the Fourier transform of the electromagnetic field ⟨E(t)⟩. With the field state ρ̂n,m(t) given in
the Fock representation, the quantity of interest is

⟨E(t)⟩ ∼
∑
n

√
n+ 1ρ̂n,n+1(t). (489)

Via the ansatz

ρ̂n,n+1(t) = e−Dn(t)ρ̂n,n+1(0), (490)

it is possible, using detailed balance, to derive a first-order differential equation for the micromaser linewidth
Dn(t) [121]. By expanding around the photon mean n̄ = ⟨n̂⟩ (with the same arguments as in sec. I B 2 when we
discussed the JC collapse-revivals) one finds [121]

D = 4r sin2
(
gτ

4
√
n̄

)
+
γ(2nth + 1)

4n̄
. (491)

For large photon numbers, gτ/4
√
n̄ ≪ 1, the micromaser linewidth agrees with the Schawlow-Townes linewidth for

the maser [1236].
Since the pioneering works on the micromaser in the second half of the 1980s, there have been numerous extensions

and generalizations. For example, the ‘two-photon micromaser’ [707, 1237, 1238], effects of a non-vanishing detun-
ing [1239], and the maser problem [830, 835, 836, 1240] already discussed in sec. I E 4. In the maser, ultracold atoms
are considered such that the atomic kinetic energy p̂2/2m is similar in size to the interaction energy gn̄. When the
atomic motion is quantized, the properties of the micromaser field can be greatly altered, and in the extreme case the
atoms can be reflected by the field [828].

Another aspect that has been explored is the role played by atomic coherence, i.e. whether the incoming atoms are
initialized in their upper excited state or in some other superposition of their two internal states. In the micromaser
problem discussed above, when the atoms are prepared in their excited state |e⟩, the steady state of the photon field
has no preferred phase. At the micromaser threshold, this phase is spontaneously broken. However, if the atoms
are in a superposition state, the field phase is not spontaneously broken but is instead inherited from the phase of
the atoms [120]. A somewhat related topic is the entanglement generated between two successive atoms. This was
considered in ref. [1241] for two atoms traversing a lossless cavity. The focus was whether such photon generated
atom-atom entanglement could be used to demonstrate violations of Bell inequalities.
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B. Cavity-induced atomic forces

In sec. I E 4 we discussed the forces experienced by an ultracold atom via interaction with a cavity mode. By
utilizing the photon dissipation, the cavity could be used in order to cool atoms down below the sub-Doppler limit.
Due to the strong atom-light coupling, one can trap single atoms with very weak fields [1242] (for numerical simu-
lations of the atomic motion see [1243]). Theoretically it was envisioned that atoms could be trapped solely by the
cavity vacuum [829, 1244], which, however, has to date not been achieved experimentally. Much of the efforts in
experimentally exploring these aspects of ‘ultracold’ cavity QED has been pursued by the Kimble group at CalTech.
By studying the fluorescence of single atoms trapped inside optical cavities, they could determine the lifetime of the
atom in the trap to be around 30 ms [1212]. This experiment was followed up by one where an atom could be trapped
for 10ms in a cavity field composed of roughly one photon [834]. This work introduced the ‘atomic microscope’; by
analyzing the light transmitted through the cavity, information about the atomic motion could be gained. This idea
was employed in the Rempe group, where atoms could again be trapped by single photons [833]. The information
gained from the detected light was used to drive the cavity with a feedback loop, and in this way it was shown that
the trapping time could be increased by 30% [1245].

The idea to use the transmitted cavity photons as a non-destructive probe of the atoms naturally predates the
trapping experiments mentioned above. As the atom enters the cavity, its presence alters the index of refraction,
which will be reflected in the output cavity field. By letting cold single atoms freely fall through the cavity region, a
change in the transmitted light intensity is observed [1246–1248].

The presence of an atom has an even more dramatic effect when the structures of the JC spectrum are resolved.
In these experiments, one end mirror is pumped with a monochromatic classical field, and the intensity of the light
emitted through the other mirror is detected. By varying the frequency of the pump field it is possible to probe
the JC spectrum. The presence of a two-level atom splits the spectrum into two ‘JC ladders’ as seen in fig. 2. In
an early experiment, this type of splitting due to the atom was demonstrated [89, 1209]. However, the number of
atoms inside the resonator was more than one and as a result the splitting results in many ‘ladders’. To observe
the JC splitting one must make sure that only a single atom interacts with the cavity field. This was achieved by
laser cooling and dipole trapping an atom inside the cavity [888]. A next step would be to resolve the JC excitations
with single photons. The JC spectrum (17) is anharmonic, i.e. the energy difference between nearby eigenenergies
varies according to the position in the spectral ladder. The anharmonicity gives rise to the photon blockade effect as
discussed in sec. I C 3. The single photon blockade effect was first demonstrated in [45] by trapping a Cesium atom,
strongly coupled to the cavity mode, inside an optical resonator. Their data were improved in a work appearing
shortly afterwards [432]. As discussed in sec. I C 3, the photon blockade manifests in photon antibunching which is
described by the second-order correlation function (69). Higher-order photon blockade means that n photons can be
injected into the cavity, but the (n + 1)’th photon is hindered. In an n-photon blockade scenario one expects to see
n+ 1 photon antibunching, but n photon bunching. To realize such a blockade, multiphoton transitions in the atom
must be addressed. These are, however, typically much weaker which puts challenges on experimental verification.
In order to demonstrate pairwise antibunching, Rempe and co-workers measured the third order correlation function
g(3)(τ1, τ2) = ⟨n̂·n̂(τ1)·n̂(τ1+τ2)⟩/⟨n̂⟩3 [433]. A different type of photon blockade, not deriving from the anhormonicity
of the JC spectrum, was predicted [438]. The effect comes about due to destructive interference, and results in strong
antibunching [439]. This unconventional photon blockade was recently experimentally demonstrated in two q-dot
experiments [440, 1249].

Antibunching results from a quantum mechanical light source. If the source is classical, the emitted light obeys
the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality g(2)(τ) ≥ g(2)(0) [60]. The light leaking from the cavity containing a single two-level
atom is thereby anti-bunched. However, if the number of atoms increases the source becomes more classical and the
bunching effect should cease. The transition from antibunching to bunching as the number of trapped atoms was
increased was explored in [1250]. It was found that already for two atoms, a bunching peak in the g(2)(τ) function
develops inside the antibunching minimum. The experimental results could be explained by considering a model of
independent two-level emitters [1251]. The spectrum of JC ‘molecule’ excited by a series of ultrashort pulses has been
very recently reported to evince a quantum Mollow quadruplet at high excitation [1252], “ quantizing the semiclassical
Mollow triplet into a coherent superposition of a large number of transitions between rungs of the ladder”.

C. State preparation

Reaching the strong coupling regime in cavity QED together with refining the experiments (better control over sys-
tem parameters, preparation and detection, and increased photon lifetimes), enabled the experimental exploration of
the quantum nature of the electromagnetic field. Field states of particular interest are photon Fock states [1211, 1253–
1256], squeezed states [165, 1257], cat states (49) [141, 142, 1258–1260], and entangled states [1261].
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1. Fock states

The appearance of trapping states in the micromaser [128], discussed in the previous subsection, results in sub-
Poissonian photon distributions as experimentally observed in the Garching group [1262]. In an ideal scenario it is
possible to make use of the micromaser trapping states to prepare high fidelity Fock states. This has been demonstrated
for the n = 1 state, but with a rather low success rate of 85% [1211]. Photon losses and parameter fluctuations make
the fidelity of such schemes go down. A more straight forward method to prepare photon number states is to initialize
the cavity field in vacuum and then via atomic state reduction determine the number of photons in the cavity [310].
More precisely, if the internal state of every atom exiting the cavity is recorded, and provided the atoms entered the
cavity in their excited state the photon number will equal the number of atoms found in their lower state. This idea
has been used to prepare both n = 1 and n = 2 photon number states [129]. If the interaction time τ can be controlled
for every atom, it is also possible to fix it such that every atom performs half a Rabi cycle inside the cavity, thereby
leaving behind exactly one additional photon in the cavity [1263]. Such a method has also been generalized to prepare
desired superpositions of Fock states [1264]. The ENS group of Haroche used instead a Raman scheme in which the
two-photon process involved scattering of one photon from a populated source mode into a target mode [1254]. A
main source of errors was spontaneous emission from atoms prepared in their excited state, and the success rate for
the n = 2 state was determined to be 37%.

A long-standing goal has been the ‘on-demand’ generation of photon number states [1211]. By this it is meant
that a given Fock state should be generated at a given time. For practical purposes, this is typically what is asked
for – we do not want to wait until the moment when we happen to have the correct Fock state. If one has the
possibility to control the occurrence of the atom one can, as mentioned above, vary the atomic velocity such that it
emits one photon into the cavity. More robust methods rely on adiabatic transfer [777, 1265, 1266]. In ref. [1266],
as we explained in sec. I E 3 and especially in fig. 26. the STIRAP was employed to transfer single photons from a
classical laser field to the cavity field. An alternative way is to adiabatically tune the detuning while the atom flies
through the cavity, such that the atomic transition frequency Ω is at first far detuned from the photon frequency ω
but while in the cavity they become resonant ∆ = ω − Ω = 0 [777, 1265]. The Kimble group trapped single cesium
atoms inside the cavity for up to 3 seconds. With an external laser they could drive a Raman transition which created
a single photon in the cavity [1267]. A second laser took the atom back to its initial state and the process could be
repeated. For a single trapped ion they could produce more than thousand cavity photons. Similarly, the Rempe
group used an optical dipole trap that held a 85Rb atom trapped inside a resonator for up to 30 seconds, and during
this time it could generate almost 300 000 photons [1268]. A recent report [1269] analyzed the indistinguishability of
the generated photons, related to how coherent the generation is. In a quantum network scheme, see sec. II E below,
the emitted photons serve as information carriers with a high demand on quantum coherence. However, decoherence
during the Raman transition would harm such coherences. In their experiment a 40Ca+ ion was trapped inside
an optical resonator, and two types of Raman schemes were considered for the photon generation. They found an
efficient generation of photons, but when employing the Hong-Ou-Mandel interferometer [1270] it was shown that
imperfections cause the photon indistinguishability to drop. Concurrently, the dynamics of retrieval of single photons
emitted by a solid-state quantum memory as a function of the stored excitation and of the properties of the memory
were analyzed in [1271], accounting for a mismatch between the group velocities and wavenumbers of the input/output
photons and the read/write pulses.

A method for Fock-state preparation that has proven very efficient [1211, 1272, 1273] relies on quantum feedback
control [1274]. To understand the idea of the feedback scheme we first need to explain the basics of the Ramsey
interferometer [119, 1275].

The Ramsey interferometer is the matter analog of a Mach-Zehnder interferometer for light, see fig. 61. The
beam-splitters are replaced by Ramsey fields which apply π/2-pulses on the internal atomic states. The two paths in
the Mach-Zehnder apparatus are represented by the two internal states of the atom as it traverses the cavity. The
interaction between the atom and the cavity field is assumed to be dispersive such that the cavity field does not induce
any population transfer between the atomic state, but only causes a light shift of the atomic levels. This action is
described by the dispersive JC-Hamiltonian (21). If we assume that the atom is initialized in the ground state |g⟩,
and notice that the π/2-pulse is nothing but a Hadamard transformation, it is straightforward to find the output state

|Ψout⟩ =
∞∑
n=0

[cn cos(φn)|n⟩|g⟩+ cn sin(φn)|n⟩|e⟩] , (492)

where the cn’s are the amplitudes of the initial photon Fock states. For say an initial Fock state |n⟩, the probability
to detect the internal atomic state |g⟩ becomes Pg = cos2(φn), which clearly oscillates when varying the accumulated
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FIG. 61. Sketch of the Ramsey interferometer. An initial atomic state enters the first Ramsey-field which realizes a π/2-pulse.
The atom traverses the interaction region where the state acquires a phase ±φ depending on its internal state. After the
interaction the atoms experiences a second π/2 Ramsey pulse before its internal state is being detected. The Ramsey pulses
play the same role as the beam-splitters in a Mach-Zehnder interferometer.

phase shift φ. Looking at the atomic state on the Bloch sphere, initially after the first Ramsey pulse it points to the
equator in the negative x-direction. After the second Ramsey pulse it has been rotated along the equator by an angle
φn. For a general initial photon state the output state is (492), i.e. an entangled state and hence an atomic projective
measurement will affect the state of the field. When the internal atomic state is detected, the photon distribution is
modified accordingly. If, for example, the atom is found in the |g⟩ state, the photon distribution becomes

P (n) ∝ cos2(φn)|cn|2. (493)

The photon distribution has been modified by the filter function cos2(φn). If the process is repeated, for every
atomic measurement the distribution will be adjusted by the corresponding filter function [785]. This method, using
quantum non-demolition measurements, has been used to prepare Fock states from initial coherent field states [1276].
For sufficiently many filter functions, a single Fock state will eventually survive. It is, however, a priori not known
which is the Fock state that will finally survive. Quantum trajectory simulations of the excited-state population of
the Jaynes-Cummings system subject to weak continuous probing were given in [1277]. Andersen and Mølmer discuss
quantum non-demolition measurements which do not project the system on the eigenstate of the corresponding
observable but rather on a superposition state persistently evolving within a given subspace.

We return to the feedback method for preparing Fock states on-demand. Assume that the target state is |ψt⟩ = |n⟩,
and the initial state is a known coherent state. After the application of the first pulse, the entangled state is given
by (492), while the atomic projective measurement will collapse the field state by multiplying the amplitudes cn with
the corresponding filter function (cos(φn) or sin(φn)), which results in a state |ψc⟩. Hence, after the detection the
field state is still known. This information is fed into a classical drive that injects a coherent state into the cavity,
effectively realizing the displacement operator D̂(α) = exp

(
αâ† − α∗â

)
. Now, the amplitude α is chosen such that

the state fidelity (72) F = |⟨n|ψc⟩| is minimized [1273]. By repeating these steps with new atoms and measurements,
the field state will approach the desired Fock state. In a real experiment photons dissipate and this should be taken
into account in the feedback. In fact, the feedback injection of the displacement operator can be utilized in order to
stabilize the desired Fock state; it is possible to correct for a photon loss to regain the desired Fock state.

2. Schrödinger cat states

In cavity QED, a cat state (49) (or simply cat state) is thought of as the superposition of two well distinguished
states, typically two coherent states with opposite phase and with a large amplitude |α|2 ≫ 0 [119], i.e.

|ψcat⟩ =
1

N

(
|α⟩+ eiϕ| − α⟩

)
, (494)

with the normalization N =
√
2 (1 + Re [eiϕ⟨α| − α⟩]). There are certain values of the phase ϕ that naturally appear

in state preparations: ϕ = 0 even Schrödinger cat whose photon distribution only contains even Fock states, ϕ = π
odd Schrödinger cat whose photon distribution only contains odd Fock states, and ϕ = π/2 Yurke-Stoller state [1278].
The interest in cat states in cavity QED has largely been driven by fundamental questions of quantum mechanics,
but these states can also be useful for applications in QIP [1279–1281] and spectroscopy [1282].
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What sparked this interest in cavity QED was the fact that the dispersive JC Hamiltonian (21) generates cat
states [141, 142, 1283]. Initializing the atom with the first Ramsey pulse R1 in the superposition state |ψat⟩ =

(|g⟩ + |e⟩)/
√
2, and the field in a coherent state |ψfi⟩ = |α⟩, we saw that in the dispersive regime this state evolves

into that of eq. (47). The application of a second Ramsey pulse R2 followed by a projective atomic measurement will
leave the field in the cat state

|ψcat⟩ =
1

N

(
|αeiλt⟩ ± eiλt|αe−iλt⟩

)
, (495)

and by choosing the interaction time λt = π/2 we obtain the Yurke-Stoler cat

|ψcat⟩ =
1

N
(|iα⟩ ± i| − iα⟩) . (496)

The two coherent states are maximally separated in phase space, and for |α|2 ≫ 0 we have that ⟨−iα|iα⟩ ≈ 0. In
general, the overlap will depend on the angle λt, and for λt = π the atom will disentangle from the field which
is left in a simple coherent state. Actually the overlap O(t) = ⟨αe−iλt|αeiλt⟩ determines the amount of atom-field
entanglement. In the seminal experimental paper [1258], this type of Ramsey interferometer was explored in detail. In
their experiment, the probability Pg to detect the atom in the |g⟩ state after the second Ramsey pulse was determined
by repeating the experiment sufficiently many times. The probability Pg was found to oscillate as a function of the
frequency of the applied Ramsey pulses. In particular, if O(t) ≈ 1 there is roughly no atom-field entanglement and the
Ramsey interference fringes were almost perfect (not taking into account losses and other imperfections). However,
as the overlap O(t) decreased, by considering larger interaction times, the fringe contrast went down. The smaller
O(t) is, the more entangled are the two subfields, and the more information is contained in the field state on which
interference path the atom followed. If O(t) = 0, a measurement of the field state would reveal whether the atom
passed the cavity in the upper or lower state, and the fringe contrast is completely lost in this case. In such a situation
the atom-field complex is in a maximally entangled EPR-like state (56). As we see in fig. 6 (a), the Wigner function of
a cat state displays fine structures in between the two blobs. Quite unexpectedly, the Wigner function for a cat state
may posses sub-Planck structures, i.e. features on a scale smaller than the phase-space area ℏ2, and it was proposed
that the above type of Ramsey experiment should be able to reveal these features [1284]. It is interesting to note that
the effective Hamiltonian (108), which was derived for a strongly driven JC model, also generates a cat state [347]

|Ψcat⟩ =
1√
2
(|α⟩|+⟩+ | − α⟩|−⟩) , (497)

where |±⟩ are the atomic dipole states (87), α = g
(
eiδpt − 1

)
)/2δp (for δp = 0 we have α = −igt/2), and the initial

state was taken as |0⟩|g⟩. As for the dispersive regime, an atomic projective measurement in the basis {|g⟩, |e⟩} will
prepare the field in a cat state.

As already discussed in sec. I C 2, a cat state is extremely sensitive to decoherence. In particular, an initial even cat
state will evolve into the state (139) when coupled to a zero-temperature bath. From this we concluded that the cat
becomes a statistical mixture on a timescale ∼ 1/(κ|α|2), which may be orders of magnitude smaller than the decay
rate 1/κ provided the amplitude satisfies |α| ≫ 1. The decay into a statistical mixture is an irreversible process, and
an insight into it is obtained via ‘echo spectroscopy’ [1285] (see also ref. [1286] for another experiment utilizing echo
dynamics in order to induce revivals in the Rabi oscillations ). After a given time τ , the time-evolution is reversed
such that at 2τ the system should return to its initial state provided there were no losses. How close the evolved
state |ψ(2τ)⟩ is to the initial state |ψ(0)⟩ says how important was the effect of the losses. For the aforementioned cat
experiment, time was not reversed but instead a second atom was injected into the cavity which could ‘partly’ reverse
time [1259] and the resulting Ramsey fringes for the second atom revealed information about the conversion of a true
cat into a statistical mixture [1258], or as stated in [1261] "decoherence caught in the act".

A drawback with the dispersive generation of cat states in cavity QED is that the parameter λ = 2g2/∆ is rather
small (since we demand |∆|≫

√
n̄), and the time needed for preparing a cat state becomes too long in order to sustain

quantum coherence. Due to this, in ref. [1258] the field amplitude was limited to |α|2 ≈ 9.5. In circuit QED (see next
section), the dispersive regime was again used and in such systems one could reach cat states with |α|2 ≈ 100 [1281].
Alternatively, we saw in sec. I B 3 that for initial coherent states |α⟩ with a large amplitude, at half the revival time
the atom approximately disentangles from the field, and the field is prepared in a cat state [174, 237]. The mechanism
for this was explained in fig. 8, and a numerical example of the prepared cat state was shown in fig. 6 (a) and (b).
The ENS group of Haroche employed this idea to experimentally prepare cat states with amplitudes |α|2 ≈ 36 [1194].

As for bosons, it is possible to form coherent states also for spins [139, 172]. The spin coherent states (also called
SU(2) coherent states) can be formed with a displacement operator, like for bosons in eq. (46), by acting with a
displacement operator on the ‘vacuum’,

|θ, ϕ⟩ = eiϕŜzeiθŜx |s,−s⟩, (498)
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where the collective spin operators were defined in eq. (296), and the spin states below that equation. Note that,
given the spin s, a spin coherent state is defined by the polar and azimuthal angles. It is possible to define phase-
space distributions also for spins, e.g. the function Q(θ, ϕ) ∝ ⟨θ, ϕ|ρ̂|θ, ϕ⟩, which lives on a sphere with radius s. An
atomic cat state is thus a superposition state formed from two well separated spin coherent states, and where s≫ 1.
In ref. [1287] it was demonstrated how it is possible to create atomic cat states starting from the Tavis-Cummings
Hamiltonian (295). The authors therein consider the open Tavis-Cummings model where the photon mode was
coupled to a thermal bath. As we have already mentioned in sec. I E 5, when eliminating the boson degree of freedom,
we end up with an open Lipkin-Meshkov-Glick model that effectively describes the atoms. In this way, the authors
were able to demonstrate the preparation of cat states. In general, if the cavity field is prepared in a superposition
state |ψfi⟩ = (|0⟩+ eiφ|1⟩)/

√
2 and the ensemble of atoms in their ground state |s,−s⟩, when the system evolves with

the dispersive Tavis-Cummings Hamiltonian, it is straightforward to show that the atoms develop a cat state [679].

3. Entangled states

Aspects of entanglement in the JC model was already discussed in sec. I B 4. We have studied how the quantum
correlations of the atom-field state evolve in time, both in terms of the von Neumann entropy (66) as shown in fig. 5 (c)
and (f), and in terms of the logarithmic negativity in fig. 10 (a). The first reference to quantum correlations between
the two subsystems dates back to the work of Phoenix and Knight [42] from 1988, even if it took them three years
more before they actually used the word entanglement [246]. The first experiments exploring entanglement started in
1997, in the group of S. Haroche.

The simplest entangled state is generated by preparing the state |e, 0⟩ and then letting the atom interact with the
cavity mode for half a Rabi cycle, i.e. for an interaction time tf = π/4g. The atom-field complex will be prepared in
a maximally EPR-like state

|ψ(tf)⟩ =
1√
2
(|e, 0⟩ − i|g, 1⟩) . (499)

By adjusting the second Ramsey pulse, the atom can be measured in any desirable basis, and depending on the
outcome the photon mode will collapse into the corresponding superposition state of vacuum and the single-photon
Fock state [1288]. Note how the atomic measurement is spatially separated from the cavity and that it is the
entanglement causing the non-local collapse of the photon field. If we initialize the state |ψ⟩ = (cg|g⟩+ ce|e⟩)|0⟩ and
let tf = π/2g the final state becomes

|ψ(tf)⟩ = (cg|0⟩ − ice|1⟩) |g⟩. (500)

The information about the atomic state, carried by the amplitudes cg and ce has in this case been transferred to the
photon field. A second atom, prepared in the state |g⟩ and traversing the cavity with the same velocity will exit the
cavity in the state cg|g⟩ + ce|e⟩, i.e. identical to that of the first atom before it entered the cavity. The state has
been swapped between the two atoms by using the cavity mode as an intermediate quantum memory [1288]. The
scheme can be combined by varying the initial atomic states and the interaction times [1241]. For example, if the
state (499) is prepared and the second atom, initialized in |g⟩, makes a full Rabi cycle we end up with the atom-atom
EPR state (56)

|EPR−⟩ =
1√
2
(|e1, g2⟩ − |g1, e2⟩) |0⟩ (501)

for the two atoms. Using this procedure, entanglement between two atoms, separated by approximately one centimeter,
was experimentally demonstrated with a state purity of 63% [1289]. The low fidelity could be ascribed to experimental
imperfections like losses, and once these were taken into account a very good agreement with the experiment was
found. In their later work they also extended the experiment to measure a Bell ‘signal’, but the low fidelity did not
allow for violation of the Bell inequality [1261]. The idea presented above with consecutively passing atoms through
a cavity can be generalised to more particles, as was done in ref. [1290]. For an initially empty cavity, the first
atom subject to a π/2-pulse and the second atom to a π-pulse, the resulting three-partite entangled state is a GHZ
state (57).

Following the theoretical proposal by Zheng and Guo [291], a different method for entangling a pair of atoms
was implemented experimentally in ref. [1291]. The idea is to let the photon mode mediate an effective atom-atom
interaction in the dispersive regime, see eq. (21) for the single atom effective model. When discussing the Dicke
model in sec. I E 5 we mentioned that if the boson field is adiabatically eliminated one finds the Lipkin-Meshkov-Glick
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model, which is an Ising-type of model with infinite-range interaction. For simply two atoms one obtains the dispersive
atom-atom Hamiltonian [291]

Ĥaa =
g2

∆

(
σ̂+
1 σ̂

−
1 + σ̂+

2 σ̂
−
2 + σ̂+

1 σ̂
−
2 + σ̂+

2 σ̂
−
1

)
, (502)

where we have assumed the cavity mode to be in the vacuum state. If the two atoms are initialized in the state
|e1⟩|g2⟩, and the interaction time is taken as gt = π/4, the bipartite atomic state will become (up to an overall phase
factor)

|ψEPR⟩ =
1√
2
(|e1⟩|g2⟩ − i|g1⟩|e2⟩) . (503)

The scheme does not rely on the existence of the vacuum state for the intracavity field (it can also be realized for
a thermal state), which makes it very robust against photon losses. The atom-atom entanglement generation stems
from what has been termed ‘cavity-assisted collisions’. A difficulty in the experiment was to avoid having more than
two atoms inside the cavity at once, and another source for errors was detector efficiency. Nevertheless, clear quantum
correlations between the two atoms were reported [1291].

One type of methods for preparing entangled states, which turn out very robust and efficient, employs state
collapse [1292–1294]. Typically, one starts with two or more atoms, initially unentangled, and lets them interact
with a common photon mode. Subsequently a selective photonic detection is carried out, and depending on the
measurement outcome the atoms will collapse into some entangled state. The state preparation is not deterministic,
but depends on the particular result of the measurement. To exemplify the idea we consider the Duan and Kimble
scheme [1292]. The set-up is the following: (i) Two identical cavities, both supporting two degenerate cavity modes
h and v with different polarizations. (ii) Each cavity contains a tripod atom, i.e. a four-level atom with one excited
electronic state |e⟩ and three lower states |0⟩, |g⟩, |1⟩, with |0⟩ and |1⟩ degenerate. The atoms are prepared in the
states |e⟩. (iii) Each atom can emit either a h-photon via the transition |e⟩ → |0⟩ or a v-photon via |e⟩ → |1⟩. (iv)
The photons escaping the cavities are merged in a beam-splitter and then detected by two detectors. Due to the
presence of the beam-splitter it is not possible to determine which cavity the photon came from, and if a photon is
detected in each cavity we know with certainty that the atoms are in the maximally entangled EPR state (56) (to
prepare this particular Bell state one also needs a polarization rotation of one cavity photon). Note that the success
relies on that one photon is detected in each cavity, so on average only half of the experimental runs will generate the
desired state (it was shown that the method could be made deterministic though [1295]). In the experiment [1296]
the scheme was somewhat modified to consider two trapped ions inside a single cavity, but two detectors were used
and a single click in each of them collapsed the two atoms into the entangled state. The measured fidelity of the
prepared state was around 92%. To achieve higher robustness, one can deploy driven-dissipative systems (see further
details in sec. IV D). The idea is that the drive and loss are monitored in such a way that they balance one another
and the resulting steady state possesses non-classical properties [401]. Kastoryano et al. employed such a concept
to propose how to maximally entangle two atoms inside an optical cavity [402]. The dissipation-induced preparation
of entangled states has not been experimentally demonstrated in cavity QED so far, but it has been implemented in
both circuit QED [1297] (see section III) and in trapped ions [401, 1298] (see section IV).

Adiabatic following, like STIRAP (see sec. I E 3), is another approach to the robust preparation of entangled
states [293, 738, 820, 821]. Adiabatic methods are preferable due to their robustness against parameter fluctuations
and timing. However, they are by default time costly, and losses may become a problem. It has been suggested
to circumvent this by applying the idea of a shortcut to adiabaticity [1299], which aims at finding the optimal time
scheme (time-dependent Hamiltonian) for taking some initial state to a desired final state in as short time as possible
and with a high fidelity. Two approaches have been developed through the years, one based on Lewis-Riesenfeld
invariants and one termed transitionless quantum driving. It turns out that they are highly connected [1300], and
both have been applied for entanglement state preparation in cavity QED systems, see for example refs. [1301–1304].
Turning now to circuit QED, an eight-fold decrease in the adiabatic evolution time of a single lossy mode has been
experimentally demonstrated in [1305], aiming at the design of fast open-system protocols. The concept of shortcuts
to adiabaticity has recently motivated a proposal to accelerate the measurement on a qubit longitudinally coupled to
a cavity [1306]. The proposed setup employs an asymmetric SQUID threaded by an external magnetic flux.

Adding a counteradiabatic driving term to the JC Hamiltonian, whose form judiciously involves the dressed eigen-
states, allows for the generation of arbitrary Fock states of the bosonic mode, as well as coherent quantum superpo-
sitions of a Schrödinger cat-like states [1307]. The results were assessed against the non-classicality of photon-added
states, after their paradigmatic conditional generation in spontaneous parametric down conversion [1308]. A single-
photon–added coherent state in the result of the “most elementary amplification process of classical light fields by a
single quantum of excitation...they offer the opportunity to closely follow the smooth transition between the particle-
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like and the wavelike behavior of light.” An extension of the above shortcut to adiabaticity has been recently presented
in [1309], applied to the anti-JC model.

By trapping the atoms/ions inside the resonators, new perspectives open up, not only by allowing for longer
interaction times. Some of these experiments are motivated by quantum networks, see sec. II E. In such networks,
the trapping of atoms/ions inside the resonators serves as an essential ingredient. Rempe and co-workers prepared
entangled atom-atom states in a probabilistic manner following theoretical proposals [1294]. Starting with two trapped
87Rb atoms prepared in the unentangled state (|g1⟩ + |e1⟩)(|g2⟩ + |e2⟩)/2, the method, like for the Duan/Kimble
scheme [1292], relies on the scattering of coherent light pulses off the cavity with certain polarizations followed by
their detection. The light will couple differently to the atoms depending on their polarizations, and by performing a
polarization-dependent projective measurement on the light field afterwards, collapses the atomic state into an EPR
state (56). Using this method, Duan and Kimble were able to prepare all four different EPR states with up to ∼ 90%
fidelity [1310]. Unlike Rempe, the Blatt group does not work with dipole trapped atoms, but rather with 40Ca+ ions
held in the cavity with the help of a Paul trap. In the experiment of [1311] they maximally entangled, with 97%
fidelity, a two-level ion with a single photon possessing two different polarizations. This was achieved by preparing the
ion in an ancilla electronic state, and then employing two Raman transitions that transfer the internal ionic state into
two different hyperfine electronic states. In the process a vertically or horizontally polarized photon is transmitted
into the cavity, very much in the same vain as in ref. [1292]. However, unlike in that reference, here the two internal
ionic states were entangled with the polarization states of the photon.

Instead of entangling massive objects like two atoms, it is, of course, also possible to consider entanglement between
photons of different cavity modes. By varying the atom-field detuning while the atom interacts with the cavity field,
Haroche and co-workers prepared the two-mode entangled state |ψ⟩(|1, 0⟩ + eiϕ|0, 1⟩)

√
2 [1312]. Entangled coherent

states have been thoroughly studied since the 1990s. This two-mode entangled state has the expression entangled
coherent states,

|ψ2cat⟩ =
1√
N

(
|α⟩|β⟩+ eiϕ| − α⟩| − β⟩

)
, (504)

formed from coherent states | ± α⟩ and | ± β⟩ [1313–1315]. Such states find applications in a variety of QIP schemes,
like teleportation [1314] and metrology [1316], and they are examples of entangled non-orthogonal states. In most
studies α = β and eiϕ = ±1. The generation of cat states, either in the dispersive regime as described in sec. I B 1
and in particular eq. (47) or in the resonant case pictured in fig. 8, can be generalized to more modes as the bimodal
JC Hamiltonian (243). For example, consider the dispersive two-mode model given by the Hamiltonian

Ĥ2m = λ
(
â†â− b̂†b̂

)
σ̂z, (505)

which upon evolving a state |α⟩|β⟩|±⟩ generates an entangled coherent state [248, 679]. The idea was also extended to
more than two modes in [1317], and to spatially separated cavities in [1318, 1319]. Note that the above Hamiltonian
Ĥ2m does not contain ‘cross-terms’ which describe scattering of photons from one mode to the other. If no selection
rule prohibits this, or different detunings are considered, the dispersive Hamiltonian, obtained from eq. (278), reads

Ĥ2m =
∆

2
σ̂z +

g2

∆
Â†Âσz, (506)

with g =
√
g21 + g22 and we have introduced two new boson operators as[

Â

B̂

]
= U

[
â

b̂

]
, U =

[
cos θ sin θ

− sin θ cos θ

]
(507)

with cos θ = g1/g. If we label the original two modes (represented by â and b̂) by subscripts 1 and 2 and the
transformed two modes (represented by Â and B̂) by I and II, then for the displacement operators (46) we have

D̂1(α)D̂2(β) = D̂I(µ)D̂II(ν), (508)

where [
µ

ν

]
=

[
cos θ sin θ

− sin θ cos θ

][
α

β

]
. (509)
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FIG. 62. Sketch of the crossed cavity setup. In the middle the two cavity fields overlap, and this is where the atom traverse
the fields perpendicularly to the cavity plane. The mode waists are assumed Gaussian, and the two symmetry axes are slightly
displaced such that for an adiabatic evolution an atom in its ground state |g⟩ induces the STIRAP process of sec. I E 3, which
transfer the state of the first cavity into the initially empty second cavity. With the help of an atomic ancilla state, as explained
in the main text, it is possible to prepare the two cavity modes in an entangled coherent state (513).

Thus, the product of two coherent states remains a product of coherent states under a rotation. In other words,
even when the cross terms are taken into account the dispersive bimodal Hamiltonian (506) will generate entangled
coherent states [681]. In fact, even at zero detuning, the Hamiltonian

Ĥ2m = g
(
Â†σ̂− + Âσ+

)
(510)

can be utilized in order to prepare entangled cat-like states following the idea presented in fig. 8. However, the method
works better for entangled squeezed states instead of coherent states [681].

In sec. I E 3 we presented a method, relying on the STIRAP, for state transfer between cavity modes belonging to
different cavities [682]. Such ‘crossed-cavity’ setups have been recently realized at ETH [1320] (see further sec. VII B).
By letting a two-level atom adiabatically traverse the two cavities in the regime where the fields overlap, a many-body
STIRAP may take place, and one can transfer an arbitrary state from one cavity into the second cavity, e.g.

|α⟩|0⟩|g⟩ −−−−−→
STIRAP

|0⟩| − α⟩|g⟩. (511)

Let us demonstrate the entangled coherent state preparation by considering the example of fig. 62. The two cavity fields
spatially overlap, but the first cavity is shifted slightly downwards (recall the STIRAP scheme presented in sec. I E 3).
This cavity is initialized in a coherent state |2α⟩, while the second is in a vacuum state. To prepare the desired state
we introduce an ancilla state |q⟩ of the atom (a trick commonly used for entanglement state preparation/logic gates,
as for example the Cirac-Zoller gate [43] discussed in sec. IV C), which is not interacting with the cavity fields. Given
that the atom is prepared in |g⟩, as it traverses the cavities it will transfer the coherent state of the first cavity into
the second cavity. And by using the ancilla we realize the multimode STIRAP [816]

|2α, 0⟩ 1√
2
(|g⟩+ |q⟩)+ −−−−−→

STIRAP

1√
2
(|0,−2α⟩|g⟩+ |2α, 0⟩|q⟩) . (512)

Now, perform a projective atomic measurement in the (|g⟩±|q⟩)/
√
2 basis, and displace the coherent states by D̂(−α)

in the first cavity and by D̂(−α) for the second cavity. We then end up with the entangled coherent state

|ψ2cat⟩ =
1√
N

(| − α,−α⟩ ± |α, α⟩) . (513)

Let us end this subsection by noting that there exist, of course, many other interesting types of entangled states,
which have implications in QIP and have been discussed in terms of cavity QED. To mention the most important ones
we note: atomic cluster states [1321, 1322], N00N states [1323, 1324], atomic Dicke states [1325–1327], multi-atom
GHZ states [1328], multimode entangled coherent states [1317], and GHZ and W entangled coherent states [1329].
We close this subsection out by drawing attention to a recent proposal for generating Gottesman-Kitaev-Preskill
(GKP) states in the optical domain, which is applicable to several platforms of cavity QED [1330]. These states are
of significance for attaining fault-tolerant optical continuous-variable quantum computing.
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D. State tomography

With the second Ramsey pulse R2 of fig. 61, followed by a projective measurement (typically state ionization –
the atom is ionized if in state |e⟩ but not in state |g⟩) in the bare basis, the atomic state can be measured in any
desired basis. By repeated measurements, the atomic state ρ̂at can be determined. Measuring the state ρ̂field is,
however, more tricky. Nevertheless, it is of most interest to get full information about the state of the electromagnetic
field. For example, non-classical features, like that of a cat state (49), can be revealed by measuring the negative
values of the Wigner function (74). The difference between a proper cat formed as a superposition of two coherent
states (494), and that of a statistical mixture (141) can be seen in the ‘interference fringes’ of the Wigner function,
as shown in fig. 6 (a). Since the Wigner function contains the full information about this state [1331], it is equally
sufficient to know W (x, p) as it is to know ρ̂field. The seminal work by Vogel and Risken [1332] showed how there is
a one-to-one mapping between the Wigner function (or any phase space distribution) and the field quadratures (51).
If the quadratures can be measured in an arbitrary direction, i.e. measuring X̂θ = cos(θ)x̂− sin(θ)p̂, the full Wigner
function can be reconstructed. The quadrature X̂θ can indeed be measured via homodyne detection [1333, 1334].

For cavity QED (and also for trapped ions, see sec. IVB), Lutterbach and Davidovich [1335] demonstrated that
by a suitable transformation of the field before performing the Ramsey interferometry, as described in fig. 61, it is
possible to extract the Wigner function by only measuring the atomic inversion (62). We start by noting that the
Wigner function can be expressed in the form [1336]

W (α) = 2Tr
[
D̂−1(α)ρ̂D̂(α)e−iπn̂

]
. (514)

As a side note, this identity together with the expression (516) below can be used to derive eq. (75) which connects
the Q-function with the Wigner function. We can regard (514) as originating from the state D̂−1(α)ρ̂D̂(α), which
evolves under the action of the Hamiltonian H = ωn̂ for a time t = π/ω. Both these steps are experimentally easy
to implement; the displacement of the field D̂(α) is achieved by driving the cavity with a classical source, and the
Hamiltonian is simply the dispersive JC model (21). Thus, we start by displacing the field and then send an atom
through the cavity and let it interact for the correct time. The important contribution of ref. [1335] was to realize
that, given the appropriate initial atomic state, the atomic inversion (62) becomes

⟨σ̂z⟩ =W (−α)/2, (515)

and hence by simply repeating the measurements for different displacements D̂−1(α)ρ̂D̂(α) the full Wigner function
can be mapped out. This method for extracting the Wigner function was first implemented in the ENS group for
detecting negativity of the Wigner function for the n = 1 Fock state [1337], and for measuring the full Wigner function
for the vacuum and the n = 1 Fock state [1338]. Some years later the same group extended the study to Fock states
up to four photons and also to even and odd cat states with an average photon number n̄ = 3.5 [1260]. Moreover, also
the decay of the cat into a statistical mixture, as visualized in fig. 14, was experimentally explored in that reference.
In other words, the coherence factor could be measured ([1338]). This method has also been used in circuit QED III
to determine the Wigner function for non-classical field states [1264]. In circuit QED, the group of Schoelkopf used
a different, but related method, in order to measure the Q-function (73). We first note that the Q-function can be
interpreted as the overlap between the displaced state with vacuum;

Q(α) = |⟨0|D̂(−α)|ψ⟩|2/π = P (n = 0)/π. (516)

Hence, if the state is first displaced by D̂(−α), and then the probability of finding the cavity in the vacuum state
is measured, one determines the Q-function describing the state. In order to obtain P (n = 0) we recall fig. 4 which
demonstrates how the qubit is rotated on the Bloch sphere for different Fock states. By adjusting the Ramsey pulse,
the qubit can then be measured in the desired basis in order to find the desired probability.

E. Quantum information processing

The photon mode may act as a qubit when it is limited to include two Fock states, typically the |0⟩ and |1⟩ states.
The simplest two-qubit gate within a cavity QED setting is thereby composed of the atom and the two lowest Fock
states of the cavity mode. Among the first proposals for such a gate was the one presented in ref. [285]. This idea
relies on utilizing the dressed states of the JC model and assuming an adiabatic evolution in the sense that the spatial
variations of the mode coupling g(z) do not induce transitions among the dressed (adiabatic) states. In sec. I E 4 we
will discuss the physics of the JC model for cold atoms that takes quantized motion into account. In the adiabatic
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regime, i.e. where the Born-Oppenheimer approximation is valid, the JC energies can be parametrized by the atomic
center-of-mass position z, En±(z). By applying a π-pulse to the atom, between the correct dressed states, as the
atom traverses the cavity it is possible to realize a C-NOT gate in which the atom swaps state given that there is one
photon in the cavity, while it remains unaltered if the cavity mode is in the vacuum state.

The first cavity QED experimental demonstration of a two-qubit gate used a different scheme in order to perform
a phase gate [286]. A two-qubit (π)phase gate is defined by the action |i, j⟩ → (−1)δi1δj1 |i, j⟩, i.e. the state changes
sign provided both qubits are in the state |1⟩ [153]. It is straightforward to show that the phase gate, combined with
a Hadamard gate realizes a C-NOT gate, and thereby the phase gate is universal. To realize the desired phase gate,
an atomic ancilla state |q⟩ was introduced. We already saw how ancilla states can be employed in eq. (512) above for
the generation of entangled states. Such an extension of the Hilbert space is often common when devising logic gate
operations, with the paradigmatic example set by the Cirac-Zoller gate [43] to be discussed in sec. IV C. We mention
here in passing that the close relation of quantum trajectories to a positive operator valued measurement (POVM),
arising by the interaction of the measured system with an ancilla (via C-NOT or SWAP gates) and a subsequent
projective measurement of the ancilla, is explored in [1339], where a connection to the formalism of consistent histories
is also attempted – for the equivalence between quantum trajectories and consistent sets see [1340–1342]. For the
cavity QED phase gate, the logic states |0⟩ and |1⟩ of the atom consisted of the ancilla |q⟩ and the JC |g⟩ state.
The ancilla does not feel the presence of the cavity mode and passes the cavity unaffected. Nevertheless, a Ramsey
field couples the |q⟩ and |g⟩ states such that single qubit gates can be implemented. The timing, i.e. the atomic
velocity, is chosen such that the state |1, g⟩ performs a full Rabi cycle meaning that |1, g⟩ → −|1, g⟩, while |0, g⟩ again
is invariant. Summing up, as the atom passes the cavity, all logic states remain the same except |1, g⟩ which changes
sign, whence the phase gate is realized. In [286], a range of phase gates not limited to the π phase were experimentally
demonstrated.

As discussed above, by considering two two-level atoms simultaneously coupled to the photon mode it was possible
to engineer an effective atom-atom interaction of the type (502). This could be employed for entanglement generation,
but it may equally well be used for performing two-qubit gates between the two atoms [291]. A similar scheme, i.e.
adiabatically eliminating the cavity field, was conceived by Imamoglu et al. in ref. [290]. However, these authors had
in mind two Λ atoms where the excited level was eliminated under the large detuning assumption, and the resulting
effective Hamiltonian takes the same form as that of eq. (502), whence it can be implemented to realize, for example,
C-NOT gates.

Another interesting scheme for implementing an atom-atom logic gate relies on the consideration of a driven system,
see sec. I C 1. For a strong atomic drive which is resonant with the pump, ∆p = Ω− ωp = 0, we derived an effective
Hamiltonian in eq. (108). The time-evolution operator of this Hamiltonian, in the interaction picture with respect to
the drive, can be written as [294, 1343]

Û(t) = e−iA(t)Ŝ2
xe−iB(t)âŜxe−iC(t)â†Ŝx , (517)

where Ŝx = σ̂
(1)
x + σ̂

(2)
x is the collective spin operator, and the coefficients

A(t) =
g2

4δ

[
t+

1

iδ

(
e−iδt − 1

)]
, B(t) =

g

2iδ

(
eiδt − 1

)
, C(t) = − g

2iδ

(
e−iδt − 1

)
, (518)

and recall that for a resonant drive, the detuning δ = ω − Ω becomes the regular light-atom detuning. Assume now
that the detuning is taken such that δt = 2π. Upon returning to the original frame, the evolution operator becomes

Û(t) = e−(ηŜx+g
2Ŝ2

x/4δ)t. (519)

By tuning the parameters such that g2t/2δ = π and ηt = (2k + 1/2)π (k an integer, and recall that η is the
pump amplitude), the atoms are subject to a phase gate in the |±⟩-basis [294]. The significance of the effective
Hamiltonian (108) becomes evident by noticing that it forms the backbone for a plethora of theoretical proposals,
e.g. for state teleportation [1344] and for implementing the Deutsch-Jozsa algorithm [1345] or the Grover search
algorithm [1346]. Another application of the model is found for realizing entanglement concentration[1347], i.e. use a
set of N partially entangled qubit pairs in order to prepare M (< N) maximally entangled Bell pairs [1348].

The main advantage of the scheme above lies in the fact that the evolution operator (519) is independent of
the photonic operators, and thereby does not rely on the actual state of the field. As a consequence, the scheme
is resilient to photon losses, and, in particular, the cavity field could be taken as a thermal state [1349]. This
observation has been used in many more proposals, as for example for quantum dense coding [1350], in which the idea
is to utilize entanglement in order to transfer two bits of information with a single qubit, and for teleportation of
atomic states [1344].
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Teleporting atomic states between distant atoms was also considered in [1351]. Their idea relies on initializing the
atoms in two spatially separated cavities. Photons escaping the cavities pass through a beam-splitter before being
detected, and as such a detection is incapable of determining where the photon came from. Thus, the detection
induces the correlation between the two subsystems, and by correctly monitoring the interactions, the atomic state
from say atom A can be transmitted to atom B.

Transferring states between two atoms, as in the scheme above, has not been demonstrated experimentally. How-
ever, the group of Kimble has realized an adiabatic state transfer back-and-forth between an atom and the photon
mode [1352]. This can be seen as a first step towards QIP with a quantum network, in which it should be possible to
both store and transfer quantum information between different nodes [394, 1353, 1354]. This is an approach to QIP
pursued by the Rempe group where they store information in ions trapped inside resonators, and photons transmit
the information. In an early experiment [1355], they used a cavity supporting two modes and started from the state
|0, c⟩ where |c⟩ is an ancilla state. They then drove a STIRAP transition from this state into an entangled state
|ψ⟩ = (|1+, g⟩ − |1−, e⟩)/

√
2, with 1± representing an n = 1 photon state with different circular polarizations. A

second STIRAP was applied where the atom was taken back to its initial state |c⟩ by populating the second photon
mode as |ψ⟩ = (|1+, 1−⟩ − |1−, 1+⟩)

√
2, i.e. the two photon modes were prepared in a Bell state. We may regard

the second step as transferring the atomic state onto the second photon mode. Some five years later, the same group
expanded on the aforementioned idea by demonstrating how two modes of a quantum network could talk to one
another [1356]. The node in their setup is a Rb atom in an optical resonator, and the two nodes were placed in two
laboratories separated by 21m. Using the same type of Raman schemes as in their first experiment, they could transfer
an atomic state from node A to node B, and cause maximal entanglement between the two atoms (fidelity of 98%)
via the transmitted photon. An architecture for realizing a cavity-mediated quantum gate between any two qubits
applied to Rydberg atoms as well as to multiple chains of trapped ions has been recently proposed in [1357] to expand
the capabilities of Hamiltonian simulations and enable more robust high-dimensional error-correcting schemes.

Finally, coming to the second law of thermodynamics, a theoretical description together with an experimental
realization of an autonomous Maxwell’s demon where information is employed to transfer heat from a cold qubit to
a hot harmonic oscillator (microwave cavity) has recently been reported in [1358]. In this cavity QED setup, the
evolution of the joint qubit-demon-cavity system is unitary such that its entropy remains constant in time. Under this
reversible process, the actions performed by the demon can be schematically split into a readout part and a feedback
mechanism. For an up-to-date and comprehensive review on quantum information processing with cavities, we refer
the reader to [1359].

F. Quantum fluctuations and coherence in the weak-excitation limit

There is a very extensive literature devoted to the topic of quantum fluctuations for many atoms inside a cavity in the
small-noise limit, mainly during the 1970s and the 1980s when optical bistability was widely studied. The large number
of two-state atoms, N , is commonly taken as the system-size parameter in the construction of a linearized Fokker–
Planck equation to account for the fluctuations. A comprehensive review of the field was given by Lugiato [1360],
with a focus on the so-called “hybrid electro-optical systems” exhibiting a bistable response. At about the same time,
a linearized theory of quantum fluctuations for absorptive bistability without adiabatic elimination was developed
in [1361], demonstrating nonclassical features such as squeezing and photon antibunching. These features are strongest
in the regime of weak excitation. In the small-noise limit of many-atom cavity QED, the spectrum of the transmitted
light consists of two parts, one of the usual Lorentzian form and another one which is a squared Lorentzian (see
also [105] for a discussion on the role of squeezing in inducing a spectral hole when operating in the good-cavity limit).

In this last section on cavity QED, we turn to an alternative to the linearized treatment of fluctuations, applied
to the weak-excitation limit in cavity QED. The derived results pertain as well to the single-atom system, N = 1, as
was the case in sec. I C. Here, however, the scattering processes destroying the coherence of the quantum evolution
are not in principle capable of interrupting the regression of a typical fluctuation. This preserves the purity of the
quantum state to lowest order in the drive strength. In that framework, we closely follow the analysis of chap. 16
of [443] and adopt the notation used therein. Our starting point is the master equation (ME) for optical bistability in
the interaction picture, involving N two-state atoms coupled to a cavity mode driven by coherent field of amplitude
E0, as well as a surrounding bath with zero thermal occupation,

d ˆ̃ρ

dt
= L̃ ˆ̃ρ = −i1

2
ωA[Ĵz, ρ̃]− iωC [â†â, ˆ̃ρ] + g[â†Ĵ− − âĴ+, ˆ̃ρ]− i[E0â† + E

∗
0â, ˆ̃ρ]

+
γ

2

 N∑
j=1

2σ̂j− ˆ̃ρσ̂j+ −
1

2
Ĵz ˆ̃ρ−

1

2
ˆ̃ρĴz −N ˆ̃ρ

+
γp
2

 N∑
j=1

σ̂jz ˆ̃ρσ̂jz −N ˆ̃ρ

+ κ(2â ˆ̃ρâ† − â†â ˆ̃ρ− ˆ̃ρâ†â),

(520)
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where Ĵ±, Ĵz are collective atomic operators,

Ĵ± ≡
N∑
j=1

σ̂j±, Ĵz ≡
N∑
j=1

σ̂jz, (521)

satisfying the familiar angular momentum commutation relations

[Ĵ+, Ĵ−] = Ĵz, [Ĵ±, Ĵz] = ∓2Ĵ±. (522)

We limit our treatment now to the regime of weak-excitation. A pure-state factorization, consistent with a truncation
of matrix-element equations based on an expansion in powers of |E0| follows from the ME (520) with γp = 0, by
making the approximation

L̃ ≈ g[â†Ĵ− − âĴ+, ·]− i[E0â†, ·]−
γ

4
[Ĵz +N, ·]+ − κ[â†â, ·]+, (523)

where [ , ]+ denotes the anti-commutator. We have also dropped the term E∗0â as it only contributes at higher order
in |E0|. Upon substitution of the factorized form ˆ̃ρ(t) ≈ |ψ̃(t)⟩⟨ψ̃(t)|, we find that the pure state |ψ̃⟩ satisfies the
Schrödinger equation

d |ψ̃⟩
dt

=
[
g(â†Ĵ− − âĴ+)− iE0â† −

γ

4
(Ĵz +N)− κâ†â

]
|ψ̃⟩ . (524)

For weak excitation we can adopt the two-quanta truncation, accounting as well for the possibility that two atoms are
simultaneously excited. A factorization can then be proposed with pure-state expansion (the Fock states {·}a pertain
to the cavity field)

|ψ̃(t)⟩ = |0⟩(N) |0⟩a + α̃(t) |0⟩(N) |1⟩a + β̃(t) |1⟩(N) |0⟩a + η̃(t) |0⟩(N) |2⟩a + ζ̃(t) |1⟩(N) |1⟩a + θ̃(t) |2⟩(N) |0⟩a , (525)

for a basis {
|0⟩(N) |0⟩a , |0⟩

(N) |1⟩a , |1⟩
(N) |0⟩a , |0⟩

(N) |2⟩a , |1⟩
(N) |1⟩a , |2⟩

(N) |0⟩a
}

(526)

where the collective atomic states (|1⟩j and |2⟩j are the ground and excited states, respectively, for the atom j)

|0⟩(N) ≡
N∏
j=1

|1⟩j = |1, N/2,−N/2⟩ , (527a)

|1⟩(N) ≡ 1√
N
J+ |0⟩(N)

= |1, N/2,−N/2 + 1⟩ , (527b)

|2⟩(N) ≡
√

2

N − 1
J+ |1⟩(N)

= |1, N/2,−N/2 + 2⟩ , (527c)

with |λ, J,M⟩ (M = −J,−J + 1 . . . , J) a Dicke state (of degeneracy λ). Substituting in eq. (524), we obtain the
following equations of motion for the state amplitudes:

˙̃α = −κα̃+
√
Ngβ̃ − iE0, (528a)

˙̃
β = −γ

2
β̃ −
√
Ngα̃, (528b)

˙̃η = −2κη̃ +
√
2
√
Ngζ̃ − i

√
2E0α̃, (528c)

˙̃
ζ = −(κ+ γ/2)ζ̃ −

√
2
√
Ngη̃ +

√
2
√
N − 1gθ̃ − iE0β̃, (528d)

˙̃
θ = −γθ̃ −

√
2
√
N − 1gζ̃, (528e)

first reported in [1362].
The pure-state factorization can be readily applied to the calculation of the intensity correlation function of the

forwards-scattered field. We begin with the general expression

g(2)→ (τ) =
⟨(ˆ̃a†ˆ̃a)(τ)⟩ ˆ̃ρ(0)=ˆ̃ρ′ss

⟨ˆ̃a†ˆ̃a⟩ss
, (529)
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with

ˆ̃ρ′ss ≡
ˆ̃a ˆ̃ρssˆ̃a

†

Tr(ˆ̃a ˆ̃ρssˆ̃a†)
, (530)

the state resulting after the emission of a first photon from the cavity. Using the pure-state factorization ˆ̃ρ(t) ≈
|ψ̃(t)⟩⟨ψ̃(t)|, we can write

g(2)→ (τ) =
⟨ψ̃(τ)|ˆ̃a†ˆ̃a|ψ̃(τ)⟩
⟨ψ̃ss|ˆ̃a†ˆ̃a|ψ̃ss⟩

, (531)

with

|ψ̃(τ)⟩ = |0⟩(N) |0⟩a + α̃(τ) |0⟩(N) |1⟩a + β̃(τ) |1⟩(N) |0⟩a . (532)

The initial conditions α̃(0) and β̃(0) are defined by

|ψ̃(0)⟩ ≡
ˆ̃a |ψ̃ss⟩√
⟨ψ̃ss|ˆ̃a†ˆ̃a|ψ̃ss⟩

e−i arg(a⟨0|
(N)⟨0|ã|ψ̃ss⟩), (533)

where |ψ̃ss⟩ is the stationary state vector obtained from the steady-steady solutions of the eqs. (528). Combining eqs.
(532), (531) and the solutions to (528), yields the simple expression

g(2)→ (τ) =
|α̃(τ)|2
|α̃ss|2

, (534)

where α̃(τ) is the conditional one-photon amplitude satisfying the coupled equations (528a) and (528b), with initial
conditions

α̃(0) =

√
2η̃ss
α̃ss

, β̃(0) =
ζ̃ss
α̃ss

. (535)

Following through with the remaining calculations, we finally arrive at the second-order correlation function of forwards
scattering in the weak excitation limit, which is a perfect square – the square of the one-photon amplitude conditioned
upon the detection of a forwards-scattered photon at τ = 0:

g(2)→ (τ) =

{
1− 2C1

ξ

1 + ξ

2C

1 + 2C − 2C1ξ/(ξ + 1)
e−

1
2 (κ+γ/2)τ

[
cos(Gτ) +

1

2

κ+ γ/2

G
sin(Gτ)

]}2

, (536)

where ξ = 2κ/γ, C = Ng2/(κγ) is the cooperativity, C1 = C/N and G =
√
Ng2 − (1/4)(κ− γ/2)2. For a single

atom (N = 1) we can calculate in that scheme the intensity correlation function of side-scattered light, as

g
(2)
side(τ) =

{
1− e− 1

2 (κ+γ/2)τ

[
cos(g′τ) +

κ− γ′/2
κ+ γ/2

1
2 (κ+ γ/2)

g′
sin(g′τ)

]}2

, (537)

where γ′ = γ(1 + 2C1) is the cavity-enhanced emission rate and g′ = G(N = 1). Finally, the expression given by eq.
(536) can be shown to violate the Schwartz inequality

|g(2)(τ)− 1| ≤ g(2)(0)− 1 ≥ 0, (538)

for a single atom, ξ = 1 and g/κ = 1.85 (see e.g., fig. 16.1 (b) of [443]). A violation of the upper bound of (538) has also
been observed for many atoms in the experiment of Mielke and coworkers [1363]. Photon antibunching advocates for
the discrete nature of light (particles), contrasted with amplitude squeezing which speaks of the continuous (waves).
The tension between particles and waves was demonstrated by the experiments of Foster and coworkers [1364, 1365],
which combine the measurement strategies used to observe nonclassical behaviors of light [462]. Incidentally, the
report [1364] coincided with the centenary of the first statement in public of the law for the spectrum of blackbody
radiation by Planck [1366].
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When spatial effects are taken into account, we must use a direct product state basis since the atoms are no longer
indistinguishable. The resulting system of equations is not closed – instead, we encounter a dependence on an infinite
hierarchy of collective variables. The final result in the weak-excitation limit reads

g(2)→ (τ) =

{
1− [1 + ξ(1 + C)]S − 2C

1 + (1 + ξ/2)S
e−

1
2 (κ+γ/2)τ

[
cos(Gτ) +

1

2

κ+ γ/2

G
sin(Gτ)

]}2

, (539)

with

S ≡
N∑
j=1

2C1j

1 + ξ(1 + C)− 2C1jξ
, (540)

where

2C1j ≡ 2
g2(rj)

γκ
(541)

is the spontaneous emission enhancement factor for an atom at the position rj . In the expression of eq. (539), which
has quantitative differences with respect to its equal-coupling strengths counterpart–eq (536), the many-atom Rabi
frequency is now defined as

G ≡
√
Neffg2max −

1

4
(κ− γ/2)2, (542)

where

2C ≡ 2

∑N
j=1 g

2(rj)

γκ
= 2

Neffg
2
max

γκ
. (543)

Rempe and collaborators derived eq. (539) to attain a better fit of the theory to experimental results, considering as
well an average over an ensemble of atomic configurations [346]. These results give us a flavour of a nonperturbative
treatment in QED. In the next section, we will concentrate on the attainment of strong-coupling conditions in scalable
setups allowing the study and control of light-matter interaction at the quantum level in unprecedented detail. We
will also revisit the theme of second-order coherence in the weak-excitation limit in sec. V D, when dealing with the
interaction between a surface plasmon and a two-state atom.

G. The wave-particle correlator: extending the Hanbury Brown and Twiss technique

We will now focus on an approach which detects the the fluctuations of a nonclassical electromagnetic field by
correlating its intensity and amplitude. The technique introduced by Hanbury-Brown and Twiss of intensity cross-
correlating light marks the beginning of the systematic study of its quantum fluctuations [1367, 1368]. The scheme
made a conditional measurement by collecting data on the signal of a photon count that identifies times when a
fluctuation is in progress. Carmichael and coworkers proposed an extension by developing a new way to measure the
squeezing spectrum through a third-order correlation function of the field. The proposed setup correlates the detection
of a photon with the record of the output of the photocurrent from a balanced homodyne detector [457]. This method
is a variant of the intensity correlation measurements that have shown non-classical features of the electromagnetic
field. Figure 63(left) shows the apparatus that measures the correlation between the amplitude and the intensity of
the electromagnetic field. The particle (photon), representing a fraction r of the signal, produces a trigger ‘click’ in
an avalanche photodiode (APD) and conditionally the wave (electromagnetic field amplitude) gets recorded in the
photocurrent output of a balanced homodyne detector (BHD) to which the remaining fraction 1− r is directed.

The observations of Ref. [1369] consider a conditioned field evolution described by a third order correlation function
of an electromagnetic field mode b̂ (signal) that has a non-zero, steady state average ⟨b̂⟩ = λ. The measured correlation
is (with : : denoting normal ordering)

hθ(τ) =
⟨: (b̂†b̂)(0)Q̂θ(τ) :⟩√

ηλ⟨b̂†b̂⟩
, (544)
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FIG. 63. (left)Experimental realization of the wave-particle correlator. Light of wavelength λ = 780nm emanating from a
Ti:sapphire laser enters a Mach-Zehnder interferometer, driving a cavity QED system in one arm and providing a local oscillator
(LO) for the balanced homodyne detector (BHD) in the other arm. The BHD has strong common mode suppression allowing
a phase-sensitive measurement of the field quadrature. A fraction of the signal leaving the cavity generates photodetections
at the avalanche photodiode (APD), which trigger a digital oscilloscope to record in coincidence the BHD photocurrent. A
lock cycle maintains the cavity on resonance, chopping between a higher power auxiliary lock beam and the weak drive. A
beam splitter directs a fraction r = 0.15 of the signal to the particle detector, represented in the figure by a single APD.
The experiment used a pair of APDs behind a 50/50 beam splitter. The photon detections at the APDs which trigger the
digital oscilloscope to record the BHD photocurrent can alternatively be used to obtain the intensity correlation function. The
remaining part 1 − r = 0.85 of the signal is directed to the wave detector, provided by the BHD, where it is mixed with the
LO–whose relative phase is controlled with a piezoelectric transducer–and detected with fast photodiodes. The photocurrent
is ac amplified by 65dB, 70MHz low-pass filtered, and sampled and averaged with a fast digital oscilloscope at 2Gs/s. Source:
Fig. 1 of [1369]. (right) (i.) Wave-particle correlation h0◦(τ) for very low intensity excitation calculated from the quantum
trajectory implementation of the conditioned homodyne photocurrent. The following parameters were used: (g, κ, γ,Γ)/(2/π)
= (38.0, 8.7, 3.0, 100) MHz, X = 2.99 × 10−4, r = 0.5 and Nstarts = 55000. (ii.) Spectrum of squeezing calculated from the
cosine Fourier transform of h0◦(τ). The dashed line is the spectrum of squeezing calculated directly from the master equation
with the quantum regression formula. Source: Fig.3 of [1370]. Reproduced with permission from the APS and the authors.

where Q̂θ ≡ (b̂exp(−iθ) + b̂†exp(iθ))/2 is the quadrature amplitude selected by the local oscillator phase θ and η is
the coupling efficiency into the BHD. Equation (551) can be generalized to any source [1371].

When the source field is small and nonclassical, its fluctuations–a manifestation of the uncertainty principle–
dominate over its steady-state amplitude. It is precisely these fluctuations we are interested in, and we separate them
from the mean field writing

b̂ = λexp(iθ) + ∆b̂. (545)

The correlation function can be rewritten in terms of the field fluctuations. In the limit of Gaussian fluctuations we
may neglect third-order moments of the field fluctuations and the correlation function is [1369]

h0◦(τ) = 1 + 2
⟨:∆Q̂0◦(0)∆Q̂0◦(τ) :⟩

λ2 + ⟨∆b̂†∆b̂⟩
+ ξ(τ), (546)

where ∆Q̂0◦ ≡ (∆b̂+∆b̂†)/2 and ξ(τ) is the residual shot noise with the following correlation function

ξ(0)ξ(τ) =
Γ

16ηNs|⟨b̂⟩|2
exp(−Γτ), (547)
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where Γ is the BHD bandwidth. It is apparent from eq. (547) that once the conditioned field is normalized for a
fixed |⟨b̂⟩|2 then the shot noise, ξ(t), is determined by the detection bandwidth and the number of samples averaged.
Therefore one must average over many start “clicks" to obtain a good signal to noise ratio.

The spectrum of squeezing is the cosine transform of the normalized correlation function,

S(θ, ν) = 4F

∫ ∞

0

dτ cos(2πντ)[hθ(τ)− 1], (548)

where F = 2κ⟨b̂†b̂⟩ is the photon flux into the correlator and hθ(τ) is the average of hθ(τ) with respect to ξ(τ). This
average is independent of the fraction of light, 1− r, sent to the BHD.

The wave-particle correlator so defined has two practical advantages over a standard squeezing measurement. First,
the fluctuations in time reveal the entire spectrum of squeezing up to a frequency set by the detector bandwidth. The
second is that the BHD efficiency only enters through the residual shot noise in eq. (546). This shot noise can be
made to vanish by averaging over many trigger starts, which implies that the spectrum of squeezing is not degraded
by imperfect detector efficiencies and propagation errors which beset the standard squeezing measurement.

Here we revisit our discussion in sec. I C 3, where we saw how spontaneous dressed-state polarization in the open JC
model driven on resonance can be treated by expanding the solution of the master equation as a generalized sum over
quantum trajectories, a term coined in 1991 by Alsing and Carmichael in [1372] to describe a formalism ”related to
the theory of continuous quantum measurement" [455]. We are only interested in those unravelings which correspond
directly to an experimental measurement. Such a measurement probes the system by opening channels between the
system and the environment. Excitations into these channels are represented by the following super-operator:

Siρ̂ = k̂(ŝi, ŝi
†)ρ̂k̂†(ŝi, ŝi

†), (549)

where k̂ is a function of the creation and annihilation operators, ŝ†i and ŝi, for the ith system operator coupled to the
environment. The probability for the system to decay through one of these channels depends on the occupation of
that particular mode,

Pi = Tr(Si ρ̂) dt. (550)

Quantum trajectories also provide a picture of what is happening to the system between measurements. Equation (549)
describes how measurements are performed on the system. To see what happens between measurements, subtract
eq. (549) from the RHS of the Lindblad master equation governing the unconditional dynamical evolution, Lρ:

(L −
∑
i

Si)ρ̂ =
1

iℏ
(Ĥsysρ̂− ρ̂Ĥ†

sys) (551)

If we assume that the system state is initially pure, then eqs. (549) and (551) guarantee that the conditional density
operator can be written in the factorized form ρ = |ψ⟩⟨ψ|. Therefore eq. (551) implies that a propagator exists for
the system wavefunction between measurements. This propagator is a modified, non-unitary, Hamiltonian with a real
and imaginary part, Ĥsys = ĤR + iĤI , where ĤR and ĤI are Hermitian. Below we present the quantum trajectory
algorithm which propagates the system wavefunction forward in time.

1. Choose an initial state for the system.
2. Calculate the probability for the system to decay through each of the output channels defined from eq. (550).

Pi = ⟨k̂†(ŝi)k̂(ŝi)⟩dt (552)

3. Associate a uniformly distributed random number between 0 and 0 with each loss channel in step 2. If the
emission probability along the ith channel is greater than its corresponding random number then collapse the system
wavefunction,

|ψ(t+ dt)⟩ = k̂(ŝi)|ψ(t)⟩ (553)

In the unlikely event of multiple collapses, choose only one collapse via another random number.
4. If the probability for loss through each channel is less than the corresponding random numbers, then propagate

the system wavefunction with the effective Hamiltonian from eq. (551),

|ψ(t+ dt)⟩ =
(
1− Ĥsys

iℏ
dt

)
|ψ(t)⟩ (554)
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5. Normalize the system wavefunction and repeat from step 2.
These steps form the basis for the generation of quantum trajectories. A master equation for the reduced density
operator ρ̂ for the case of N -atoms identically coupled to a single cavity mode reads [see also eq. (520) in sec. II F]

˙̂ρ ≡ Lρ̂ = E [â† − â, ρ̂] + g[â†Ĵ− − âĴ+, ρ̂] + κ(2âρ̂â† − â†âρ̂− ρ̂â†â) + γ/2

N∑
j=1

(2σ̂j−ρ̂σ̂
j
+ − σ̂j+σ̂j−ρ̂− ρ̂σ̂j+σ̂j−), (555)

where Ĵ± =
∑
j σ

j
± are the collective raising and lowering operators for the atoms. In order to unravel eq. (555) with

the wave-particle correlator we need first to add the BHD to the system. The BHD consists of a local oscillator which
is modeled by a driven, single mode coherent field. We write the master equation for the system plus local oscillator
mode as [1370]

˙̂ρ =E [â† − â, ρ̂] + g[â†Ĵ− − âĴ+, ρ̂] + κ(2âρ̂â† − â†âρ̂− ρ̂â†â) + κLO(2ĉρ̂ĉ
† − ĉ†ĉρ̂− ρ̂ĉ†ĉ) + κLOχ[ĉ

† − ĉ, ρ̂]

+ γ/2

N∑
j=1

(2σ̂j−ρ̂σ̂
j
+ − σ̂j+σ̂j−ρ̂− ρ̂σ̂j+σ̂j−),

(556)

where ĉ† and ĉ represent the raising and lowering operators for the local oscillator mode. The coherent field occupies a
mode whose strength we denote by χ. Under a BHD scheme the beam splitter combines the signal and local oscillator
fields equally (R = 1/2), as in fig. 63 (left), to give the following total measured fields at photodetectors 1 and 2:

ÊBHD1,2 = ±i√κLOĉ+
√
κ(1− r)â (557)

while the measured field at the photon counting detector gives

Êcount =
√
2κrâ. (558)

We assume that the signal mode does not affect the local oscillator mode. This implies that the density matrix
separates into a piece which corresponds to the cavity QED system and a piece which corresponds to the local
oscillator,

ρ̂ = ρ̂s|χ⟩⟨χ|. (559)

We then define the local oscillator flux in terms of the strength of the local oscillator mode and its cavity decay rate:

f = κLO|χ|2. (560)

From the action of the various super-operators we construct the master equation terms which correspond to eqs. (557)–
(558) and spontaneous emission events:

SBHD1,2 ρ̂s = (±
√
feiθ +

√
2κ(1− r)â)× ρ̂s(±

√
fe−iθ +

√
2κ(1− r)â†), (561)

Scountρ̂s = 2κrâρ̂sâ
†, (562)

Sspontρ̂s = γσ̂−ρ̂sσ̂+. (563)

After subtracting eqs. (561)-(563) from eq. (556), we arrive at an expression which corresponds to eq. (551):

(L − SBHD1,2 − Scount − Sspont)ρ̂s =E [â† − â, ρ̂s] + g[â†Ŝ− − âŜ+, ρ̂s]− κ(â†âρ̂s + ρ̂sâ
†â)

− γ/2
N∑
j=1

(σ̂j+σ̂
j
−ρ̂s + ρ̂sσ̂

j
+σ̂

j
−)− fρ̂s.

(564)

Equation (564) provides us with a modified Hamiltonian which propagates the system’s wavefunction between mea-
surements, while eqs. (561) and (562) govern how “clicks" at the BHD and APD disrupt that evolution. There are
two types of detections, not including spontaneous emissions, which occur under the conditional BHD measurement.
The first comes from eq. (562) which corresponds to detections at the APD. These collapses occur with a probability
of 2κr⟨â†â⟩dt and they produce a significant change in the wavefunction. The second type of collapse corresponds
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to the “clicks" at the BHD. The strength of the local oscillator tells us that there are many BHD “clicks" within a
time interval set by κ−1. Equation (553) shows that the effect of each of these “clicks" on the system wave function is
almost negligible. This implies that a straightforward trajectory simulation with the Monte-Carlo algorithm described
above in eqs. (552)-(554) will not provide an efficient method for modeling the wave-particle correlator. Instead we
may associate a photocurrent with the detections registered by the BHD. The superposition of the cavity field with
the local oscillator field in eq. (557) implies that the BHD photocurrent and the system wavefunction evolution are
not independent. With the principles outlined in secs. 8.4, 9.2, and 9.4 of [1373] we combine eqs. (561)-(564) to simul-
taneously calculate this photocurrent from the BHD setup and then evolve a corresponding stochastic Schrödinger
equation forward in time. This analysis leads to the following expressions for the difference in photocurrents between
photodetectors 1 and 2 in fig. 63, and wavefunction propagation between photodetections at the APD and spontaneous
emissions out the sides of the cavity:

di = −Γ(i dt−
√
8κ(1− r)⟨âθ⟩cdt+ dWt) (565)

d|ψ̄⟩c =
[
Hsys

iℏ
dt+

√
2κ(1− r)âexp(−iθ)(

√
8κ(1− r)⟨âθ⟩cdt+ dWt)

]
|ψ̄⟩c, (566)

where Γ is the BHD bandwidth and dWt is the same Wiener noise increment in both equations.
This BHD difference current, i(t), along with a set of start times {tj}, form a stochastic measurement record. The

source quasimode â is in a quantum state |ψREC(t)⟩ conditioned on the past record. We simulate eqs. (565)-(566) on
a computer. By sampling an ongoing realization of i(t) for many “start” times (APD detections realized concurrently)
we may calculate the following averaged photocurrent,

H(τ) = 1

Ns

Ns∑
j=1

i(tj + τ). (567)

A connection exists between the averaged photocurrent and the wave-particle correlation function [1371]. In the limit
of large bandwidth this connection reads

hθ(τ) =
H(τ)

|⟨â⟩|
√
8κ(1− r)

. (568)

The dual nature of the measurement process provides one of the many strengths of the conditional field measurement.
It allows the use of quantum trajectory theory to unravel the master equation in two distinct ways. A numerical
simulation of eqs. (565)-(566) reproduces the experimental results for the averaged photocurrent. We can understand
some of the mechanisms which lead to this averaged result by simulating the algorithm described in eqs. (552)-(554)
and replacing eq. (554) with eq. (566). Setting r ≈ 1 reduces the conditional homodyne simulation to a cleaner
photocounting simulation. This leads to an understanding of the dynamical processes which create the spectrum
of squeezing. Figure 63 (right frames) shows the equivalence of the third-order correlation function h0o(τ) and the
spectrum of squeezing for a cavity QED system in the strong-coupling regime. The spectrum of squeezing has also
been calculated via the quantum regression formula. A large positive peak in the spectrum of squeezing appears at
zero frequency when one increases the strength of the driving field to the case when there is about one tenth of a
photon in the cavity and two atoms interacting with the mode. Spontaneous emission degrades the squeezing signal
due to the fact that the average value of the conditioned field is much larger than the steady-state field, a process
visualized by the quantum trajectories of [1370].

Denisov, Castro-Beltran and Carmichael explored the time-reversal properties of the particle-wave correlations.
They found that while the particle-particle correlation function is necessarily time symmetric, the wave-particle corre-
lation function may be time asymmetric for non-Gaussian fluctuations. This time asymmetry indicates a breakdown
of detailed balance [457, 1374].

III. CIRCUIT QED

In the late 1990s, artificial atoms based on Josephson junctions were proposed as candidates for the realization
of a quantum bit and its scalable extensions, following the proposal of a macroscopic order parameter – related to
the density and common phase of Bose-condensed Cooper pairs of electrons – some ten years earlier [1375]. Central
to the idea was the expectation that the relevant subspace would comprise the ground and first excited states of
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this artificial atom, while the sufficient anharmonicity of the energy spectrum would prevent leakage of the encoded
information out of the relevant subspace, facilitating control at a quantum level. This proposal was soon followed
by the experimental demonstration of quantum coherence in a superconducting qubit in 1999 by Y. Nakamura and
coworkers, then at NEC in Tokyo. With this significant accomplishment, it was only a matter of time for the branch of
quantum electrodynamics based on superconducting qubits to gain greater popularity. A perspective offered in [1376]
about a decade later, evidenced the rapid development of the emergent field, poised to explore the “limits of coherence”
in solid-state implementations of quantum systems, while the coherence time of superconducting qubits had increased
by a factor of almost a thousand at the time of writing. Remarkable developments in control and measurement
techniques, connectivity, qubit architecture, and coherence performance have been comprehensively summarized in
the recent review of [1377], focusing on the performance of small-scale quantum processors based on superconducting
qubits.

In this section, we reinstate ℏ in keeping with the relevant literature. In doing so, we emphasize the distinction
between eigen-energies and operating frequencies (typically in the GHz range). We will now briefly demonstrate how
to quantize circuits built from superconducting elements, and obtain the basic Hamiltonians used to assess quantum
fluctuations in circuit QED; see also [1378].

A. From the Cooper pair box to the transmon qubit: the generalized JC model

The first realization of an “island” hosting a coherent superposition of charge states differing by a pair of electrons,
the Cooper pair, was demonstrated in 1998 [1379]. Measurements of individual Cooper pairs were performed via
coupling to a single electron transistor. Shortly afterwards, quantum oscillations were observed in a single voltage-
biased Cooper pair box, as a result of the superposition between two charge states [1380]. The mesoscopic island is
connected to a large superconducting reservoir via a Josephson junction with energy EJ and capacitance CJ . The
energy EJ = Φ0Ic/(2π), with Φ0 = h/(2e) the magnetic flux quantum, depends on the superconducting energy gap
via the critical supercurrent Ic flowing through the junction [1381].

Replacing the singe Josephson junction by a SQUID (Superconducting Quantum Interference Device) configuration
makes the effective Josephson energy EJ tunable by an external magnetic field as EJ = EJ0| cos(πΦ/Φ0)|, where Φ is
the external magnetic flux through the area formed by a pair of Josephson junctions [1156]. The CPB is also connected
to a gate capacitor (Cg), which is in turn directly linked to a gate voltage Vg inducing charge on its electrode. Hence,
by modifying the flux Φ in the loop formed by the pair of junctions alongside the gate voltage Vg, we can gain control
over the effective fields acting on the qubit. The total box capacitance reads CΣ = CJ + Cg. If the energy gain for
two electrons associated with the formation of a Cooper pair is larger than both the charging energy Ec = e2/(2CΣ)
and thermal energy, we can use the number of Cooper pairs on the island, N , to form a basis for the Hamiltonian
describing the coherent dynamical evolution [1156, 1382],

ĤQ = 4Ec
∑
N

[
(N − ng)2 |N⟩ ⟨N | −

EJ
2

(|N + 1⟩ ⟨N |+H.c.)

]
= 4EC(n̂− ng)2 − EJ cos ϕ̂, (569)

with ng = CgVg/(2e) + Qr/(2e) a control parameter representing the gate charge injected into the island by the
voltage source (where we have taken into account an offset charge Qr induced by the environment). In eq. (569),
n̂ and ϕ̂ are the new conjugate operators, denoting the number of Cooper pairs transferred to and from the island
and the gauge-invariant phase difference across the junction, with n̂ = −i∂/∂ϕ̂, satisfying the commutation relation
[ϕ̂, n̂] = i.

Based on (569) we can now recast the corresponding stationary Schrödinger equation in the phase basis:[
4EC

(
−i d
dϕ
− ng

)2

− EJ cosϕ
]
ψ(ϕ) = Eψ(ϕ), (570)

with the periodic boundary condition ψ(ϕ) = ψ(ϕ+ 2π). Equation (570) takes the form of a Mathieu equation with
the substitution g(x) = e2ingxψ(2x), yielding

d2g(x)

dx2
+

(
E

EC
+
EJ
EC

cos(2x)

)
g(x) = 0, (571)

which admits the well-known Mathieu solutions, depending on the ratio EJ/EC and the offset charge ng (for a more
detailed discussion see Appendix B of [1382]).
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We now move to the limiting case of a charge qubit, where only the charge degree of freedom is relevant. For
4EC ≫ EJ and 0 ≤ ng ≤ 1 we can restrict our description to a pair of adjacent charge states, reducing the
Hamiltonian of eq. (569) to a 2× 2 matrix

Ĥr
Q = −2EC(1− 2ng)ˆ̃σz −

1

2
EJ ˆ̃σx, (572)

mapping the CPB to a pseudospin-1/2 particle with effective fields along the x and z axis. Transforming now to a
basis in which Ĥr

Q is diagonal, we obtain the eigenvalues λ1,2 = ±(1/2)ℏΩcq, with

ℏΩcq =
√
E2
J + [4EC(1− 2ng)]2 (573)

the energy splitting for the qubit in the new representation. The operators transform according to the relation[
ˆ̃σx
ˆ̃σz

]
=

[
cos θ sin θ

− sin θ cos θ

][
σ̂x
σ̂z

]
, (574)

where θ = arctan{EJ/[4EC(1 − 2ng)]}. The interaction with the microwave field is taken into account with a term
of the form ℏg ˆ̃σz(â+ â†), where g is the coupling strength with an expression depending upon the circuit design and
the type of coupling, capacitive or inductive [1383].

A similar procedure is followed for the flux qubit, comprising a superconducting loop interrupted by a number of
Josephson junctions, responsible for creating an effective potential energy profile. In this setup, Cooper pairs flow
continuously through the loop, in contrast to the charge qubit where individual pairs are tunneling across the junction.
The fact that the wavefunction must be a single-valued function along a loop requires an integer number of flux quanta
that are allowed to penetrate the superconducting ring. As the persistent external bias produces a steady flux through
the loop, clockwise and counter-clockwise currents are developed to counteract the non-integer number of flux quanta.
Allowing also for tunneling between the two stable solutions (indicated by the minima of the potential energy) we
arrive at the Hamiltonian (see also [1384] for the demonstration of coherent dynamics)

ˆ̃Hfq =
1

2
εB ˆ̃σz +

1

2
ℏ∆ˆ̃σx, (575)

where εB = 2IpΦ0(ϕp − 1/2) is the magnetic energy of the qubit, with Ip the persistent current and ϕp = Φ/Φ0

the magnetic frustration, and ∆ is the tunneling rate between the two minima. Diagonalizing (575) we obtain
Ĥfq = (1/2)ℏωfqσ̂z, with ℏΩfq =

√
4(ϕp − 1/2)2I2pΦ

2
0 + ℏ2∆2. A simple intuitive correspondence between the circuit

Hamiltonian of a Josephson-junction flux qubit coupled to an LC oscillator, and the quantum Rabi Hamiltonian has
been established in [1385].

1. Engineering the coupling strength

The demonstrated coherence based on the Josephson effect, led subsequently to the incorporation of a Cooper pair
box (CPB), comprising an island with a macroscopic number of conduction electrons, into a microwave resonator,
giving birth to the field of circuit QED. Keeping the notation introduced for the artificial two-level atom in the charge
regime, we now include the interaction with the microwave cavity mode, to obtain the Hamiltonian [1156] (in the
transformed qubit frame)

H = ℏωrâ†â+
1

2
ℏΩcqσ̂z − 2e

Cg
CΣ

√
ℏωr
2Cr

(â+ â†)[1− 2ng − cos θσ̂z + sin θσ̂x], (576)

where Cr is the capacitance of the resonator. For ng = 1/2 (and analogously for ϕp = 1/2 in a charge qubit), called
the degeneracy point, leading to θ = π/2, the Hamiltonian of eq. (576) in the RWA assumes the JC form [see eq. (8)]
for a transverse coupling with strength

g =
βe

ℏ

√
ℏωr
2Cr

, (577)

in which β ≡ Cg/CΣ. Therefore, the voltage biased CPB as well as the flux qubit inside a microwave resonator can
be mapped to the problem of a two-level atom inside a cavity discussed in the previous section. We note here that
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suitably designed circuits supporting a strong longitudinal coupling term to the microwave field have nowadays become
increasingly interesting for fast quantum non-demolition qubit readout as well as for the generation of nonclassical
states in the resonator (see [1383] and references therein). For an experimentally realistic coupling of β ∼ 0.1, owing to
a highly polarizable artificial “atom”, the CPB heralded a vacuum Rabi splitting three orders of magnitude larger than
the corresponding atomic microwave experiments of cavity QED [35, 1156, 1386]. With a particular scheme coupling
the artificial atom to the magnetic field of the resonator, the coupling strength can be shown to be proportional
to the inverse square root of the fine-structure constant, and, consequently, significantly enhanced [1387]. What
remained to be addressed was the issue of decoherence. Experiments had already shown that a simple adjustment of
the quantum circuit design led to significantly larger dephasing times (see [1388] for an overview of the field in 2003).
The dependence of the dephasing time T2 on gate charge suggested that low frequency fluctuations were the main
source of dephasing away from the degeneracy point ng = 1/2 [1389].

2. Mitigating dispersion and decoherence

The decisive step towards that direction was taken in 2007 with the introduction of the transmon qubit, comprising
two superconducting islands coupled via two Josephson junctions, to allow for the tuning of the Josephson energy,
but isolated from the rest of the system [1382]. The transmon qubit is very closely related to the CPB, but operates
in a significantly larger ratio of EJ/EC . The transmon emerged as an ideal candidate for mitigating charge noise
and increasing the qubit-photon strength, while still retaining the amount of aharmonicity required for quantum
manipulations. While it mimics the architecture of a CPB, it is operated in the regime EJ ≫ EC . This is achieved
by means of an additional large capacitance CB between the two superconductors forming the Josephson junctions,
making the charging energy Ec = e2/(2CΣ) (with CΣ = CJ + CB + Cg) significantly smaller than the Josephson
energy. Smoothly increasing the ratio EJ/EC maps the CPB into the transmon. This is in contrast to the alternative
scalable design of the phase qubit operating in a regime of EJ ≫ EC [1390], with large-area Josephson junctions (the
Josephson energy scales proportionally with the area of the tunnel junction), with a “washboard potential” (where
the phases ϕ and ϕ+ 2π are distinct).

The sensitivity of the transmon to charge noise is related to the differential charge dispersion ∂Eij/∂ng, with Eij the
separation between the eigenenergies Ei and Ej . One can approximate the dependence of the eigenenergies Em(ng)
(m = 0, 1, 2 . . .) of the Mathieu equation (571) on the offset charge by a cosine term in the limit of large EJ/EC .
We can further show using WKB (Wentzel-Kramers-Brillouin) methods that the peak-to-peak value for the charge
dispersion follows the law

ϵm ≡ Em(ng = 1/2)− Em(ng = 0) ≃ (−1)mEC
24m+5

m!

2

π

(
EJ
2EC

)m
2 + 3

4

e−
√

8EJ/EC , (578)

an approximation bettering with increasing EJ/EC ≫ 1. The crucial term in this result is the presence of the
exponential decrease which will eventually dominate over the power law in the limit of very large EJ/EC . In that very
limit, the dispersion can be considered flat with respect to ng, with E1 −E0 ≡ E01 ∼

√
8EJEC , the so-called plasma

energy. The challenge presented here is the operation in a regime with significantly improved charge-noise sensitivity
with respect to the CPB, yet a sufficiently large anharmonicity, quantified by αr ≡ (E12−E01)/E01 ≈ −(8EJ/EC)−1/2.
In order to get a grasp of the physical picture we map the transmon to the charged quantum rotor with mass m and
charge q, moving in the presence of a homogeneous magnetic field, as depicted in fig. 64. The motion of the rotor
is restricted to the x − y plane, perpendicular to the magnetic field, and with the homogeneous gravitational field
pointing at the x-direction. The corresponding potential energy acquires a term proportional to cosϕ, with the
angle ϕ identified as the phase difference across the Josephson junction. On the other hand, the angular momentum,
pointing towards the z-axis, is expressed as L̂z = −iℏ ∂/∂ϕ̂, playing the role of the qubit pair number operator n̂.
The Hamiltonian governing the rotor’s motion reads

Ĥrot =
L̂2
z

2ml2
−mgl cos ϕ̂. (579)

In addition to these interactions we represent the magnetic field by the vector potential (we omit the operator symbol
on top of the Cartesian co-ordinates) Â = (1/2)B0(−y, x, 0) giving rise to the canonical momentum P̂ = p̂ + qÂ,
thereby writing L̂z → L̂z − q(r × Â) · ẑ = L̂z − (1/2)qB0l

2. We can therefore identify ng with the term (1/2)qB0l
2.

The 2π periodicity of the eigenstates of (579) yields discrete values for the angular momentum, establishing the
mapping to the well-defined eigenvalues of the charge operator n̂ ↔ L̂z/ℏ. For the energies we identify EJ ↔ mgl
and EC ↔ ℏ2/(8ml2).
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FIG. 64. (a) Mechanical rotor analogy for the transmon. The transmon Hamiltonian can be understood as a charged quantum
rotor in a constant magnetic field ∼ ng. For large EJ/EC , there is a significant “gravitational” pull on the pendulum and
the system typically remains in the vicinity of φ = 0. Only tunneling events between adjacent cosine wells (i.e., a full 2π
rotor movement) will acquire an Aharonov-Bohm like phase due to ng. The tunneling probability decreases exponentially with
EJ/EC , explaining the exponential decrease of the charge dispersion. (b) Cosine potential (black solid line) with corresponding
eigenenergies and squared moduli of the eigenfunctions. Reproduced with permission from the APS.

In the regime EJ/EC ≫ 1 the gravitational potential energy dominates, favoring small oscillations about ϕ = 0.
Neglecting then the periodic boundary condition we can eliminate ng via a gauge transformation, we expand the cosϕ
term up to the fourth order to yield the potential energy −EJ + EJϕ

2/2− EJϕ4/24, and recast Hrot to the form

ĤD =
√
8EJEC (b̂†b̂+ 1/2)− EJ − (EJ/12)(b̂

† + b̂)4. (580)

With this perturbative expansion the phase variable ϕ becomes non-compact and the Hamiltonian is mapped to that
of a Duffing oscillator [1391]. On the other hand, the periodic boundary condition ψ(ϕ + 2π) = ψ(ϕ) has a physical
meaning, as it is associated with instanton tunneling events through the cosine potential barrier. The offset charge
ng is associated to a rare 2π rotation of the rotor, which brings us to the nonvanishing charge dispersion since it is
associated with the Aharonov-Bohm effect via the characteristic role of the vector potential in quantum mechanics.

The transmon has been incorporated to a superconducting transmission line, coupled with a resonant mode with
an antinode at the center of the resonator. For a resonator capacitance Cr ≫ CΣ, we can write the Hamiltonian of
the coupled system in the basis of the uncoupled transmon states |l⟩ as

Ĥ = ℏ
∑
m

ωn |m⟩ ⟨m|+ ℏωrâ†â+ ℏ
∑
l,m

glm |l⟩ ⟨m| (â+ â†), (581)

with coupling constants

ℏglm ≡ 2eβ

√
ℏωr
2Cr
⟨l|n̂|m⟩ , (582)

where the number operator n̂ assumes the asymptotic bosonic form n̂ = −(i/
√
2)[EJ/(8Ec)]

1/4(b̂ − b̂†). In the limit
EJ/EC →∞, we can write for the matrix elements of the number operator

| ⟨m+ k|n̂|m⟩ | ≈
√
m+ 1

2

(
EJ
8EC

)
δk1. (583)

Eliminating now the fast-rotating terms, we arrive at the generalized JC Hamiltonian,

ĤGJC = ℏ
∑
m

ωn |m⟩ ⟨m|+ ℏωrâ†â+

[
ℏ
∑
m

gm,m+1 |m⟩ ⟨m+ 1| â† +H.c.

]
. (584)

The coupling energies gmn grow with increasing an already large EJ/EC , allowing for utilizing the transmon as
an actual qubit. The transmon can be interpreted as a harmonic oscillator in the charge basis, with its quadratic
potential centered at ng. Despite the displacement of ng, the frequency of the harmonic oscillator remains unaltered,
mitigating any possible dephasing. On the other hand, driving the transmon on resonance induces transitions between
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FIG. 65. (a) The
√
n spectrum of the extended resonant JC oscillator. All levels are shown to scale in the left part of the

diagram: black lines represent the levels |n,±⟩ ≃ (|n, 0⟩ ± |n− 1, 1⟩)/
√
2 with only small contributions from higher transmon

states (for j > 1); grey lines represent the levels with large contributions from higher transmon states. In the right part of
the diagram, the

√
n scaling of the splitting between the |n,±⟩ states is exaggerated for clarity, and the transitions observed

in plots (b)-(e) are indicated at the x-coordinate, En±/(nℏ) of their n-photon transition frequency from the ground state.
(b) Measured intensity (A2, heterodyne amplitude squared) in color scale as a function of drive frequency and power. The
multiphoton transitions shown in (a) are observed at their calculated positions. (c)-(e) Examples of cuts for constant power,
at the values indicated in (b) (results from the master equation (587) in black; experimental results in red), demonstrating
excellent agreement between theory and experiment, which is reinforced in the enlarged insets. Good agreement is found over
the full range in drive power for a single set of parameters (Source: Fig. 3 of [1392]). Reproduced with permission from Springer
Nature.

the different oscillator states, leading to a highly polarizable configuration that remains moderately anharmonic. Like
the CPB, the transmon is typically operated in the dispersive regime (|E01 −Er| ≫ ℏg01, |E01(1 +αr)−Er| ≫ ℏg01)
for qubit readout and control. Taking into account virtual transitions through the various transmon states with a
canonical transformation, similar to the Schrieffer-Wolff/polaron transformation (19), the effective Hamiltonian in the
linear dispersive regime reads

Ĥdisp,l = ℏ[(ω01 + χ01) |1⟩ ⟨1|+ â†â(ωr − χ01 |0⟩ ⟨0|+ χ01 |1⟩ ⟨1| − χ12 |1⟩ ⟨1|)], (585)
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which can be rewritten as

Ĥdisp,l =
1

2
ℏω′

01 σ̂z + ℏ(ω′
r + χσ̂z)â

†â, (586)

where the “qubit” and resonator frequencies (ω01 and ωr respectively) are renormalized by the partial dispersive shifts
χij = g2ij/(ωij − ωr), with ωij = ωj − ωi = Eij/ℏ, as ω′

01 = ω01 + χ01 and ω′
r = ωr − χ12/2, while χ = χ01 − χ12/2.

Introducing a coherent classical drive with amplitude η at frequency ωd, see eq. (100), we write ĤGJC,d = ĤGJC +
η(e−iωdtâ† + eiωdtâ), such that the Markovian master equation for the transmon reads [1392]

dρ̂

dt
=

1

iℏ
[ĤGJC,d, ρ̂] + 2κD[â]ρ̂+ γD

[∑
m

αm |m⟩ ⟨m+ 1|
]
ρ̂+ γϕD

[∑
m

βm |m⟩ ⟨m|
]
ρ̂, (587)

where D[Â] is the standard Lindblad super-operator D[Â] ≡ (1/2)([Âρ̂, Â†] + [Â, ρ̂Â†]). In the ultrastrong coupling
regime (see sec. III A 1), the form of eq. (587) becomes inappropriate, as one cannot consider two reservoirs coupled
to the qubit and cavity independently to produce additive dissipation terms. Instead, the derivation of the master
equation must now take into consideration the qubit-resonator coupling, recasting the description into the dressed-
state picture [1393].

B. The (generalized) JC nonlinearity and spectrum revisited in the light of circuit QED

The rapid advancement of well-controlled mesoscopic vibrational systems reappraised the role of quantum fluctua-
tions in the dynamical response of nonlinear oscillators (for an extensive coverage see [1394]), of which the JC model
occupies a prominent position. Let us return at this point to the JC spectrum, for a two-level system with resonance
frequency ωq coupled to a cavity with resonance frequency ωr = ωq with the excited-state doublets (14). On resonance
(ωr = ωq = ω0) the excited-state doublets take the form

|ψn+⟩ =
1√
2
(|+⟩ |n⟩+ i |−⟩ |n+ 1⟩),

|ψn−⟩ =
1√
2
(|+⟩ |n⟩ − i |−⟩ |n+ 1⟩),

(588)

with corresponding resonant energies

En+ =

(
n+

1

2

)
ℏω0 +

√
n+ 1ℏg,

En− =

(
n+

1

2

)
ℏω0 −

√
n+ 1ℏg,

(589)

and EG = −(1/2)ℏω0 the ground state energy. For high levels of excitation, the detunings between a driving field,
which is resonant with the uncoupled atom and cavity mode, are given by ±(√n −

√
n− 1)g ≃ ±g/(2√n) and

±(√n +
√
n− 1)g ≃ ±2g√n. This brings into play a detuning which depends on the level of excitation, whose

importance depends on the strength of the coupling relative to the dissipation (see fig. 1 of [1372]). For strong
coupling, this mechanism forms the basis of the dispersive transition producing high excitation along alternate near-
resonant paths with increasing drive strength [see sec. 2 of [1372] and eq. (24) of [331]]. It is also the mechanism
lying behind the photon blockade effect [85, 434, 447, 1028].

We now consider a coherently-driven resonant cavity mode with a driving field of amplitude εd tuned to the
frequency of the lower Rabi resonance rather than at the cavity resonance frequency ωr. Assuming that the drive
strength is not too large, we can consider an effective two-level system comprising the ground state |G⟩ = |−⟩ |0⟩ and
the excited state |ψ1−⟩ = |−⟩ |1⟩, making the approximation

√
2(iâ, σ̂−)→ Σ̂− ≡ |G⟩ ⟨ψ1−| ,√

2(−iâ†, σ̂+)→ Σ̂+ ≡ |ψ1−⟩ ⟨G| ,
(590)

modifying the master equation (587) to the one we find in resonance fluorescence [442]

dρ̂

dt
= −i

[(
1

2
ω0 − g

)
Σ̂+Σ̂− −

1

2
ω0Σ̂−Σ̂+, ρ̂

]
+

η√
2

[
e−i(ω0−g)tΣ̂+ − ei(ω0−g)tΣ̂−, ρ̂

]
+

1

2
[κ+ (γ + γϕ)/2]

(
2Σ̂−ρ̂Σ̂+ − Σ̂+Σ̂−ρ̂− ρ̂Σ̂+Σ̂−

)
.

(591)
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We denote by ∆ = ω0 − g − ωd the detuning between the drive frequency and the lower vacuum Rabi resonance
frequency, as in [1392]. In the two-level subspace, the system evolution can be described by the semiclassical Bloch
oscillations for the three components of the reduced system density matrix ρ̂ = (1 + xΣ̂x + yΣ̂y + zΣ̂z)/2 [with
Σ̂x = (1/2)(Σ̂+ + Σ̂−), Σ̂y = [1/(2i)](Σ̂+ − Σ̂−) and Σ̂z = 2Σ̂+Σ̂− − 1],

ẋ = −x/T ′
2 −∆y,

ẏ = ∆x− y/T ′
2 − Ωz,

ż = Ωy − (z + 1)/T ′
1,

(592)

where Ω =
√
2εd is the effective drive strength, and T ′

1 = (κ + γ/2)−1, T ′
2 = {[γ + 2(γϕ + κ)]/4}−1 are the effective

relaxation and dephasing times. The steady-state solution of the system (592) yields the heterodyne amplitude

A = 2V0 |⟨a⟩| =
V0T

′
2Ω
√

(∆2T ′
2
2 + 1)/2

∆2T ′
2
2 + T ′

1T
′
2Ω

2 + 1
. (593)

The above expression predicts a crossover from the linear regime of low drive strengths, with a Lorentzian response,
to the regime where the nonlinearity is responsible for the splitting of the main peak for stronger driving, occurring
at Ω2 = T ′

1T
′
2. The separation of the two emerging peaks scales as 2T ′

2
−1√

T ′
1T

′
2Ω

2 − 1. This behavior compares well
to the experiment for moderate drive strengths [1392], yet fails to account for the developing asymmetry due to the
occupation of higher levels in the extended JC ladder. The corresponding detunings with respect to the “dressed”
states are not equal the lower vacuum Rabi resonance. For such an effective two-level system the effects of dynamic
Stark splitting have been investigated by producing the optical spectrum, which demonstrated an asymmetric Mollow
triplet varying with drive strength [442]. The quantum-trajectory approach captures the asymmetry due to the
unequal detuning from the state |2, L⟩ for transitions out of the “dressed” states, as well as due to the unequal matrix
elements between the states |ψ2−⟩ and |ψ1−⟩ for the operators â and σ̂−. The

√
n spectrum with the associated

multiphoton transitions, revealed by heterodyne detection, is depicted in fig. 65, where the full ladder is shown,
following a prior observation of the JC interaction in circuit QED involving states with up to two photons [1395].
Vacuum Rabi mode splitting with one, two, and three qubits evidenced the

√
N coupling in the Tavis-Cummings

Hamiltonian modelling the experiment of [1396]. A second-order effective JC Hamiltonian for the region close to a
spectroscopically-evidenced level anticrossing, under a coherent two-photon driving of the two-state atom is derived
using a Dyson-series approach and reveals the role of the symmetry in the qubit potential, establishing selection rules
similar to those governing electric dipole transitions [1397]. When probing the JC ladder with spin circuit QED,
additional transitions have been observed in the vacuum Rabi splitting spectrum due to the involvement of higher
excited states [1398].

The physical system considered in [348] consists of a superconducting qubit strongly coupled to a microwave
resonator mode. Working at the qubit degeneracy point, the Hamiltonian is given by

Ĥ =
ℏωq
2
σ̂z + ℏωâ†â− ℏgσ̂x(â+ â†), (594)

where ωq, ω here denote the qubit and cavity frequencies, and g stands for the coupling strength. Likewise, â(â†)
represent the annihilation(creation) operators of the photon field mode, while σ̂x = σ̂+ + σ̂− = |+⟩⟨−| + |−⟩⟨+|,
σ̂z = |+⟩⟨+| − |−⟩⟨−|, with |−⟩ , |+⟩ the ground and excited eigenstates of the two-state atom. In a typical circuit
QED implementation, this Hamiltonian can be simplified further by applying the RWA. If {|ω − ωq|, g} ≪ ω + ωq,
then it can be effectively approximated as

Ĥ =
ℏωq
2
σ̂z + ℏωâ†â− ℏg(σ̂+â+ σ̂−â

†), (595)

in direct correspondence to the JC Hamiltonian of quantum optics. In the proposal of [348], the two-state atom is
orthogonally driven by two classical fields. The Hamiltonian of the full system reads

Ĥ =
ℏωq
2
σ̂z + ℏωâ†â− ℏg(σ̂+â+ σ̂−â

†)− ℏΩ1(e
iω1tσ̂ + e−iω1tσ̂+)− ℏΩ2(e

iω2tσ̂− + e−iω2tσ̂+), (596)

where Ωj , ωj denote the amplitude and frequency of the j-th drive field. In order to obtain the expression of eq.
(596), we have implicitly assumed that the RWA applies not only to the atom-resonator interaction, but equally to
both drive terms. Next, we will write (596) in the reference frame rotating with the frequency of the first drive field,
ω1,

ĤL1 = ℏ
ωq − ω1

2
σ̂z + ℏ(ω − ω1)â

†â− ℏg(σ̂+â+ σ̂−â
†)− ℏΩ1(σ̂− + σ̂+)− ℏΩ2(e

i(ω2−ω1)tσ̂− + e−i(ω2−ω1)tσ̂+). (597)
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This allows us to transform the original first driving term into a time independent one ĤL1
0 = −ℏΩ1(σ̂−+ σ̂+), leaving

the excitation number unchanged. The authors of [348] assume this to be the most significant term and treat the
others perturbatively by going into the interaction picture with respect to ĤL1

0 , ĤI(t) = eiĤ
L1
0 t/ℏ(ĤL1−ĤL1

0 )e−iĤ
L1
0 t/ℏ.

Using the rotated spin basis |±̃⟩ = (|−⟩ ± |+⟩)/
√
2, we have

ĤI(t) = −ℏωq − ω1

2
(e−i2Ω1t|+̃⟩⟨−̃|+H.c.) + ℏ(ω − ω1)â

†â

− ℏg
2

({
|+̃⟩⟨+̃| − |+̃⟩⟨+̃|+ e−i2Ω1t|+̃⟩⟨−̃| − ei2Ω1t|−̃⟩⟨+̃|

}
â+H.c.

)
− ℏΩ2

2

({
|+̃⟩⟨+̃| − |+̃⟩⟨+̃| − e−i2Ω1t|+̃⟩⟨−̃| +ei2Ω1t|−̃⟩⟨+̃|

}
ei(ω2−ω1)t +H.c.

)
.

(598)

By tuning the parameters of the external driving fields as ω1 − ω2 = 2Ω1, we can choose the resonant terms in this
time-dependent Hamiltonian. Then, in case of having a relatively strong first driving, Ω1, we can approximate the
expression above by a time-independent effective Hamiltonian as

Ĥeff = ℏ(ω − ω1)â
†â+

ℏΩ2

2
σ̂z −

ℏg
2
σ̂x(â+ â†). (599)

We note the resemblance between the original Hamiltonian of eq. (594) and the effective Hamiltonian of (599). While
the value of the coupling g is fixed in eq. (599), we can still tailor the effective parameters by tuning the amplitude
and frequency of the coherent drive fields. If we can reach values such that Ω2 ∼ (ω−ω1) ∼ g/2, the dynamics of the
original system will simulate that of a two-state atom coupled to the resonator with a relative interaction strength
beyond the SC regime —ideally in the ultrastrong coupling (USC)/deep strong coupling regimes (DSC). The coupling
regime reproduced through the effective Hamiltonian (599) can be quantified by the ratio geff/ωeff , where geff ≡ g/2
and ωeff ≡ ω − ω1.

Coming now to superconducting flux qubits, the macroscopic nature of the persistent current states allows strong
coupling to the other elements of the circuit. Strong anharmonicity enables the separation of two lowest energy levels
from the rest of the ladder. In the setup of [474], the flux qubit is coupled to an LC oscillator via a tunable inductance
Lc. A tunable coupler is also employed, consisting of four parallel Josephson junctions. As a consequence of the
inductive coupling a flux qubit and the LC oscillator via Josephson junctions, circuits were realized with g/ωr > 1
and g/ωq ≫ 1, prompting ground-state-based entangled-pair generation. The Hamiltonian of the LC oscillator can
be written as Ĥo = ℏωo(â

†â+ 1/2), where ωo = 1/
√

(L0 + Lqc)C is the resonance frequency, L0 is the inductance of
the superconducting lead, Lqc(≃ Lc) is the inductance across the qubit and coupler, C is the capacitance, and â (â†)
are the usual annihilation (creation) operators. The freedom of choosing L0 for large zero-point fluctuations in the
current, Izpf , is one of the advantages of lumped-element LC oscillators over coplanar-waveguide resonators for the
experiment. In addition, a lumped-element LC oscillator has only one resonant mode. Such a setup readily realizes
the Rabi model —one of the simplest possible quantum models of qubit-oscillator systems —with no additional energy
levels lying in the range of interest.

The coupling Hamiltonian can be written as Ĥc = ℏgσ̂z(â + â†), where ℏg = MIpIzpf (where Ip is the maximum
persistent current in the flux qubit) is the coupling energy and M(≃ Lc) is the mutual inductance between the qubit
and the LC oscillator. Importantly, a Josephson-junction circuit is used as a large inductive coupler, which together
with the large Ip and Izpf allows us to achieve deep strong coupling. The total Hamiltonian of the circuit is then
given by

Ĥtotal = −
ℏ
2
(∆σ̂x + εσ̂z) + ℏωo(â

†â+
1

2
) + ℏgσ̂z(â+ â†). (600)

Nonlinearities in the coupler circuit lead to higher-order terms in (â + â†). The leading-order term can be written
as ∝ ℏg(â + â†)2 —the familiar A2 term. This contribution can be eliminated from Ĥtotal by means of a variable
transformation.

We will close out this discussion on the nonlinearity of radiation-matter interaction accessible to circuit QED
by a brief mention to the experiment of [1399], characterizing the subradiant decay of a two-qubit ensemble. We
summarize below some of the key findings reported therein, verifying the prediction on what Dicke termed single-
atom superradiance in 1954 [29]:
(i) The power emitted for two qubits prepared in their excited state is twice as large as in the single-qubit case. The
deviation from the average single-qubit level is stronger at initial times and recedes later on.
(ii) The two-qubit collective decay rate is initially smaller and then accelerates to exceed the single-qubit decay rate,
an effect attributed to the phase synchronization due to the interaction between the two emitters. This manifests
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the presence of entanglement in the only allowed decay channel formed between the state |ee⟩ and the “bright” state
|B⟩ ≡ (1/

√
2)(|eg⟩+ |ge⟩). Owing now to the correlations, the decay rate from |B⟩ to the ground state of the ensemble,

|gg⟩, is twice that of the single decay rate of the states |eg⟩ or |ge⟩.
(iii) Superradiant decay is not subject to a purely exponential law, as its rate is not always proportional to the
number of excitations in the system. We will explore interactions of the like in more detail when we reach the
section on waveguide QED. Finally, concerning the study of collective phenomena, the so-called no-go theorem for
the occurrence of criticality at equilibrium in the Dicke Hamiltonian of cavity QED was argued to also hold for the
microscopic description of circuit QED with a minimal coupling in [1028]. This demonstration followed as a response
to the claim, made in [1027], that a superradiant phase transition should be in principle possible in a circuit QED
system (as opposed to cavity QED) by tailoring the ratio EJ/EC .

parameter symbol 3D optical 3D microwave Blais [1156] Schoelkopf [1392] Martinis [1400] Yoshihara [474]
resonance/transition frequency ωr/2π, Ω/2π 350THz 51GHz 10GHz 6.3GHz 6.78GHz, 5.4GHz 5.71GHz, 0.44GHz

vacuum Rabi frequency g/π, g/ωr 220MHz, 3× 10−7 47 kHz, 1× 10−7 100MHz, 5× 10−3 347MHz, 2.75× 10−2 174MHz, 1.3× 10−2 15.26GHz, 1.34
transition dipole d/ea0 ∼ 1 1× 103 2× 104 ∼ 104 ∼ 104 ∼ 106 a

cavity lifetime 1/κ 10 ns 1ms 160 ns 530 ns 37 ns ∼ 100 ns

atom lifetime T1 ≡ 1/γ 61 ns 30ms 2µs 1.7µs 20µs ≤ T1 ≤ 40µs ∼ 600 ns

atom transit time ttransit ≥ 50µs 100µs ∞ ∞ ∞ ∞
critical atom number N0 = 2γκ/g2 6× 10−3 3× 10−6 ≤ 6× 10−5 ≤ 2× 10−6 ∼ 2× 10−5 ≤ 2× 10−8

critical photon number m0 = γ2/2g2 3× 10−4 3× 10−8 ≤ 1× 10−6 ≤ 1.5× 10−7 ∼ 7× 10−9 6× 10−10

# of vacuum Rabi flops nRabi = 2g/(κ+ γ) ∼ 10 ∼ 5 ∼ 102 8.8× 102 20 ≥ 6.5× 103

a magnetic dipole moment m/µB (where µB is the Bohr magneton)

TABLE IV. Key rates and QED parameters for optical [834] and microwave [1401] atomic systems using 3D cavities, compared
against one-dimensional superconducting circuits in the columns following the double vertical line, showing the possibility
for attaining the strong cavity QED limit (nRabi ≫ 1). The coupling strength over the resonance frequency takes the form
g/ω = (L/r)

√
2α/π, where α ≈ 1/137 is the fine-structure constant, L is the length and r is the transverse extent of the

microwave resonator [1376]. To maximize the coupling strength the atom must fill the transverse direction (L/r ∼ 1).

Let us now shift our focus to the dispersive regime of QED, which proves advantageous for quantum non-demolition
measurements [131, 132, 1156], see sec. I B 1. As shown in sec. I A, in the dispersive regime and after a polaron
transformation (19), the JC Hamiltonian can be recast in the form [1402, 1403]

Ĥdisp = ℏωcâ†â+
1

2
(ωc − ∆̂)σ̂z, (601)

where we have introduced a new operator (δ ≡ ωq − ωc)

∆̂ =
(
δ2 + 4g2N̂

)1/2
, (602)

depending on the operator of system excitations, N̂ = â†â + σ̂+σ̂−. For nsat,disp = [δ/(2g)]2 ≫ 1 we can expand
the square root in (602) in powers of N̂ . The first-order term yields the linear dispersive Hamiltonian with an ac
Stark shift (see e.g., eq. (12) of [1156], generalized to eq. (3.8) of [1382] for a transmon qubit). Keeping now the
second-order term, when the nonlinearity is not negligible, brings us to the dynamic behaviour of the quantum Duffing
oscillator, giving rise to a two-photon transition term ℏχ̃â† 2â2 in the Hamiltonian, where we have assumed that the
excitation of the qubit is negligible such that ⟨σ̂z⟩ ≈ σ̂z ≈ −1. As we saw in sec. IIA, nonlinearity manifests itself
as complex-amplitude bistability, evidenced by the solution of a nonlinear Fokker–Planck equation for the positive
P -representation (479). See also [1404] for a discussion on the dispersive optical bistability in the Duffing oscillator.
Following the predictions of [1156], the strong dispersive regime was accessed in the experiment of [135], where the
qubit transition energy was resolved into a separate spectral line for each photon number state of the microwave field.
The intensity of each line in the spectrum is a measure of the probability of finding the corresponding Fock state
in the cavity, without having to absorb the photon. Extending the well-known results from the theory of resonance
fluorescence and the dressing of the dressed states in cavity QED, a generalized JC Hamiltonian in its dispersive
limit with a coherent drive was employed to model the AC Stark effect and the Mollow triplet spectrum, measured
experimentally in the circuit QED setup of [1405].

For a cavity with a mean photon number n≫ nsat,disp, recent experiments reveal the importance of terms that do
not conserve the excitation number in the system Hamiltonian (the so-called non-RWA terms) allowing for resonances
occurring between ladders produced by RWA terms [1400]. This requires a modification of eq. (584) together with
the inclusion of charge-like states which are not bound by the Josephson cosine-potential term. Terms outside the
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RWA must also be retained to account for a Bloch-Siegert shift, visible when measuring the response of a flux qubit
embedded in the coplanar waveguide resonator. In the latter configuration, super-harmonic resonances occur for high
drive amplitudes at points where the ratio ωq/ωr is a natural number larger than unity [1406]. Some key rates and
parameters for circuit QED systems discussed in this section are presented in Table IV, compared against earlier
configurations employing 3D cavities. With these results in hand, we revisit the overarching topic of light-matter
interaction —extended to a continuum of modes inside a waveguide —in section V.

Operating in the strong dispersive regime has allowed the characterization of mechanical quantum states, recently
reported in [1407]. The parity of the prepared phonon Fock states is determined by means of spectroscopy and Ramsey
measurements.

C. Quantization in the ultrastrong coupling regime

In the ultrastrong light-matter interaction regime, the coupling between a system and its environment ought to
include counter-rotating terms, while it is important whether the coupling is mediated by an electric or a magnetic
field – capacitive or inductive circuits [1408]. For a semi-infinite transmission line coupled to a resonator where the
inductor is in series with a CPB, the system-environment coupling Hamiltonian contains a frequency-dependent bare
loss rate scaling as ∼ 1/|1− iζ(ω)|, where ζ(ω) = ωZTCc; ZT is the characteristic impedance of the transmission line
and Cc is the (modulated) contact capacitance. We focus on the general case of mixed linear coupling and consider
a circuit comprising a nonlinear network of degrees of freedom ϕ linearly coupled through a capacitor Cg and an
inductor Lg to a transmission line at one end – see fig. 1 of [1409]. Given that the network contains a nonlinear
potential in flux variables – as is the case in the presence of Josephson junctions – it is convenient to select the flux
variables as the set of position-like coordinates. The Lagrangian of this circuit can be written in terms of a discrete
set of flux variables describing the network, collected in the column vector ϕ, and a flux field Φ(x, t),

L =
1

2
ϕ̇
T
Aϕ̇− 1

2
ϕTB−1ϕ− V (ϕ) +

∫ L

0

dx

[
c

2
Φ̇(x, t)2 − 1

2l
(Φ′(x, t))2

]
+ Cg

(
Φ̇(0, t)2

2
− ϕ̇

T
aΦ̇(0, t)

)
− 1

Lg

(
Φ(0, t)2

2
− ϕT bΦ(0, t)

)
,

(603)

where A = Ã+ Cgaa
T and B−1 = B̃−1 + bbT /Lg. Here, Ã and B̃−1 are the capacitance and inductance submatrices

of the network, respectively, while a and b are coupling vectors to the network from the transmission line with finite
norm. No specific description of the network in terms of branch or node flux variables is assumed; nevertheless, the
network must be non-trivially connected to the common ground in order for current to circulate through Cg and Lg.
The limits Cg → 0 and Lg → ∞ disconnect the transmission line from the network at the position x = 0+. The
corresponding Euler-Lagrange equations of motion read:

cΦ̈(x, t) =
Φ′′(x, t)

l
, (604)

Φ′(0, t)

l
= Cg

(
Φ̈(0, t)− aT ϕ̈

)
+

1

Lg

(
Φ(0, t)− bTϕ

)
, (605)

Aϕ̈+ B−1ϕ = CgaΦ̈(0, t) +
1

Lg
bΦ(0, t)− ∂V (ϕ)

∂ϕ
. (606)

For simplicity we assume that the transmission line has finite length L. A textbook analysis would introduce a
normal-mode decomposition of the flux field in basis functions, as Φ(x, t) =

∑
nΦn(t)un(x). There is an issue in

this case, however, since the coupling with the network at the endpoint x = 0+ involves the second derivative with
respect to time of the flux field. Even if all the network variables were set to zero, we would still have a boundary
condition that involving the separation constant, according to eq. (605). Furthermore, setting the network variables
to zero would be inconsistent, since the transmission line is a source term in equation (606). To address the issue,
the authors of [1409] assume a separation constant that is dependent upon the boundary condition, by introducing
a length parameter α, the value of which is set by an optimization procedure; namely, they require that there be no
coupling amongst the transmission line modes in the Hamiltonian representation.
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Following this prescription, the field equations for the transmission line yield the homogeneous eigenvalue problem:

Φ̈n(t) = −ω2
nΦn(t), (607)

u′′n(x) = −k2nun(x), (608)

u′n(0) = −k2nαun(0) +
1

β
un(0), (609)

un(L) = 0, (610)

where ω2
n = k2n/lc, and the authors have assumed without loss of generality a short to ground boundary condition at

x = L. For fixed parameters α and β, the system of equations (608) – (610) defines a generalized eigenvalue problem;
the corresponding generalized eigenfunctions satisfy the following orthogonality conditions:

⟨un, um⟩α = c

(∫ L

0

dxun(x)um(x) + αun(0)um(0)

)
= Nαδnm, (611)

⟨un, um⟩1/β =
1

l

(∫ L

0

dxu′n(x)u
′
m(x) +

1

β
un(0)um(0)

)
= ω2

nNαδnm, (612)

where Nα is a normalization constant [F]. Expanding in this basis, we write the Hamiltonian derived from the
Lagrangian (603) as

H =
1

2
P TC−1P +

1

2
XTL−1X + V (ϕ), (613)

with the vector of fluxes

X =

(
ϕ

Φ

)
, (614)

and the conjugate charge variables to the fluxes, P = ∂L/∂X ≡ (qT ,QT )T . The inverse capacitance matrix is

C−1 =

A−1 +
C2

g |u|2

D A−1aaTA−1 Cg

D A−1auT

Cg

D uaTA−1 1
Nα

1 + 1
|u|2

(
1
D − 1

Nα

)
uuT

 ,

and the inverse inductance matrix reads

L−1 =

(
B−1 −buT /Lg

−ubT /Lg Nα(ω
2
n) + euuT

)
, (615)

with D = Nα + |u|2(d − C2
ga

TA−1a). In the above expressions, u ≡ (u0(0), u1(0), ...un(0), . . .)
T is the normalizable

coupling vector, and we define d ≡ Cg − cα and e ≡ 1/Lg − 1/βl; 1 is the identity matrix of infinite dimension and
(ω2
n) = diag(ω2

0 , ω
2
1 , ...) is the diagonal matrix of squared eigenfrequencies. The quantity uT

[
Nα1 + duuT

]−1
u =

1/Cg is finite unless Cg is zero.
We can now impose the requirement that there be no mode-mode coupling for the transmission line. We select the

parameters α and β to satisfy the equations D = Nα and e = 0, to remove the dependence from the couplings in the
diagonal elements.

α =
Cg(1− CgaTA−1a)

c
, (616)

β = Lg/l. (617)

The frequencies ωn are determined from the solution of the eigenvalue problem (608)– (610)) with the above specified
values for α and β. After this step is completed, we can write the final Hamiltonian as

H =
1

2
qT (A−1 +

C2
g

αc
A−1aaTA−1)q +

1

2
ϕTB−1ϕ+ V (ϕ) +

∑
n

Q2
n

2Nα
+
Nαω

2
nΦ

2
n

2

+
Cg
Nα

(qTA−1a)
∑
n

Qnun(0)−
1

Lg
(ϕT b)

∑
n

Φnun(0),

(618)
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where we have used the normalization |u|2 = Nα/(αc). The process of quantization is completed by promoting the con-
jugate variables to operators satisfying the commutation relation [X̂i, P̂j ] = iℏδij . The resulting quantized Hamiltonian
in terms of annihilation and creation operators, related to flux and charge variables by Φ̂n = i

√
ℏ/(2ωnNα)(ân − â†n)

and Q̂n =
√
ℏωnNα/2(ân + â†n),

Ĥ =
1

2
q̂T (A−1 +

C2
g

αc
A−1aaTA−1)q̂ +

1

2
ϕ̂
T
B−1ϕ̂+ V (ϕ̂) +

∑
n

ℏωnâ†nân

+ Cg

√
ℏ

2Nα
(q̂TA−1a)

∑
n

(ân + â†n)
√
ωnun(0)

− i

Lg

√
ℏ

2Nα
(ϕ̂

T
b)
∑
n

(ân − â†n)
un(0)√
ωn

.
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This Hamiltonian is as exact as the starting Lagrangian of eq. (603). From its form we deduce that the (capacitive)
coupling constants g̃n ∝

√
ωnun(0) do not grow without bound. It has further been proven in [1409] that the large

n behaviour of un(0) is 1/n, while ωn asymptotically grow as n. It then follows that g̃n ∼ n−1/2, whence there is
no need for the introduction of an ultraviolet cutoff extrinsic to the model of eq. (603). Instead, the correct choice
of modes to expand in has provided us with a natural length scale – intrinsic to the model – that corresponds to an
intrinsic ultraviolet cutoff (see also ch. 3 of [1410]). In the absence of any cutoff, the coupling rate to mode number
n scales as

√
n [gn = g0

√
2n+ 1] and leads to the divergences found in typical multimode extensions of the quantum

Rabi model. A renormalization of the bare atomic parameters on the basis of the above discussion, however, alleviates
the divergence of the Lamb shift [1411] (see also the effective Rabi model derived in [1184]).

In fact, the transition from the USC to the DSC regime presents its own intricacies. The experimentally obtained
(and numerically fitted via the quantum Rabi model with optimized parameters) spectrum of a circuit-QED sys-
tem undergoes multiple qualitative transformations in this intermediate regime, such that multiple coupling regimes
can be identified, each possessing its own unique spectral features. The different spectral transformations may be
associated with crossings between energy level differences as well as with changes in the symmetries of the energy
eigenstates [1412]. In the recent work of Ao and collaborators, the frequency ∆ of a flux qubit coupled to a λ/4
coplanar wavequide resonator is renormalized by the multiple modes, to define the relative Lamb shift (∆−∆0)/∆0

in the DSC regime as

∆ = ∆0 exp

−2
(
g1
ω1

)2 ∞∑
k=0

1

(2k + 1)
[
1 + (2k+1)2

n2
cutoff

]
 , (620)

where ncutoff ≡ ωcutoff/ω1. The natural cutoff frequency ωcutoff is the ratio of the characteristic impedance of the
waveguide and the linear inductance of the Josephson junction coupling the flux qubit to the waveguide resonator [1150,
1413]. The renormalization remains finite even in the case of the strong coupling to an infinite number of modes [1414].
For ncutoff ≫ 1, the sum in eq. (620) is approximated by 0.635+0.5 log ncutoff [1413]. The slow logarithmic dependence
of the sum, which is ∼ 1, entails that the Lamb shift does not vary appreciably as a function of ncutoff in comparison to
other parameters in the Hamiltonian. In a more general configuration, the ground-state energy shift of a single dipole
owing to its coupling to the electromagnetic vacuum in a confined geometry has been recently calculated in [1415].
The observable energy difference contains contributions accounting for the purely electrostatic corrections and the
genuine vacuum shifts from the transverse modes and the cavity mode.

D. Control and transfer of quantum information in circuit QED

The remarkable coherence properties of artificial atoms alongside strong coupling, discussed in sec. III A, enhance
the storage and transfer of quantum information. The concept of a quantum bus comprising a resonator coupled to
several entangled qubits, facilitated by dispersive quantum non-demolition readout, has been tied to the inception of
circuit QED (see [1416] and section VIII of [1156]). Current circuit QED implementations have also proved promising
for entanglement generation and quantum information transfer. The generation of entangled photon states in a
deterministic fashion across two spatially separated microwave resonators A and B was accomplished by manipulating
the photon states with a pair of superconducting phase qubits in [1417]. The realization of multiphoton entangled
states of a two-mode field, called N00N states:

|ψ⟩ = 1√
2
(|N⟩A |0⟩B + |0⟩A |N⟩B),



180

was used to benchmark the process. The two-resonator photon states are then characterized using bipartite Wigner
tomography —a special means to distinguish entanglement from an incoherent ensemble. Using the Josephson mixer
—a superconducting circuit parametrically coupling two resonators of different frequencies ωA and ωB via a pump
field of a frequency equal to their sum, ωA + ωB spatially separated two-mode squeezed states were realized in the
experiment of [1418].

The dynamical evolution of a QED system consisting of a two-state atom coupled by two-photon interactions to
two degenerate radiation field modes of an ideal resonator is discussed in [1419], with the radiation field initially
prepared in N00N and generalized related states. The evolution crucially depends on the parity of N (see also [1420]).
An effective perturbative Hamiltonian for a superconducting ∆-type qutrit (simplified to a Λ-type) coupled to two
microwave resonators in the dispersive regime has been derived in [1421] to model the generation of bipartite entangled
states, such as Bell and N00N states. The scheme takes advantage of the Stark shift in the qutrit transition frequency,
which depends on the number of excitations. Furthermore, for a circuit QED system described by the dispersive
Hamiltonian Ĥ/ℏ = −(χ/2)â†âσ̂z [see eqs. (506) and (601)] and subject to a large cavity displacement α0, a technique
called echoed conditional displacement allows for operations enacted in a duration of 1/(χα0) instead of 1/χ to protect
the quantum interference of cat states against decoherence [1422]. Single-step schemes for realizing quantum swap
gates and generating two-mode entangled coherent states in circuit QED are discussed in [1423].

In a recent setup, two cavities each containing a superconducting qubit have been coupled via a third supercon-
ducting qubit in a fashion precluding energy exchange between the qubit system and the cavities, as well as the
interaction between the two cavities mediated by the coupling qubit [1424]. Building upon the propagation of multi-
photon wavepackets and the generation of entanglement between stationary and travelling quantum states [see e.g.,
[1425]], a very recent experiment reports on the efficient deterministic entanglement of two remote transmon qubits
through a driven microwave two-photon transition [1426]. The properties of a quantum many-body localized (MBL)
phase, arising due to the interplay of interactions and strong disorder between superconducting qubits, have been ex-
perimentally assessed in [1427]. A tomographic reconstruction of single and two-qubit density matrices was employed
for the determination of spatial and temporal entanglement growth between the localized sites.

In circuit QED, it is possible to decouple the qubit from and the classical part of the cavity field, as has been
recently shown in [1428]. This effect has interesting consequences such as preventing the vacuum Rabi oscillations
from collapsing when a driven cavity is filled with photons, or accelerating dispersive qubit readout. It is feasible
thanks to the fact that the cavity and the qubit can be addressed by microwave drives via two different ports. The
simple intuition is that a driven cavity develops a field that acts as an effective drive for the qubit [1372, 1429]. An
additional external cancellation tone can be sent to the qubit to exactly destructively interfere with this effective drive.
To see this, we first add a general cavity drive iη(t)(â†− â) to the Rabi Hamiltonian, eq. (210). Moving to a displaced
frame via the unitary D̂(αt) = exp(αtâ

† − α∗
t â), the displaced Hamiltonian ĤD = D̂†(αt)ĤD̂(αt) − iD̂†(αt)

˙̂
D(αt)

takes the form

ĤD(t) =
ℏωq
2
σ̂z + ℏωâ†â− ℏgσ̂x(â+ â†)− ℏg(αt + α∗

t )σ̂x, (621)

where the complex amplitude has been chosen as αt =
∫ t
0
η(τ)eiω(τ−t)dτ to exactly cancel the cavity drive. Due to the

Rabi coupling, this drive is effectively passed to the qubit. Now it becomes evident that adding a cancellation tone
of the form ℏg(αt + α∗

t )σ̂x, which is not affected by the displacement transformation, will leave the system devoid of
drive fields in the displaced frame. Cavity losses at a rate κ can be accounted for by replacing ωr → ωr − iκ/2 in the
expression for αt, while the result remains unchanged under qubit energy decay or dephasing. The emerging picture
is that, from the point of view of the qubit, the cavity is not driven, and only vacuum fluctuations participate in the
dynamics. On the other hand, from the point of view of the cavity, the dynamics between the cavity and the qubit
develop on top of a classical field αt, which is insensitive to the presence of the qubit. The effect in question has been
termed qubit cloaking, which can be implemented to improve qubit readout [1430].

Multimode cavities consist a novel paradigm of superconducting architecture, promoting lifespans to greatly exceed
10ms, a marked improvement over their circuit QED counterparts such as transmon qubits [1431]. Their unique
topology, encountering its own architectural challenges, reduces transpiled coupling distances between qubits compared
to the conventional “sea-of-qubits” 2D lattice [1432]. Microwave cavity mode control has been so far accomplished via
two well-established universal instruction sets: (i) the selective number-dependence arbitrary phase (SNAP) protocol,
where displacement operators D̂(α) are applied to the cavity field, and the SNAP gate is defined as

Ŝ(ϕ1, . . . , ϕn) =
∑
n

eiϕn |n⟩⟨n|, (622)

with |n⟩ the Fock states of the cavity field; (ii) the echoed conditional displacement (ECD) gate, defined as

ECD(α) = D̂(α/2)|e⟩⟨g|+ D̂(−α/2)|g⟩⟨e|, (623)
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where |e⟩, |g⟩, are the excited and ground states of the qubit, respectively [1433]. Owing to the slow dispersive coupling
between the transmon qubits and the cavity mode, however, as well as to the relatively low coherence time of the
transmons, attaining high-fidelity universal intermode control on the microwave modes remains challenging [1431].
Multimode superconducting resonators, on the other hand, have a natural virtual topology capable of storing multiple
qubits in one physical device well aligned with quantum simulation problems and exhibiting much longer lifespans in
comparison to other planar superconducting hardware [1432].

Finally, a circuit QED setup can be used to investigate the nature of quantum jumps. The jumps have been found
to be coherent, continuous and reversible, giving warning signs of their imminent occurrence [1434]. This is one among
the most recent in the line of experiments that follow a long investigation of the coherent and stochastic evolution
in quantum trajectories since the proposal of a double-resonance scheme by Dehmelt (see e.g, [1435] and references
therein) allowing for a direct visualization of quantum jumps.

IV. TRAPPED IONS

The first demonstrations of single trapped ions date back to the early 1980s [1436, 1437]. Some years later,
ground-state cooling was achieved in the group of Wineland [881]. Realizing that these systems could be used for
simulating JC physics [32] greatly boosted this field. Thus, ion physics constituted an alternative platform for studying
phenomena otherwise known from cavity QED. Following this insight, trapped ion physics soon became one of the
first playgrounds for quantum-information processing both theoretically and experimentally, which naturally sparked
additional interest in these systems. For summaries of the field we refer to the numerous reviews that have been
published during the last couple of decades; general concepts are outlined in [1438, 1439], discussions on trapped ion
quantum information processing are reviewed in Refs. [1440–1442], and the more modern topic trapped-ion quantum
simulators is considered in [1443–1445].

A. Model Hamiltonians

In this subsection we give a brief derivation of the JC-type Hamiltonians arising in trapped ion physics. We do
not, however, go into any details of the realizations of the trapping potentials. Detailed discussions on the physics
of the traps can be found in the reviews [1438, 1439]. Furthermore, for simplicity we consider the one dimensional
situation, noting the generalization to higher dimensions is straightforward. Thus, from now on we assume that the
ion is trapped in a harmonic potential

Ĥm = ω

(
p̂2

2
+
x̂2

2

)
, (624)

with ω the trapping frequency, and p̂ and x̂ the ion’s center-of-mass momentum and position, respectively. Ĥm

therefore describes the ion’s motional degrees of freedom. Note that since the trap couples to the electric charge, it
is not dependent upon the internal atomic states (contrary to atomic traps). We continue by assuming the two-level
approximation (TLA), i.e. we consider only two internal atomic states, separated in energy by Ω, |g⟩ and |e⟩. The
internal ionic energy is then

Ĥin =
Ω

2
σ̂z. (625)

The idea now is to dress the ion with a laser field, creating a spatially varying profile. Inducing electronic transitions
between the two internal levels is accompanied by changes in the ionic momentum as described in sec. I E 4. The
effective atom-light coupling for a running wave in the dipole approximation becomes

V̂c = µσ̂x

(
e−i(kx̂−ωpt+φ) + ei(kx̂−ωpt+φ)

)
, (626)

where the effective coupling is µ, k is the laser wave number, ωp the laser frequency, and φ is a frequency shift which
sets the effective position of the trap relative to the laser. Turning first to an interaction picture with respect to Ĥin

gives

V̂c1 =µ
(
σ̂+e

iΩt+σ̂−e
−iΩt)(e−i(kx̂−ωpt+φ)+ei(kx̂−ωpt+φ)

)
. (627)
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We now perform the first RWA by assuming that |δ| ≡ |ωp − Ω| ≪ Ω and neglecting the fast rotating terms,

V̂c1 =µ
(
σ̂−e

−i(kx̂−δt+φ) + σ̂+e
i(kx̂−δt+φ)

)
. (628)

Before deriving the final Hamiltonian we introduce the Lamb-Dicke parameter

η = k

√
1

2ω
(629)

and turn to bosonic creation/annihilation operators â†/â. Transforming further to a rotating frame with respect to
Ĥm we obtain the interaction term

V̂c12 = µ
{
σ̂− exp

[
−i
(
η
(
â†eiωt + âe−iωt

)
− δt+ φ

)]
+ σ̂+ exp

[
i
(
η
(
â†eiωt + âe−iωt

)
− δt+ φ

)]}
. (630)

To understand the interaction we expand the exponent in the Lamb-Dicke parameter, i.e.,

exp
[
i
(
η
(
â†eiωt + âe−iωt

)
− δt+ φ

)]
= ei(φ−δt)

∑
m

(iη)m

m!

(
â†eiωt + âe−iωt

)m
. (631)

The various terms in the expansion describe m-phonon transitions where the amplitude of these scales as ηm. Thus,
the different terms realize versions of nonlinear JC interactions [1446] as discussed in sec. I E 1. The advantage of
using trapped ion systems to achieve these types of interaction is that the terms involved need not be weak, which is
often the case for multiphoton transitions. For the different transitions there is a corresponding effective resonance
condition δ+ lω with l an integer. Thus, if |δ+ lω| is large compared to other characteristic frequencies a second RWA
can be applied to single out the dominant transitions between the states |g, n⟩ and |e, n + l⟩. The effective coupling
between these states is

g = µ|⟨n|eiη(â+â†)|n+ l⟩| = µe−η
2/2η|l|

√
n<!

n>!
L|l|
n<

(η2), (632)

where n< and n> are the lesser and greater of n and n + l, and Lαn(x) is the generalized Laguerre polynomial. The
exponential scaling of the coupling is the so-called Huang-Reys factor [1447]. It follows that the validity of the second
RWA depends on |l|. In most practical settings, η is a small parameter and one may expect a truncation of the series
expansion. Thus, we define the Lamb-Dicke regime by the condition

η
√
⟨(â+ â†)2⟩ ≪ 1. (633)

In this regime, i.e when the spatial variation of the laser is weak on the trap length scale l0 = ω−1/2, single phonon
transitions will dominate. We thus have three types of transitions,

l = −1, Red−−sideband transition,

l = 0, Carrier transition,

l = +1, Blue−−sideband transition.

(634)

The three coupling processes are schematically shown in fig. 66.
Now the corresponding Hamiltonians are the JC for the red-sideband transitions

ĤJC =
δjc
2
σ̂z + g

(
â†σ̂−e

−iφ + σ̂+âe
iφ
)
, (635)

the “classical Rabi” model for the carrier transitions

Ĥcar =
δ

2
σ̂z + g

(
σ̂+e

iφ + σ̂−e
−iφ) , (636)

and finally the anti-JC (aJC) for the blue-sideband transitions

ĤaJC =
δajc
2
σ̂z + g

(
â†σ̂+e

iφ + σ̂−âe
−iφ) . (637)
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FIG. 66. The fundamental transitions in the trapped ion scenario: (i) “Carrier transition” (black arrows) couples internal
atomic states without affecting the external motional state, (ii) “red sideband transiton” (red arrows) is the traditional JC
coupling, while (iii) “blue sideband transition” (blue arrows) is the aJC coupling.

Here, δjc and δajc are the corresponding detunings of the driven transitions. Separately, all three models are readily
diagonalizable. The aJC does not preserve the total number of excitations N̂ = n̂+ σ̂z

2 which is a constant of motion
for the JC model, see eq. (10). However, since ĤaJC can be transformed into the form of ĤJC via application of
the operator σ̂x and renaming δajc and φ, it directly follows that the aJC model supports another continuous U(1)

symmetry represented by the constant of motion ∆̂ = n̂ − σ̂z

2 (= σ̂xN̂ σ̂x). Thus, while in the JC model the total
number of excitations is preserved, in the aJC it is instead the difference between bosonic (photonic or here phononic)
and atomic excitations that remains constant.

The phase φ determines the position of the trap relative to the standing-wave laser field. The importance of φ has
been addressed by Wu and Yang in [548], who demonstrated that regardless of φ, the trapped ion Hamiltonian can
be mapped onto a JC one in the Lamb-Dicke regime. The mapping is made such that in the transformed basis the
internal atomic states are not the original bare ones.

It is clear from the above derivation that in the trapped-ion setting, by means of an appropriate driving, the
effective model in the Lamb-Dicke regime can be recast as a combination of ĤJC, Ĥcar, and ĤaJC. For example,
with φ = 0 the JC and aJC can be combined to give the quantum Rabi model ĤR discussed in sec. I D. However, it
is also possible to derive effective anisotropic quantum Rabi model (239) where the strengths of the JC interaction
terms and the counter-rotating terms are not equal. The first discussion for this model seems to date back to the
early 1970s in a work by Hioe on the Dicke phase transition [941]. Note that this was long before the trapped-ion
Hamiltonian had been born, and therefore the field attracted more of an academic type of interest back then. Much
more recently, the ground-state energy of the anisotropic quantum Rabi model has been analyzed [1448] where an
analytic approximation was derived by making use of the polaron transformation (19). Collapse-revivals of this model
were discussed in ref. [1449]. Also, the approach followed by Braak to obtain the solution of the quantum Rabi
model [50] (see sec. I D 3) has been generalized to the anisotropic quantum Rabi model [625, 626].

The physics beyond the Lamb-Dicke regime contains “multi-phonon” transitions and the multiple time-scales typi-
cally involved may result in rather complex dynamics. However, a large parameter η could be considered for speeding
up operations which is desirable in terms of quantum information processing [1450, 1451]. It has further been demon-
strated that a quantum interference phenomenon in the system evolution can lead to regular evolution with pronounced
revivals and super-revivals beyond the Lamb-Dicke and RWA assumptions [83, 1452]. Moya-Cessa also noticed an
equivalence between the trapped-ion Hamiltonian [1453, 1454]

Ĥ = ωn̂+
δ

2
σ̂z + µ

(
σ̂+e

iηx̂ + σ̂−e
−iηx̂) (638)

and the driven quantum Rabi model. The idea is to appreciate that D̂(iη) = eiηx̂ is a representative of the displacement
operator (104). If this displacement can be “redone” by a reverse displacement, the coupling term becomes a drive of
the two-level atom. But such a transformation will in return displace the vibrational harmonic oscillator. The unitary
operator accomplishing this displacement reads

T̂ =
1√
2

[
D̂†(β) −D̂†(β)

D̂(β) D̂(β)

]
, (639)
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with β = −iη/2. The transformed Hamiltonian Ĥ ′ = T̂ †ĤT̂ becomes

Ĥ ′ = ωn̂+ µσ̂z +
iωη

2

(
â+ â†

)
σ̂x −

δ

ωη
σ̂x. (640)

As it stands, the trapped-ion system should be a platform for realizing the ultrastrong or deep strong coupling regime
of the quantum Rabi model. However, in deriving (638) we have already assumed one instance of the RWA, and this
might not be justified in the regime under consideration.

The master equation for a single two-level ion interacting with laser light and damped by spontaneous emission
with rate γ is [1455, 1456]

dρ̂

dt
= −i

[
νâ†â+

∆

2
σ̂z −

Ω

2
(σ̂+ + σ̂−) sin[η(â+ â†)], ρ̂

]
+
γ

2
(2σ̂−ρσ̂+ − σ̂+σ̂−ρ̂− ρ̂σ̂+σ̂−), (641)

in which ν is the frequency of the trap, ∆ is the detuning of the two-level transition with respect to the laser
frequency, Ω is the laser Rabi frequency, and η is the Lamb-Dicke parameter (629). In (641), the term ρ accounts for
the momentum transfer linked to the spontaneous emission of a photon,

ρ =
1

2

∫ 1

−1

duW(u) eiη(â+â
†)u ρ̂ e−iη(â+â

†)u, (642)

where W(u) is the angular distribution of the spontaneously emitted photons [see also eq. (293)]. For an ion cooled
to its lowest quantum state (for ν > γ) and localized to a region small compared to the wavelength of the cooling
radiation, we expand eqs. (641) and (642) to first order in η ≪ 1, to obtain

dρ̂

dt
= −i

[
νâ†â+

∆

2
σ̂z −

Ω

2
η(σ̂+ + σ̂−)(â+ â†), ρ̂

]
+
γ

2
(2σ̂−ρ̂σ̂+ − σ̂+σ̂−ρ̂− ρ̂σ̂+σ̂−). (643)

The rotating-wave approximation, rendering the above to the familiar JC master equation with light-matter coupling
strength ηΩ/2 → g, is consistent with the sideband cooling limit. Moreover, in this mapping the only source of
decoherence is the coupling of the two-level ion to the modes of the vacuum radiation field; the field mode is undamped
(κ = 0). At the same time, the strong-coupling regime (g ≫ γ) is readily attained by adjusting the laser Rabi frequency
Ω. A scheme for preparing coherent squeezed states for the motional degrees of freedom in an ion trap was proposed
in [1457], relying on the multimode excitation of the trapped ion by standing and traveling-wave fields.

Spin-dependent optical parametric drives, applied at twice the motional frequency of a trapped-ion ensemble,
generate a coordinate transformation of the collective ionic motion in phase space, actuating displacement forces that
are nonlinear in the spin operators, under the Lamb-Dicke approximation. This procedure forms the basis of a recently
proposed protocol for generating high-order spin-dependent Hamiltonians, such as the many-body stabilizers [1458].

B. State preparation and tomography

The trapped-ion setup allows for similar operations as for those of cavity/circuit QED, and in some respects even
more in terms of driving the different transitions (fig. 66). As a result, this is a good setting for performing state
preparation and also tomography on the ionic state. Naturally, state preparation has been focusing on non-classical
states such as entangled [1459], Fock [206, 1460–1462], squeezed [206, 1457, 1463], and Schrödinger cats [679, 1462,
1464–1466].

One of the earliest demonstrations of state preparation in these systems was the experimental study of the quantum
Zeno effect [1467]. Here a V -ion was employed with one of the transitions driven by a strong field. Fluorescence
indicated that the ionic transition was being driven. If, on the other hand, the ion were prepared in the excited
state of the other transition, the ’absence’ of fluorescence would act as a Zeno measurement, preventing the ion from
decaying in the lower state (We should mention that the conclusions of these results led to much discussion following
their appearance, see for example [1468]). A much more recent study used the fact that the strength of the coupling
between internal and vibrational degrees of freedom can be tuned, and the group of Davidson could thereby implement
a scheme that could alternate between weak and strong measurements [1469]. Weak measurements affect a system
minimally, coming with the price that the information gain is very small [1470]. Thus, the measurement does not
‘collapse’ the state into an eigenstate as in the Copenhagen interpretation.

The idea of preparing cat states (49) is similar to the scheme followed in cavity/circuit QED: apply a state dependent
(internal state of the ion) displacement D̂(β) to the vibrational state, let the system evolve and then reverse the
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displacement via Ramsey measurements of the atom; the interference visibility reflects the coherence of the cat. This
technique was early on applied in the Wineland group [1464], and later modified in the same group by engineering
the decoherence of the cat [1462]. Decoherence was enginered by randomly varying the trap frequency ω(t). In the
same work [1462], the coherence pertaining to the superposition of two Fock states |n1⟩ and |n2⟩ was also explored.
As for the cat states, the distance |n1 − n2|2 determines how fragile the superposition is to decoherence.

In ref. [206] successive applications blue/red/carrier transitions were implemented in order to prepare the Fock
state |2, e⟩ and the decay of Rabi oscillations was measured. In the same work, the collapse-revival structure (see
sec. I B 2) was seen, alongside some evidence of a squeezed vacuum state. Decoherence of vibrational states was
studied in [1471] by ‘engineering’ a system-reservoir coupling; applying random electric fields was employed to mimic
a high temperature reservoir, random changes in the trap frequency simulates phase decoherence, and laser cooling a
zero temperature bath. The Blatt group also used the blue sideband transition, following a ground-state cooling of
the ion, to prepare the n = 1 Fock state; as a result, up to 30 Rabi oscillations were recorded [1461].

In terms of state tomography numerous theoretical proposals have been put forward, see for example Refs. [1335,
1459, 1472–1475]. Lutterbach and Davidovich [1335] used the representation (514) for the Wigner function to propose
its extraction for the vibrational state of the ion. The action of the displacement operators D̂(α) can be implemented
as we discussed above, and the action of eiπn̂ is readily realized by operating in the dispersive regime and controlling
the interaction time such that g2t/δ = π. By changing the phase in a Ramsey interference scheme, they demonstrated
that the average inversion is (62) ⟨σ̂z⟩ = W (−α), with α directly related to the Ramsey phase. Wallentowitz and
Vogel [1472] suggested a different approach where the ion couples to its vibrational quadrature x̂ [see eq. (71)] with
the help of an additional laser. The inversion (62) can be expressed in terms of a “diagonal” and “off-diagonal”
part (referred to in [1472] as incoherent and coherent, respectively). Whether the ion is prepared in a pure state
or a statistical mixture (achieved with an external laser coupled to an ancilla state) it is possible to measure the
diagonal/off-diagonal contributions to the inversion separately. These two measured quantities can then be used to
construct the full density operator ρ̂f for the ionic vibrational state.

On the experimental side, the Wineland group extracted the Q and Wigner functions both for a N = 1 Fock
state, a coherent superposition of two Fock states N = 0 and N = 2, and a coherent state [1474]. In their method,
off-diagonal elements of the density operator, i.e. ρnm = ⟨n|ρ̂f |m⟩ for n ̸= m, could be extracted by making use of an
effective Fourier transform, shifting the state along a circle in phase space by means of a displacement operation. An
experimental demonstration of low-depth amplitude estimation onto a state-of-the-art trapped ion quantum computer,
where two fans of individually addressable beams illuminate a chain of individually imaged ions, is reported in [1476].

Thus far we have only discussed tomography of the ion’s vibrational state. In the following subsection we mention
some results obtained from extracting the internal ionic state.

C. Quantum information processing

There is no doubt that the realization of the C-NOT gate between the internal and external vibrational states of
a trapped ion [33] was one of the most important reasons why the field of trapped ion systems attracted so much
attention from the late 1990s onwards [1440, 1442, 1477, 1478]. This resulted in that the field rapidly became one
of the more promising and advanced candidates for quantum information processing. The C-NOT gate was first
implemented in the Wineland group using 9Be ions, following the ideas of Cirac and Zoller [43]. Later, the Blatt
group extended the early experiments and demonstrated the ‘Cirac-Zoller’ gate [1479] between the internal states of
two 40Ca ions.

The crucial building blocks of the Cirac-Zoller gate are, (i) couple internal states of different ions to a collective
center-of-mass vibrational mode of the ions which are aligned in a a quasi-1D trap (thus the vibrational mode is used
to indirectly make the different ions interact with each other) and (ii) use an auxiliary ancilla state to implement a
phase gate. The ions are aligned in a highly anisotropic trap (ωx ≪ ωy, ωz) with a spatial separation allowing for
single-ion addressing with external lasers. By driving the red sideband a JC-type interaction is created. Initially the
atoms are cooled to the vibrational ground state. First a π-pulse is applied to one of the atoms which leaves the system
unaltered if the ion is in the lower electronic state |g⟩, while it excites the center-of-mass mode from |0⟩ to |1⟩ if the
ion starts out in the excited state |e⟩. A second JC interaction links the internal to the vibrational states of another
ion. This time we have a 2π-pulse coupling the ground state |g⟩ to an excited ancilla state |ean⟩, which has the effect
of shifting the sign of the state |g, 1⟩ (the states |e, 1⟩ and |e, 0⟩ are transparent to the pulse). In the last step, another
π-pulse is employed to the first ion to de-excite the vibrational mode. The net result of the three-pulse sequence is to
shift the sign of the state |e, e, 0⟩ while all other states (|g, g, 0⟩, |g, e, 0⟩, and |e, g, 0⟩) are unchanged. Note that the
Cirac-Zoller scheme relies on a precise timing required to achieve the correct pulse areas, and the vibrational mode
is excited during the gate operation. In this respect it is different from the adiabatic proposals making use of dark
states discussed in the end of sec. I B 4.
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FIG. 67. The laser-ion coupling scheme in the Cirac-Zoller gate: (i) a π-pulse between the ground state |g⟩ and the excited
state |e⟩ is applied to ion m which de-excite the ion, if it is initially excited, and thereby leaves one phonon to the common
vibrational mode. (ii) a 2π-pulse between the ground state |g⟩ and the ancilla state |ean⟩ is applied to ion n causing a sign
change provided ion n is in the state |e⟩ and the collective vibrational state is in |1⟩. (iii) another π-pulse is imposed on ion m
to redo the excitation swapping of (i).

FIG. 68. Coupling scheme between the bare states in the Mølmer-Sørensen entangling gate. By choosing the two detunings
equal in size and opposite in sign a destructive interference between the two paths makes the gate independent on the number
n of phonons. Furthermore, the large detunings δ prevents the intermediate states to be populated.

The first logic gate was experimentally demonstrated, as mentioned above, in the Wineland group [33]. Here the
c-NOT gate operated between the internal electronic states and the vibrational state of a single trapped ion; the
transition in question was |e, 1⟩ → |g, 1⟩, while the remaining three computational states were left unchanged. The
group extended their first demonstration to also prepare two-ion entangled states of the form |ψ⟩ = 1

5 (3|e, g⟩ − 4|g, e⟩)
with a 70 % fidelity [1480].

To circumvent possible errors arising from phonon dissipation/decoherence in the Cirac-Zoller gate, Mølmer and
Sørensen proposed another protocol to prepare entangled ion states which does not rely on the particular vibrational
state of the ions [1481, 1482]. The bare states coupled in the Mølmer-Sørensen gate are depicted in fig. 68. Two
classical lasers, with frequencies ω1 and ω2 respectively, illuminate two of the ions via the red and blue sidebands,
coupling the state |g, g, n⟩ with |e, g, n + 1⟩ and |g, e, n − 1⟩ and these latter states with the state |e, e, n⟩. While
the transition |g, g, n⟩ ↔ |e, e, n⟩ is resonant, the intermediate states are highly detuned and consequently will only
be virtually populated. After adiabatic elimination of these states, an effective coupling between the remaining two
states is obtained and, due to the different signs in the two detunings, the n-dependence of the coupling drops out.
Thus, the effective Rabi frequency between the two coupled states will not depend on the center-of-mass vibrational
state of the two ions, i.e. the coupling is insensitive to phonon losses and does not rely on ground state cooling of the
vibrational state. Applying a π/2-pulse implies, for example, |g, g, n⟩ → 1√

2
(|g, g⟩ − i|e, e⟩) |n⟩. Owing to some Stark

shifts in the states |e, g⟩ and |g, e⟩, the prepared Bell state will actually acquire an n-dependent phase and thereby
become entangled with the phonons. This Stark shift can be ‘redone’ in an echo-type procedure by shifting the sign
of the detuning δ halfway through the duration of the π/2-pulse. In a recent proposal [1483], the Mølmer-Sørensen
scheme has been extended to simulate purely three-spin dynamics via tailored first- and second-order spin-motion
couplings.

Several more theoretical proposals on how to perform quantum information processing without relying on the
vibrational state have followed, see for example [1484, 1485]. In ref. [1484], Milburn et al. again introduce an ancilla
electronic state which is only virtually populated, and by combining a Stark-shift operation with two STIRAP processes
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(see sec. I E 3) a c-phase gate is achievable. The STIRAPs are by definition adiabatic, requiring long operation
times and an alternative non-adiabatic scheme (requiring shorter operation times) was also presented in [1484]. To
speed up the Cirac-Zoller gate, it has been suggested that by driving the carrier transitions the energy levels can
be Stark-shifted such that transitions can be made resonant thereby lowering the overall time needed for the gate
implementation [1486, 1487]. Childs and Chuang considered a different situation where the ancilla electronic ion state
is not used in the gate operation [1488]. All the schemes discussed above depend crucially on the interaction time.
Fluctuations in the interaction time unavoidably lead to gate errors. To overcome this, adiabatic proposals have been
put forward [1489, 1490]. Duan et al. consider geometric phases in the tripod system, i.e. three lower electronic states
coupled to one excited state (direct generalization of the Λ-configuration discussed in sec. I E 2). The tripod system
supports two dark states and within this subspace (resulting from adiabatic elimination of the bright states) [712],
the geometric phase is non-Abelian and can be utilized for entanglement operations.

While the above theoretical proposals are intended to improve the quantum information processing, they can be
difficult to implement experimentally. One proposal that has been frequently implemented, however, is the Mølmer-
Sørensen gate [1196, 1197, 1491, 1492]. In ref. [1491], 2-qubit and 4-qubit entangled states were generated, with 83 %
and 57 % fidelities respectively, and in [1492] a 3-qubit GHZ state (57) was prepared with 89 % fidelity. In ref. [1197],
the 2-qubit entanglement preparation fidelity was as high as 99.3 %, and in [1196] 97 % (single-qubit gates have
reached fidelities as high as 99.9999 % at room temperature which is way beyond what is needed for fault-tolerant
computing [1493]). Similar ideas have also been extended to experimentally realize a Toffoli gate (i.e. a cc-NOT
gate - three qubits with two control and one target qubit) [1494] (see Refs. [1495, 1496] for theory proposals), the
Deutsch-Josza algorithm (i.e. determining whether a is “constant” or “balanced”) [1497], and quantum teleportation
between two ions [1498].

Naturally, the goal is to extend the present schemes for quantum-information processing to include controlled gate
implementation between several qubits. That is to be able to address and couple any pair of qubits in a system
consisting of many qubits. This is the problem of scalability which is crucial for any practical quantum computing
scheme [1499]. One of the early protocols addressing this issue was devised by Cirac and Zoller [1500]. The idea
is to load single ions (“target ions”) in separated traps located in a two-dimensional plane. An additional (or many
additional) ion (‘head ion”) is in a trap that can be moved ‘on-top’ of the plane, and in particular, it can be brought
close to any of the target ions on the plane. Applying a state-dependent force to the two interacting ions, the two
states |g⟩ and |e⟩ experience different Coulomb-induced energy shifts, and a c-phase gate is implemented between the
head and the target ion. By letting the head ion interact with another target ion, in principle any 2-qubit gate between
the two target ions can be implemented. In the scheme of ref. [1501], decoeherence-free states of two ions [1502] is
utilized. Again, the entangling operation is achieved via state dependent Coulomb interaction, and the two target
atoms are adiabatically/coherently moved to come close to each other. It has also been analyzed whether photons
could serve as quantum buses which mediate effective interaction between far-separated ions [1503]. Indeed, the ion-
photon entanglement required for such a scheme has been observed experimentally with 97 % fidelity [1504]. The use
of cavities to generate entanglement between macroscopically separated ions is another possibility [1295, 1505], and
single ions have been coherently coupled to single cavity modes [1506–1508]. Such setups may serve as ‘on-demand’
sources for single-photon generation [1507]. In the more recent experiment of ref. [1508], with the use of an optical-
fiber cavity the strong-coupling regime between the ion and the field was reached. The extension to coupling crystals
of ions to cavity modes has also been demonstrated [1509]. The collective coupling, see sec. I E 5, between the ions and
the cavity mode was shown to belong to the strong-coupling regime. Closer to our days, a high-quality deterministic
single-photon source, operating in the ultrastrong coupling regime and emitting two single photons with an arbitrary
time separation in a one-excitation process, has been recently proposed in [1510]. The one-photon solutions to the
two-qubit quantum Rabi and JC models can be used to implement the proposal via two consecutive adiabatic evolution
processes. The system returns to the initial state of the next period automatically following the photon emission.

Even if the scalability discussed along the lines of the previous paragraph has not been thoroughly explored exper-
imentally, steps towards controlling many-body entangled states have been taken [1491, 1511–1514]. For measuring
such many qubit states tomography methods are needed. Just like in state tomography of the vibrational state
discussed in sec. IV B, here one also measures expectations of certain observables to work backwards in order to
reconstruct the (entangled) qubit state. One of the early demonstrations of qubit tomography for Bell states was pre-
sented in [1515]; the full 4× 4 density operator was determined and especially the decay of coherence was measured.
It was later experimentally established that the decay rate scales as the square of the number of qubits [1514] in
agreement with superradiance, see subsec I E 5. The larger the number of qubits, the more experimental preparations
and measurements need to be repeated in order to perform reliable tomography on the full state. For example, for
the eight-qubit tomography of ref. [1511] around 600 000 repetitions were performed. The fidelity of the prepared
eight-qubit W state [see eq. (275)] was found to be 72 %. In the same work, W states were also prepared for three-
seven ionic qubits. Also the multi-qubit GHZ state [see eq. (222)] has been experimentally prepared for up to six
qubits in the Wineland group [1512] and for up to 14 qubits in the Blatt group [1514]. For the largest number states,
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both groups measured a fidelity of around 50 %. Note that the Mølmer-Sørensen gate discussed above can be directly
generalized for the preparation of many qubit GHZ states.

We end this subsection by noticing that quantum walks, which are related to quantum-information processing,
have also been demonstrated in the context of trapped ions [1516, 1517]. Following the theoretical scheme of [1518],
Schmitz et al. implemented a three-step quantum walk [1516]. The idea is that the ion acts as the (quantum) coin
and by preparing the ion in the linear combination states of “head” and “tail” (|H⟩ ± |T ⟩)/

√
2 (with |H⟩ and |T ⟩ two

internal electronic states of the ion) the coherent vibrational state for the ion is displaced along a circle in phase space
(see fig. 8). Already after three steps a clear difference from a classical random walk was shown. By tailoring the
vibrational-internal ion interaction to contain both a JC and a anti-JC contribution, the quantum walk has also been
carried out along a line (x-quadrature, see eq. (70)) instead of a circle [1517]. The vibrational distribution P (x) could
be extracted between every step and up to 23 steps were analysed. An additional feature was also explored by using
a “three-sided” coin; stay still, go left, or go right. This was achieved by using two trapped ions, and the resulting
distribution P (x) displayed different interference structures compared to the one using only a regular coin.

D. Further aspects and perspectives

One of the more interesting prospects for trapped-ion physics is the possibility to perform quantum simulations [1443,
1444, 1519]. While not proper quantum simulators in their original meaning, i.e. simulating quantum systems
that are not tractable on classical computers [1520], the Blatt group has been able to experimentally realize effects
analogous to Zitterbewegung [52, 1521] and the Klein paradox [1522] following theoretical proposals by Lamata et
al. [691, 1523, 1524]. By simultaneously resonantly driving the blue and red sidebands, the Hamiltonian takes the
general form

ĤDirac =
Ω

2
σ̂z + µ

(
σ̂+e

iφ+ + σ̂−e
−iφ+

) (
â†eiφ− + âeiφ−

)
(644)

in the Lamb-Dicke regime. Now, if we chose the frequencies φ+ = 0 and φ− = π/2 we obtain the Dirac Hamiltonain
in 1 + 1 dimensions,

ĤDirac = µ
√
2σ̂xp̂+

Ω

2
σ̂z. (645)

Note that the “counter-rotating terms” are present due to driving the blue sideband, while the RWA has been imposed.
Since the transitions are driven resonantly, the pump-photon detunings are zero and the bare photon energy part
vanishes. This makes the resulting Hamiltonian linear in the “momentum” quadrature p̂, thereby mimicking the
relativistic model. Zitterbewegung is manifested in a “trembling” motion of a particle with a localized wave function
(arising from the spin-orbit type coupling p̂σ̂x where internal and external degrees of freedom are coupled). Due
to the light mass of the electron, observing the effect in its original setting seems experimentally unrealistic or at
least very challenging. In the trapped-ion system, the amplitude of oscillations can be made considerably larger;
as a result, these oscillations have been observed in [52] (Zitterbewegung has also been observed in an ultracold
trapped gas of atoms with the help of a laser induced spin-orbit coupling [1525]. The Hamiltonian describing this
system, ignoring atom-atom interaction, is indeed identical to the driven quantum Rabi model). For simulating Klein
tunneling, i.e. transmittance of a particle through a potential barrier by turning into its own antiparticle, a spatially
dependent potential ϕ(x) should be added to the Dirac Hamiltonian (645). In ref. [1522], the potential ϕ(x) ∼ x
was achieved by considering a second ion that is coupled to the “position” quadrature x̂. The Hamiltonian is then
similar to the Landau-Zener model (see sec. I E 3) and a transition between the two states (corresponding particle/anti-
particle) occurs due to the presence of non-adiabatic transitions during the curve-crossing. Tunneling was observed by
measuring the vibrational density |ψ(x, t)|2 at different time-shots [1522] (Like Zitterbewegung, also Klein tunneling
has been experimentally realized in an ultracold atomic gas propagating in an optical lattice, and again the effective
model describing this system has the form of some generalized driven quantum Rabi model [1526].). It has further been
proposed how to simulate other relativistic models [148, 1527], and even quantum field theory models or cosmological
models [1528–1531], while the (2 + 1) Dirac oscillator has been recently studied in the context of the κ-deformed
Poincaré-Hopf algebra in [1532], where we read that its Hamiltonian is non-Hermitian but has real eigenvalues. The
linear dispersions when two modes are considered results in a Dirac cone as depicted in fig. 21. Such point degeneracies
typically result in non-trivial topologies and, in particular, in a corresponding Mead-Berry gauge theory. When the
degeneracies occur in real space rather than in momentum space, as for the Dirac cones, they are termed conical
intersections [1533]. The Berry phase acquired upon encircling a conical intersection was experimentally studied in a
system of a trapped 171Yb+ ion system [695]. In a related study, the dynamical consequences of a conical intersection
were also assessed in the experiment of [696].
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To realize true quantum simulators the system has to be scaled up to operate in a many-body configuration. An
elegant scheme mimicking spin models was put forward by Porras and Cirac [1534, 1535]. The spin degree of freedom
is mapped onto the internal electronic states |g⟩ and |e⟩, and the collective vibrational modes mediate effective spin-
spin interactions. The electronic configuration of the ion is such that the computational basis | ↑⟩ = |e⟩ and | ↓⟩ = |g⟩
comprises two metastable states Raman-coupled via an auxiliary state in a Λ-configuration (see fig. 22). One of
the states, | ↓⟩ is dark and does not experience a light-induced force by the lasers, while | ↑⟩ couples linearly to the
collective modes: ∼

(
â†α,i + âα,i

)
where α is a direction index and i the site index. Applying a polaron transformation,

eq. (19), an effective spin-spin interaction
∑
α,i,j J

α
i,j σ̂

α
i σ̂

α
j appears in the transformed Hamiltonian. Here, σ̂αi is the

Pauli α (= x, y, z) matrix acting on the internal states | ↑⟩ and | ↓⟩ of ion i. Since the normal modes (collective phonon
modes) depend on the positions of the ions, also the coupling Jαi,j will typically depend on the distance between the
ions as |qi − qj |−ν with 0 ≤ ν ≤ 3 (ν = 0 – infinite range, ν = 1 – Coulomb, ν = 2 – monopole-dipole, and ν = 3
– dipole-dipole). If the ions are trapped in individual traps and the fluctuations around the equilibrium positions
⟨q̂i⟩ are small, to lowest order we can replace the position dependence of the coupling Jαi,j with these equilibrium
positions, so-called stiff mode limit. By adjusting the lasers coupling the internal and external degrees of freedom and
the trapping potentials a variety of coupling terms can be achieved. For the case when all three Jαi,j ’s (α = x, y, z)
are different, the long-range Heisenberg XYZ model in an external field can be realized. Making two or all three
couplings equal, XXZ or XXX Heisenberg models in longitudinal or transverse fields can be constructed. By setting
two of the couplings to zero, the longitudinal or transverse-field Ising model is instead realized. The sign of the
coupling indicates whether ferromagnetic (Jαi,j < 0) or anti-ferromagnetic (Jαi,j > 0) order is favored; if the coupling is
negative the spins tend to align in the same direction. In higher dimensions (two and three), these paradigmatic spin
models are in general non-integrable (especially with long range interaction) [996]. In one dimension, also, many of
the trapped-ion chains are non-integrable. Whether the simulated model is integrable or not is important, not only
because its properties are qualitatively different. If the aim is to perform quantum simulations one is not expected
to be able to reproduce the same results on a classical computer. Along these lines, thermalization, i.e. how a closed
quantum system evolves at long time scales, was considered in refs. [1536, 1537]. In the theoretical work [1536] the
authors considered a trapped-ion realization of a Heisenberg XY chain. In [1537], the Monroe group implemented a
realization of a transverse-field Ising model with up to eight 171Yb+ ions. As we discussed above, in the trapped-ion
realization of the spin chains, the range of the interaction is tunable from short to infinite range (recall that the
infinite-range transverse-field Ising model becomes the Lipkin-Meshkov-Glick model). In their experiment, temporal
fluctuations were measured after a quench and for different exponents of the power-law interaction strength. As
expected from our understanding of thermalization theories, like the eigenstate thermalization hypothesis [989], it was
found that the long-time fluctuations decrease with the system size.

The XXZ central spin model [see also our discussion in secs. I E 7 and IE 5], which can be construed as a single
spin-half particle coupled to N bath spins, has been found to exhibit a normal-to-superradiant phase transition in the
limit where the ratio of the transition frequency of the central spin to that of the bath spins and the number of bath
spins tend to infinity [1538].

Related to the concept of thermalization is that of information scrambling [1539]. Scrambling in a 10 40Ba+ ion
setup has been measured via the out-of-time ordered correlator (320) [1540]. Once again a transverse Ising model was
realized, and in particular, the components V̂ = σ̂z1 and Ŵ (t) = σ̂xj (t) were recorded and the OTOC was extracted.
The wavefront obtained from the operator spread is a measure of the scrambling. The OTOC was also studied in
a different setup comprising more than 100 ions in a 2D Coulomb crystal [1541]. Here a fully-connected system
was considered, i.e. a Lipkin-Meshkov-Glick model, and the OTOC could in this case, by using a Loschmidt echo
mechanism, be transformed to rather simple observables, like the total ⟨Ŝx⟩. The inclusion of an anharmonic term in
the LMG Hamiltonian gives rise to an excited-state quantum phase transition, which has been recently analyzed in
terms of the time evolution of the survival probability and the local density of states after a quantum quench, as well
as on the Loschmidt echoes and the microcanonical OTOC [1116].

The capability to emulate dynamical phases out of equilibrium in optical cavities without real Cooper pairs in
a BCS superconductor demonstrates that programmable simulators are able to overcome many challenges faced by
traditional approaches. This allows to engineer unconventional superconductors and to probe beyond mean-field
effects, and for increasing coherence time in quantum sensing [1542].

Many-body evolution has been considered in terms of time crystals [1543, 1544]. We briefly discussed the concept of
time-crystals at the end of sec. I E 5 when we considered the Dicke model. As mentioned there, (discrete) time crystals
are nonequilibrium states occurring in periodically driven systems. These are typically found in either systems of
infinite range interactions, or in many-body localized (MBL) systems. MBL prevents the system from rapidly heating
up during the driving. Such a MBL time crystal was for the first time realized in the Monroe group for an Ising-like
system [1543]. In particular, the time translational symmetry breaking was verified by the Fourier transform of the
measured average ⟨σ̂xi ⟩, which showed clear subharmonics. The same group also demonstrated time-crystalline order



190

in a clean system [1544], where heating was prohibited by very rapid Floquet driving. The nonequilibrium state
appears in a prethemral phase, and the more rapid is the driving, the more stable is the prethermal phase.

The theoretical scheme [1536] was implemented to two 25Mg ions in the group of Schaetz [1545]. A crossover from
a paramagnetic to a ferromagnetic state was observed and a Bell state was prepared with 88% fidelity. The Monroe
group coupled three 171Yb ions and in this way studied frustration [1546]. The three atoms were held in a linear trap
with ion 1 and 2, and ion 2 and 3 coupled by J1, and ion 1 and 3 by J2. By considering different signs of J1 and J2, the
system is frustrated since there is a competition between ferro- and anti-ferromagnetic ordering. The Monroe group has
further extended their research to a chain of nine ions to study signals of an emerging quantum phase transition [1547].
By extending the system size from two all the way up to nine ions they identified a sharper transition. In a finite Ising
chain, the system can pass through a Devil’s staircase as the field is varied [1548]. In such a staircase, the magnetization
M =

∑
i⟨σ̂zi ⟩ (where the expectation is taken for the ground state) attains a steplike structure as a function of the field.

The larger the system is, the more steps appear, and in the thermodynamic limit the staircase becomes ‘complete’,
meaning that the magnetization can attain any fraction n/m for some integers n and m. This behavior has been
experimentally explored in [1549] for a 10-ion chain. Frustration, which substantiates various glassy phases of matter,
was explored in a chain of up to 16 ions by tuning the ratio between interaction Jxi,j and an effective magnetic field
strength B (i.e. a term B

∑
i σ̂

z
i added to the Hamiltonian) [1550]. In this experiment, the Ising interaction was long

range with an exponent ν ≈ 1. By slowly lowering the field amplitude B, a crossover from a paramagnetic to an
anti-ferromagnetic state was observed. Frustration was detected by mapping out the structure function (the Fourier
transform of the two-point correlator Ci,j = ⟨σ̂xi σ̂xj ⟩ − ⟨σ̂xi ⟩⟨σ̂xj ⟩) which gives an indication of the density of states (a
high degree of degeneracy of the low-lying energy states is typical for frustrated systems). The Blatt group explored
various models, Ising, XY , and XYZ, for up to six ions and prepared GHZ states (222) [1513]. More recently, the
32-site Ising model with both a longitudinal and transverse field has been explored in an experiment which combines
171Yb+ and 138Ba+ ions [1551]. The transverse field was periodically applied (kicked Ising model) leading to chaotic
evolution. Note that 32 qubits is already hard to simulate classically. With the possibility of realizing a universal set
of gates, such systems could be important for future realisations of digital quantum simulators [1552, 1553]. A step
towards simulating computationally intractable systems was presented in [1554]. Around 300 9Be+ ions were laser
cooled and kept in a 2D Penning trap. The ions organize in a triangular lattice structure, and in the experiment the
interaction exponent ν was varied across the range 0 ≲ ν ≲ 1.4. Coherent evolution in the system, following from the
Ising interaction, was probed by measuring the precession of the total magnetization M =

∑
i⟨σ̂zi ⟩. The experimental

data could be reproduced well by means of numerical mean-field calculations. While this experiment did not directly
demonstrate strongly-correlated (highly entangled) quantum many-body states, it benchmarked the realization of
coherent many-body dynamics. For a model where two sub-wavelength–size ensembles of spins interact with a single
quantized radiation field with opposite strengths, an exotic superradiant phase with ferromagnetic ordering has been
recently predicted, in which multistabilities generate non-stationary behaviour in the thermodynamic limit [1555].

In a 1D lattice, the Jordan-Wigner transformation [759] maps spin to fermion degrees of freedom or vice versa. For
a lattice with N sites we explicitly write down

σ̂+
j = e−iπ

∑N−1
j=1 ĉ†j ĉj ĉ†j , σ̂−

j = e+iπ
∑N−1

j=1 ĉ†j ĉj ĉj , σ̂zj = 2ĉ†j ĉj − 1, (646)

where the subscript j denotes the site, and ĉj/ĉ
†
j are the annihilation/creation operators of a spinless fermion at site

j. This mapping allows for simulations of fermionic systems with trapped ions possessing a pseudo spin-1/2 degree of
freedom [1530, 1556–1561]. The general idea is to derive effective models of the trapped-ion system which in return
describe known Hamiltonians of interacting fermions, e.g. the Holstein model, the Agassi model, or lattice gauge
models. Following the first digital simulation of the Schwinger model [1562], Nguyen and coworkers experimentally
realize the time dynamics of the lattice Schwinger model within its purely fermionic representation [1563], underlying
the importance of applying symmetry-preserving error-suppression schemes.

Engineering effective-spin models with trapped-ion systems hinges on internal electronic states of the atoms, while
the motional states of the ions play an indirect role as mediators of an effective interaction between internal states
of separated ions. Non-trivial Hamiltonians may also emerge for trapped “spin-less” ions, i.e. ions with no effective
internal degrees of freedom [1564, 1565]. Here, an interplay between the Coulomb interaction energy and the potential
energy brings about a second-order phase transition in the crystal structure of the trapped ions. Consequently, the
transition is not a direct result of a JC type of interaction, and we will not give a detailed description of the theory
here. In a quasi 1D setup the transition appears between a linear and a zigzag crystalline structure. In the linear
phase the potential energy dominates and the ions align, while in the zigzag phase the Coulomb energy dominates
and the ions form a zigzag pattern which increases the distance between them but this comes at the price of a higher
potential energy. In 2D and 3D the crystalline structures are more complicated [1564]. We are dealing here with
a second-order quantum phase transition, which was analyzed in terms of a mean-field Ginzburg-Landau theory in
ref. [1566]. The first observation of the transition is due to the late Herbert Walther whose group trapped 24Mg+
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ions in a ring trap and saw signatures of the different crystal structures [1567]. As a continuous phase transition,
Del Campo et al. applied the Kibble-Zurek mechanism to study non-adiabatic excitations in the crystal chain as
the system is driven through the critical point [1568]. Related to these results, the same Kibble-Zurek physics was
also examined experimentally in a chain of 16 40Ca+ ions [1569]. By recording the fluorescent radiation, one can
detect topological excitations/defects, which here appear as domain walls along the chain. Extending the spin chains
to include also the motional degrees of freedom has been proposed for the generation of novel features [1570]. In
particular, this work considers a monitored coupling to realise a lattice version of coupled Jahn-Teller systems, as
discussed in sec. I E 2. At a critical coupling the system displays a second-order quantum phase transition into a
superradiant phase in analogy with the Dicke PT, see sec. I E 5. Both the Dicke PT [983] and the PT accompanying
the quantum Rabi model [504] (see sec. ID), have been observed in trapped-ion settings. In the former, a 2D Coulomb
crystal of around 70 9Be+ ions was studied as the system was quenched through the normal-superradiant PT, while in
the latter a quasi 1D trapped 171Yb ions was used [504]. They could identify a sharp increase in the phonon number
as the effective coupling exceeded the critical value. Another possibility where the collective vibrational modes play a
significant role was discussed in [1571] where the realization of spin-boson models was demonstrated (see sec. I E 2).

As we have already discussed in sec. I C 2, by engineering the Lindblad operators L̂i the system state can relax
down to a decoherence-free subspace. In a first step towards such decoherence-induced state preparation, 4 qubits
were prepared in a multi-qubit GHZ state (222) and exposed to decoherence in a controlled way [1572]. Also, the
group of Wineland explored dissipation for the preparation of two ions in a maximally entangled state [1298], and
more recently a W state (59) was dissipatively prepared reaching a fidelity of 98% [1573]. By varying the decoherence
rate, entangled multi-qubit states can be prepared, while the ESD/ESB effect, which was discussed in sec. I B 4,
may be observed. In ref. [401] an ancilla ion was employed for the preparation of two and four-qubit GHZ states.
The ancilla ion was entangled with the remaining qubits, and via the decay of the ancilla into one of the states in
the computational basis the remaining qubits ended up in the desired state. The fidelities reached about 80% for a
bipartite entangled state and 55% for a four-qubit multipartite entangled state.

In the previous subsection we mentioned that ions can be trapped inside optical resonators and coherently couple
to the photonic cavity field. Another recent advancement has been the confinement of an ion within an atomic
condensate [1574, 1575]. One interesting aspect of these systems is the possibility to simulate polaron physics or
impurity models, i.e. the ion (‘impurity’) gets dressed by the surrounding bosons. In the Denschlag experiment [1575],
by extracting the fluorescence emitted from the ion, the density profile of the condensate was obtained. The Köho
experiment [1574] demonstrated sympathetic cooling of the ion from a few tens of Kelvin down to the sub-Kelvin
regime. The ion temperature, obtained via the collected fluorescent signal, was contrasted with the atom loss in the
condensate, originating from the scattering occurring between the ion and neutral condensed atoms.

As the measurement rate of an open quantum system is varied, a purification phase transition is predicted to emerge
at a critical point. A direct experimental observation of a pure and a mixed phase associated with a measurement-
induced purification transition in a trapped-ion quantum computer has been reported in [1576]. This goes hand in
hand with the finding that a dissipative quantum phase transition between a ferromagnetic ordered phase and a
paramagnetic disordered phase emerges for long-range systems as a function of measurement probabilities [1577]. On
the implementation side, reliable measurements of multi-qubit correlation operators are aided by the fault-tolerant
parity measurement scheme which was demonstrated in [1578], while the authors of [1579] report that the entanglement
structure of an infinite system – in particular the half-chain entanglement spectrum – is conveniently encoded within
a small register of “bond qubits”, revealing the spatial structure of certain tensor-network states.

Turning now to a coherent interaction with an external drive, the requirements needed for a pulse sequence to
decouple a spin system, subject to two classes of controllable operations, from an external field without altering
the intended dynamics have been recently established in [1580]. The experimental demonstration of this technique
for a trapped-ion system shows a significant improvement of coherence for practical applications, while a quantum
simulation for an exactly solvable paradigm for long-range interacting spins has also been engineered. A disordered
phase with frustrated correlations has also been observed in a trapped-ion spin chain [1581], upon preparing states
with long-range spin order spanning over the system size of up to 23 spins.

In the cold trapped-ion experimental implementation of Hunanyan, Koch and collaborators [1582, 1583] simulating
the periodic quantum Rabi model, the two-state system is represented by two Bloch bands of cold atoms in an optical
lattice, and the bosonic mode by oscillations in a superimposed optical dipole trap potential. Deviations from the
predictions of the conventional quantum Rabi model are observed at the edge of the Brillouin zone. Concurrently,
the observation of the destructive interference caused by a geometric phase during the dynamical evolution of a
wavepacket around a conical intersection was reported in [1584]. This is achieved by engineering the E⊗e Jahn-Teller
Hamiltonian in a trapped-ion quantum simulator, employing a mixed-qudit-boson encoding where both electronic and
motional degrees of freedom for the ion are involved.
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V. WAVEGUIDE QED

This section revolves around the quantum transport of strongly correlated photons within the framework of waveg-
uide QED; here, one dimensional bosons in a radiation channel interact with two-state atoms. The standard JC
treatment is extended to a continuum of modes, supported by many experimental platforms over the last two decades.
Let us begin with a more “static” formulation of the problem where an atom is radiatively coupled to the vacuum
modes close to an interface formed by two different materials.

A. Atomic emission in the vicinity of an interface

The master equation and the response-function formulations were used for the development of a QED theory of
spontaneous emission in the presence of dielectrics and conductors in 1975 [1585] following experimental results re-
ported by Drexhage [1586], as well as the work of Carniglia and Mandel on the quantization of evanescent waves [1587].
As an alternative to first-order perturbation theory, we can formulate a description of the problem from the master
equation for the reduced density operator of the atomic system in the presence of a dielectric or a conducting surface.
The average polarization obeys

d ⟨Ŝ−⟩
dt

+ [i(ω +Ω) + γ] ⟨Ŝ−⟩ = 0, (647)

with

γ(b, ω) =
∑
α,β

dαdβEαβ(b, b, ω) =
∑
αβ

dαdβ coth(βω/2)Im[χαβEE(b, b, ω)], (648a)

Ω(b, ω) = − 1

π
P

∫ ∞

0

dω0γ(b, ω)[(ω0 − ω)−1 − (ω0 + ω)−1] ≡ δE+ − δE−, (648b)

where

Eαβ(r1, r2, τ) ≡
1

2
⟨{Eα(r1, τ), Eα(r2, 0)}⟩ , (649a)

Im[χαβEE(r1, r2, τ)] ≡
1

2
⟨[Eα(r1, τ), Eα(r2, 0)]⟩ , (649b)

[χαβEE(r1, r2, τ) is the susceptibility tensor defined for the electric field [1588] and {A,B} = AB + BA denotes the
anti-commutator] and dα is the α component of the dipole moment operator, ℏω is the energy separation between the
bare atomic levels, and b denotes the position of the atom. In eq. (647), Ω(b, ω) is the effective shift in the energy
separation of the two levels, equal to the difference between the Lamb shifts in the excited and ground state energies,
while γ represents the width of the excited state. This formalism is used in [1585] for the calculation of the atomic
widths and shifts in the presence of a dielectric with a ϵ0(ω) occupying the semi-infinite region −∞ < z ≤ 0 while
the atom is located along the z-axis at b = (0, 0, b) in free space (ϵ = 1). The results depend on the orientation of
the dipole relative to the interface [parallel (∥) or perpendicular (⊥); in the former case, the dipole is assumed to be
randomly oriented in the x− y plane]. The final expressions for the damping coefficients,

γ∥(b, ω)− γ(0) =
3

4
γ(0)Re

∫ ∞

0

κdκ

µ
eiµx

(
κ2 − 2µκ2

ϵ0µ+ µ0
− 2(µ− µ0)

2(ϵ0 − 1)−1

)
, (650a)

γ⊥(b, ω)− γ(0) =
3

2
γ(0)Re

∫ ∞

0

κ3dκ

µ
eiµx

µϵ0 − µ0

µϵ0 + µ0
, (650b)

where µ2 ≡ 1− κ2, µ2
0 = ϵ0 − κ2, x ≡ 2ωb/c and γ(0) is half of the Einstein A coefficient (for a random orientation of

the dipole moment in free space), are to be substituted in eqs. (648a), (648b) to yield the surface-dependent energy
shifts. The general result for the decay rates is a damped oscillatory dependence on x, while, if the atom is embedded
inside the dielectric, one obtains γ⊥,∥ ∼ exp(−5x/4) [see also the variation of atomic energy levels near a metal surface
in the Auger process [1589]].

Moving on to the 1990s, numerous studies were devoted to the modification of the electromagnetic field surrounding
an atom located close to a surface. Such a proximity alters the radiation properties of the atom. In particular,
the presence of a surface changes the natural lifetime and the energy spacing of the atomic levels, as well as the
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spontaneous emission radiation distribution pattern. The quantum relaxation equation for the average of an arbitrary
atomic observable Ŝ is expressed in terms of classical damping rates Γq, as [1590]

d ⟨Ŝ⟩
dt

= −1

2

∑
m

Γm ⟨d̂+md̂−mŜ + Ŝd̂+md̂
−
m − 2d̂+mŜd̂

−
m⟩ , (651)

where the interaction Hamiltonian in the rotating-wave approximation is V̂int = −D∑1
m=−1[(d̂

+ · um)Ê
+

m + (d̂
− ·

um)Ê
−
m]. Here, D is the scalar attributed to the electric dipole moment of the atomic transition and Ê+

m is the
positive-frequency component of the electric-field operator. eq. (651) holds for a general geometry and state of the
electromagnetic field. The effective Hamiltonian corresponding to the level shifts can be derived within the framework
of a theory employing the method of images for dielectrics [1591]; this is essentially the viewpoint of radiation reaction
embodied in the correlation functions of the electric field at the position of the atom [see eq. (649)] involving only
classical electrodynamics.

For one of the most studied realizations of a coherent mirror for atomic de Broglie waves, the recoil effects due to
spontaneous emission in the vicinity of a vacuum-dielectric interface were investigated in [1592] to provide a dynamical
description of the process through a generalized optical Bloch equation. Based on this report by Henkel and Courtois,
the notation of which we adopt for a while, we first identify the general features of such an equation in the presence of
an interface. In free space, the master equation describing the interaction of a single multilevel atom with a coherent
field proceeds in two steps. In the first step, one considers the evolution of the total system density matrix comprised
by the atom and the electromagnetic field. In the framework of nonrelativistic QED and within the electric-dipole
approximation, the equation governing the evolution relies on the atom-field Hamiltonian

Ĥ = Ĥ0 + ĤR + V̂AL + V̂AR. (652)

The first term on the right-hand side of eq. (652) is the atomic Hamiltonian accounting for the sum of the internal
and kinetic energies for the bare atom:

Ĥ0 =
P̂

2

2M
+

ℏω0

2
Ŝz, (653)

where P̂ is the atomic momentum operator, M is the atomic mass, and Ŝz is the usual inversion operator formed
by the difference of the projection operators onto the ground and excited states, respectively. The second term is
the free Hamiltonian of the quantized electromagnetic field in the Coulomb gauge, while V̂AL is the time-dependent
Hamiltonian

V̂AL = −D̂ · EL (R, t) (654)

accounting for the interaction of the atomic dipole D̂ with the coherent laser field. The last term

V̂AR = −D̂ ·E(R) (655)

accounts for the coupling between the atom and the reservoir vacuum field E(R). We note that in eq. (652) both
fields EL (R, t) and E(R) are evaluated at the location of the atomic center-of-mass R.

Subsequently, the master equation for the atomic density matrix ρ̂ is obtained after applying second order perturba-
tion theory for the atom-reservoir interaction, and tracing out the reservoir degrees of freedom. This procedure yields
a dynamical-evolution equation in which the reservoir field has two distinct contributions. The first one, associated
with an effective Hamiltonian, describes the energy shifts to the atomic levels stemming from their coupling to the
vacuum field (the well-known Lamb shifts). These are conventionally incorporated into the definition of Ĥ0, yielding
the actual atomic Hamiltonian ĤA,∞. The second contribution, ˙̂ρrelax,∞, represents the dissipation of the atomic
system due to its coupling with the reservoir. Finally, the free-space time-evolution of the atomic density matrix
assumes the form

˙̂ρ = L∞ ρ̂, (656)

with

L∞ ρ̂ =
1

iℏ

[
ĤA,∞ + V̂AL, ρ̂

]
+ ˙̂ρrelax,∞, (657)

and where we have written down explicitly the free-space Liouville super-operator L∞.
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After delineating the standard procedure, we now consider an atom placed in the vicinity of a vacuum-dielectric
interface. Similarly to [1585], we might wonder what are the modifications to the master equation (656) induced by
the abutting dielectric medium? First, since new boundary conditions have now come into play, the modes of the fields
EL (r, t) as well as those of the quantized electromagnetic vacuum field are altered and may become evanescent. It is
clear that this does not affect the operators Ĥ0, ĤR, and V̂AL, all of which retain their free-space form. In contrast,
the structure of the reservoir markedly changes. The contribution of V̂AR to the atomic dynamics through the induced
energy level shifts and the spontaneous emission rate is therefore expected to be different from the familiar free-space
results. Moreover, owing to the instantaneous Coulomb interaction between the atomic and dielectric charges, we
anticipate an additional electrostatic contribution Ĥes to the energy level shifts. Ĥes accounts for the London-Van
der Waals interaction of the instantaneous atomic dipole with its image placed inside the dielectric medium (higher
multipoles may be neglected provided the atomic radius is much smaller than the distance between the atom and
the dielectric surface). Denoting by ∆ĤA and ˙̂ρrelax, int the modifications to the Hamiltonian and the dissipative
parts of the atomic density matrix evolution due to the presence of the interface, we obtain the following form of the
generalized optical Bloch equations:

˙̂ρ = L∞ ρ̂+ Lint ρ̂ (658)

where

Lint ρ̂ =
1

iℏ

[
∆ĤA, ρ̂

]
+ ˙̂ρrelax, int (659)

captures the impact of the interface on the atomic dynamics in its totality. We note that Lint ρ̂ tends to zero when the
atom is far from the dielectric surface. Since the expressions for the atomic level shifts close to a vacuum-dielectric
interface have been given in [1585, 1590], the emphasis should be placed on the dissipative contribution to eq. (659).
Following the adiabatic elimination of the excited state, this equation is transformed into a Fokker–Planck-type
equation for the phase-space distribution function of the atomic ground state. The time-evolution of the Wigner
representation W (r,p, t) of the ground state atomic density matrix defined as

W (r,p, t) =
1

(2πℏ)3

∫
d3s ρgg(r; s) exp (−ip · s/ℏ), (660)

with

ρgg(r; s) ≡
〈
r+ 1

2s|ρgg|r− 1
2s
〉
, (661)

involves quantities inside the integral that exhibit an s dependence. Hence, it connects ∂tW (r,p, t) to the distribution
with displaced momentum, W (r,p + δp, t), which is reminiscent of the atomic recoil during a photon absorption or
emission process, i.e., |δp| ≈ ℏk.

B. Circuit QED revisited

Let us now spend a little time recalling and summarizing some key results from our earlier section on circuit QED.
A typical implementation of circuit QED is using a transmission-line resonator whose electric fields are coupled to
a superconducting charge qubit. A central superconducting wire running between two ground planes defines the
transmission line. Gaps in the wire, placed an integer number of half-wavelengths (a few centimetres) apart, are the
“mirrors” employed to form a cavity, which is the microwave version of the Fabry-Pérot geometry used in optics. The
size and shape of the gaps control the rate at which photons enter and leave the cavity, and the entire structure can be
made using conventional microelectronic fabrication techniques. Such superconducting transmission lines have been
extensively studied in the past. But recent experiments at temperatures close to absolute zero, where they are used as
detectors for astrophysics, have shown that photons can make up to a million bounces before being lost. This means
that the losses are remarkably low —a gigahertz photon travels back and forth a total distance of several kilometres
before being lost.

The artificial atom —an isolated Josephson junction —is placed between the wire and the ground planes, at or near
an antinode of the standing wave of the voltage on the line, so it couples to the electrical fields of the transmission
line. Exciting the atom corresponds to transporting one or a few pairs of bound electrons (Cooper pairs) from one
electrode of the junction to the other. This means that the dipole moment of this artificial atom is very large, often
more than four orders of magnitude greater than the typical value for an electronic transition of a real atom. Because
the atom size and shape are adjustable, the dipole coupling can also be engineered by having the atom essentially fill
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the transverse dimension of the cavity, which means that the vacuum Rabi frequency —often expressed as a fraction
of the photon frequency —approaches a maximum value of a few per cent set by the fine-structure constant. In
comparison, the values obtained so far using real atoms in either optical or microwave cavities are typically much
smaller —of the order of one part in 106. The considerably extended interactions achievable in circuit QED readily
allow the attainment of the strong coupling limit of cavity QED. Another key advantage of circuit QED is that it
avoids the difficulties of cooling and trapping the atom, since the artificial atom can be fabricated at exactly the
desired location inside the resonator.

The rest of this section will be devoted to the collective effects that emerge in waveguide QED with artificial atoms
with emphasis on photon-mediated interactions —a paradigmatic experiment reported in [1593]. Our narrative follows
closely the results reported by Lalumière and coworkers in [1594]. We consider an ensemble of N artificial atoms, each
comprising M levels. They are dipole coupled to a 1D transmission line. The electromagnetic field in the transmission
line can be described by the multimode Hamiltonian

ĤF =

∫ ∞

0

dωℏω
[
â†R(ω)âR(ω) + â†L(ω)âL(ω)

]
, (662)

where â†R(L)(ω) creates right- (left-) moving excitations at frequency ω along the transmission line. The Hamiltonian
for the artificial atoms is

ĤA =

N−1∑
j=0

M−1∑
m=0

Emj |mj⟩ ⟨mj | , (663)

where Emj is the energy of the mth state of the jth atom. The interaction Hamiltonian between the electric field
along the line and the electric dipole for the free artificial atoms can be written as

ĤI =

N−1∑
j=0

M−1∑
m=0

ℏgj
√
m+ 1

(
Ξ̂j + Ξ̂†

j

)
σ̂mjx . (664)

In this expression, the operator Ξ̂j is related to the electric field at the location xj of the jth artificial atom,

Ξ̂j ≡ −i
∫ ∞

0

dω
√
ω
[
âL(ω)e

−iωxj/vg + âR(ω)e
iωxj/vg

]
, (665)

with vg the group velocity in the transmission line. We define

σ̂mjx = σ̂mj− + σ̂mj+ , (666)

with

σ̂mj− = |mj⟩ ⟨(m+ 1)j | =
(
σ̂mj+

)†
, (667)

the lowering operator for the (m + 1)th state of the jth atom. The interaction only involves transitions between
adjacent states of the atoms, which is a valid approximation for the transmon superconducting qubit behaving as a
weakly nonlinear oscillator [1595]. Finally, in eq. (664), gj is the dimensionless coupling strength between atom j and
the field.

The effective master equation for the artificial atoms after tracing out the field degrees of freedom can be expressed
as [1101, 1596–1600]

˙̂ρ = − i
ℏ

[
Ĥ, ρ̂

]
+
∑
mj,nk

γmj,nk

[
σ̂mj− ρ̂σ̂nk+ −

1

2

{
σ̂nk+ σ̂mj− , ρ̂

}]
, (668)

with the Hamiltonian

Ĥ = ĤA + ℏ
∑
mj

dmj(t)σ̂
mj
x + ℏ

∑
mj,nk

Jmj,nkσ̂
mj
− σ̂nk+ . (669)

This effective Hamiltonian contains a drive term with a time-dependent amplitude dmj(t). For input coherent states
incoming from the left (right) and of frequency ωd, phase θL(R) and radiation power PL(R) it can be shown that

dmj(t) = −2
√
γmj,mj

2

(√
PL

ℏωmj
sin [ωd(t+ tj + θL)] +

√
PR

ℏωmj
sin [ωd(t− tj + θR)]

)
(670)
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FIG. 69. Photon mediated interaction between distant transmon qubits. (a) Schematic energy level diagram for a pair of two-
state atoms in a transmission line. The dark state |D⟩ cannot be driven directly from the ground state |gg⟩. If the two-state
atoms are identical, it can however be excited by nonradiative relaxation γnr from |ee⟩. In the situation where the two-state
atom relaxation rates are different (γ00 ̸= γ11), it can be excited indirectly from |B⟩ via |ee⟩. Dephasing (γ2) can also cause
transition between |B⟩ and |D⟩. (b-c) Power spectral density (in reflection) for d ∼ λ0 at the indicated Rabi frequencies
ΩR. The two atoms are driven at the same phase. At high drive powers when the Mollow triplet appears, the spectra are
qualitatively similar to those obtained for a single two-state system but with a linewidth which is twice as large —a signature
of superradiance [frame (b)]. At low drive powers the system behaves as a single two-state system with ground state |gg⟩ and
excited state |B⟩ [frame (c)]. Sources: [1593, 1594]. Reprinted with permission from Science and the APS.

with tj = xj/vg defining the retarded time due to the propagation of the signal with group velocity vg.
We note that the Hamiltonian of eq. (669) is Hermitian since Jmj,nk = J∗

nk,mj . In obtaining this expression, we have
used the rotating-wave approximation, dropped small non-positive terms in the dissipators and incorporated the Lamb
shifts into the definition of ĤA. As we can see from eq. (668), the effect of the interaction with the transmission-line
field amounts eventually to generating an atomic dissipation at the rate

γmj,nk = 2πgkgj
√
(m+ 1)(n+ 1)

(
χmjk + χ∗

nkj

)
. (671)

with

χmjk = ωmje
iωmjtkj , ℏωmj = Em+1,j − Emj (672)

and tkj = |xk−xj |/vg the time required for the propagation of the signal from atom k to atom j. For j = k, eq. (671)
yields the standard relaxation rates of the atoms. For j ̸= k, however, this corresponds to a correlated decay.

The last term of eq. (669) is an exchange interaction between the atoms —mediated by virtual excitations along
the line —with amplitude

Jmj,nk =− iπgkgj
√
(m+ 1)(n+ 1)

(
χmjk − χ∗

nkj

)
. (673)

For the special case of a pair of levels in two atoms tuned to resonance, ωmj = ωnk, the expressions for γmj,nk and
Jmj,nk can be cast to a simpler form [1597–1599]:

γmj,nk = 4πgkgjωmj
√
(m+ 1)(n+ 1) cos (ωmjtkj) , (674)

and

Jmj,nk = 2πgkgjωmj
√
(m+ 1)(n+ 1) sin (ωmjtkj) . (675)

The latter expression explicitly demonstrates that the magnitude of these two quantities exhibits an oscillatory
dependence on the interatomic separation.
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Specializing to a pair of two-level atoms (N =M = 2) in a frame rotating with the drive frequency ωd, we get

˙̂ρ = − i
ℏ

[
Ĥ, ρ̂

]
+
∑
jk

γjk

[
σ̂j−ρ̂σ̂

k
+ −

1

2

{
σ̂k+σ̂

j
−, ρ̂

}]
, (676)

where

Ĥ/ℏ =
∑
j

∆j |ej⟩ ⟨ej |+
∑
j

(
ϵjσ

j
+ + h.c.

)
+ J(σ̂1

−σ̂
2
+ + σ̂1

+σ̂
2
−), (677)

with |ej⟩ the excited state of two-state atom j, ∆j = ω0j − ωd, J = J0j,0k and γjk = γ0j,0k + γjnrδjk. The rate γjnr
represents nonradiative decay of two-state atom j. In practice, it is easy to realize a situation where the two-state
atom decay will be dominated by emission into the line, that is γjj ≫ γjnr. Satisfying this inequality in the open-line
configuration takes us to the strong-coupling regime [111]. Assuming that the two-state atoms are driven from the
left only, eq. (670) for the drive amplitude can now be recast into the simpler form

ϵj = −i
√
γ0j,0jωd
2ω0j

⟨aLin⟩ e−iωdtj . (678)

To account for the correlated decay described by the last term in eq. (676), it is helpful to move to a basis that
diagonalizes the dissipation matrix with components γj,k. This casts the last term of eq. (676) to the common form:∑

µ=B,D

ΓµD
[
σ̂µ−
]
ρ̂, (679)

where D[x̂]ρ̂ ≡ x̂ρ̂x̂† −
{
x̂†x̂, ρ̂

}
/2 is the standard dissipator acting on the dressed lowering operators

σ̂µ− =
(Γµ − γ11) σ̂0

− + γ∗01σ̂
1
−√

(Γµ − γ11)2 + |γ01|2
, (680)

where µ = B,D (and the subscripts B and D refer to bright and dark respectively). The correlated decay rates
emerge then as

ΓB/D =
γ00 + γ11

2
±
√(

γ00 − γ11
2

)2

+ |γ01|2. (681)

Due to the dependence on the spatial separation of the two-state atoms, both the correlated two-state atom decay
Γµ and exchange interaction J can be adjusted via a modification of the two-state atom transition frequency. As a
characteristic example we consider a pair of two-state atoms tuned in resonance at a frequency ω0, whose associated
wavelength λ0 is equal to d = λ0/2. To simplify the discussion, we let γnr ≡ γ0nr ∼ γ1nr. In the strong-coupling regime,
γjnr ≪ γ00, γ11, and the nonradiative relaxation rate can be treated as a small perturbation. The above assumption
that the nonradiative rates are equivalent for both two-state atoms will therefore not affect the results much.

With this simplification and the choice d = λ0/2, the off-diagonal decay rate γ01 defined in eq. (671) can be written
as

γ01 = ±
√

(γ00 − γnr)(γ11 − γnr). (682)

This leads to

ΓD = γnr ≪ ΓB = γ00 + γ11 − γnr. (683)

In other words, for d = λ0/2 the state |D⟩ defined by σD− |D⟩ = 0 is dark as its decay rate is purely nonradiative. On
the other hand, the state |B⟩ defined by σ̂B− |B⟩ = 0 is bright. This setting corresponds, respectively, to subradiance
and superradiance [1601]. Moreover, for this half-wavelength tuning, the exchange interaction is absent with J = 0.
The fact that the states |B⟩ and |D⟩ are bright and dark, respectively, can also be ascertained from the Hamiltonian
of eq. (677). Indeed, by inverting eq. (680), it is possible to rewrite the driving term in eq. (677) as∑

µ=B,D

ℏ
(
ϵµσ̂

µ
+ + h.c.

)
. (684)
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For |∆j |/ω0 ≪ 1, which is easily satisfied, the drive amplitudes can be written as

ϵD ≈ 0,

ϵB ≈ −i⟨aLin⟩e−iωdt0

√
γ00 + γ11

2
− γnr.

(685)

It is important to point out that, since
[
σ̂
B/D
± , σ̂

B/D
∓

]
̸= 0 and

[
σ̂
B/D
± , σ̂

D/B
∓

]
̸= 0, the state |D⟩ will not be

completely dark in practice and especially not in the presence of finite nonradiative decay γnr. Indeed, as shown in
fig. 69 (a), the joint excited state |ee⟩ can be reached from |B⟩ by driving with σ̂B+ . From this state, |D⟩ can be
populated with the action of σ̂B− when γ00 ̸= γ11. This is because the matrix element of σ̂B− taken between the states
|ee⟩ and |D⟩ is proportional to the asymmetry (γ00 − γ11)/(γ00 + γ11). The dark state can also be populated by
nonradiative decay. While nonradiative relaxation cannot be controlled in this system, the indirect driving of |D⟩
from |ee⟩ can be tuned by controlling the asymmetry between γ00 and γ11, something that can be done by tuning the
two-state atom frequency. Experimental results obtained for a separation d = λ0 are depicted in Figs. 69 (b-c), where
superradiance is in evidence against a background qualitatively similar to resonance fluorescence.

C. Light-matter interaction in a 1D waveguide: a continuum for correlated photon states

Spontaneous emission of a cesium atom interacting with guided and radiation modes in the vicinity of a subwavelength-
diameter optical waveguide was studied in [1601] shortly before the demonstration of strongly correlated photon
transport in the photonic analogue of the Kondo effect. In the next few pages we will discuss in some length the main
directions set by the remarkable work of Shen and Fan [1602]. In their theoretical setup, a two-state atom is weakly
coupled to a one-dimensional broadband continuum in which the photons propagate in either direction. When the
resonance energy of the two-level system is away from the cutoff frequency of the dispersion relation, the paradigmatic
Hamiltonian modeling the interaction with a continuum of modes is

Ĥ = Ĥfield + Ĥint + Ĥatom

=

∫
dx

{
−ivgâ†R(x)

∂

∂x
âR(x) + ivg0â

†
L(x)

∂

∂x
âL(x)

+V δ(x)
(
â†R(x)σ̂− + âR(x)σ̂+ + â†L(x)σ̂− + âL(x)σ̂+

)}
+ Eeĉ

†
eĉe + Eg ĉ

†
g ĉg.

(686)

As in sec. V B, the above Hamiltonian accounts for the propagation of photons with group velocity vg, associated
with the bosonic operators â†R(x)(â

†
L(x)) creating a right (left) propagating photon at the position x along the

waveguide. In eq. (686), V is the light-matter coupling constant, ĉ†g(ĉ†e) is the creation operator of the ground
(excited) state of the atom, σ̂+ = ĉ†eĉg(σ̂− = ĉ†g ĉe) is the atomic raising (lowering) ladder operator in the Schwinger
representation, satisfying σ̂+|n,−⟩ = |n,+⟩ and σ̂+|n,+⟩ = 0, where |n,±⟩ describes the state of the composite system
with n photons and the atom in the excited (+) or ground (−) state. As usual, Ee−Eg(≡ ℏΩ) is the atomic transition
energy.

By employing the following transformation â†e(x) ≡ 1√
2
(â†R(x)+ â

†
L(−x)), â†o(x) ≡ 1√

2
(â†R(x)− â†L(−x)), the original

Hamiltonian is transformed into two decoupled “single-mode” parts, Ĥ = Ĥe + Ĥo, where

Ĥe =

∫
dx(−i)vgâ†e(x)

∂

∂x
âe(x) +

∫
dxV δ(x)

(
â†e(x)σ̂− + âe(x)σ̂+

)
+ Eeĉ

†
eĉe + Eg ĉ

†
g ĉg

Ĥo =

∫
dx(−i)vgâ†o(x)

∂

∂x
âo(x). (687)

In the above decomposition, Ĥo is an interaction-free single-mode Hamiltonian, while Ĥe describes a non-trivial
one-mode interacting model with coupling strength V ≡

√
2V . The component Ĥe is identical in form to the s-dmodel

[see sec. II of [1603]], which describes the S-wave scattering of electrons by a magnetic impurity in three dimensions.
In this description, however, instead of fermionic operators assigned to electrons, we have bosonic operators describing
photons.
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Simplifying the notation by setting vg and ℏ equal to unity, and omitting the subscript e in â†e, the one-photon
eigenstate of Ĥe assumes the form |k⟩ ≡

∫
dx[eikx (θ(−x) + tkθ(x)) â

†(x) + ekσ̂+]|0,−⟩ [1604], where

tk ≡
k − Ω− iΓ/2
k − Ω+ iΓ/2

, Γ ≡ V 2 (688)

is the transmission amplitude of unit magnitude, and ek =
√
Γ

k−Ω+iΓ/2 is the excitation amplitude. Single-photon
resonance occurs when the energy k is close to the transition energy Ω of the two-state atom.

To construct the scattering matrix, an additional two-photon bound state is required. We first describe the general
features of the scattering problem. The two-photon Hilbert spaces of the “in” (prior to scattering) and “out” (following
scattering) states coincide with those of the free photons. They consist of totally symmetric functions of the photon
coordinates, x1 and x2. Such a Hilbert space is spanned by the complete basis {|Sk,p⟩ : k ≤ p} defined by

⟨x1, x2|Sk,p⟩ ≡
1

2π

1√
2

(
eikx1eipx2 + eikx2eipx1

)
=

√
2

2π
eiExc cos (∆x) , (689)

where E = k + p is the total energy of the photon pair, xc ≡ 1/2(x1 + x2), x ≡ x1 − x2, and ∆ ≡ (k − E/2) =
1/2(k − p) ≤ 0. An alternative choice of basis {|Ak,p⟩ : k ≤ p} spanning the same Hilbert space is defined as

⟨x1, x2|Ak,p⟩ ≡
1

2π

1√
2

sgn(x)
(
eikx1eipx2 − eikx2eipx1

)
=

√
2i

2π
sgn(x) eiExc sin (∆x) (690)

where sgn(x) ≡ θ(x)− θ(−x) is the sign function. We point out that, while both {|Sk,p⟩ : k ≤ p} and {|Ak,p⟩ : k ≤ p}
are complete, an arbitrary linear combination of the form {ak,p|Sk,p⟩+ bk,p|Ak,p⟩ : k ≤ p} may not be.

The transport properties of two photons in the presence of the two-state atom are described by the S-matrix
(denoted by S) providing us with a mapping of the Hilbert space for the in to the Hilbert space for the out states:
|out⟩ = S|in⟩. In particular, the matrix element of the S-matrix, ⟨Sk,p|S|Sk′,p′⟩, yields the transition amplitude for
the process under consideration. The S-matrix for the two-photon scattering can be diagonalized as

S ≡
∑
k<p

tktp|Wk,p⟩⟨Wk,p|+
∑
E

tE |BE⟩⟨BE |, (691)

with

|Wk,p⟩ ≡
1√

(k − p)2 + Γ2
[(k − p)|Sk,p⟩+ iΓ|Ak,p⟩] , ⟨x1, x2|BE⟩ ≡

√
Γ√
4π
eiExc−Γ|x|/2, tE ≡

E − 2Ω− 2iΓ

E − 2Ω + 2iΓ
.

(692)
As we keep following [1602], we present here a short proof that |Wk,p⟩ and |BE⟩ are eigenstates of the scattering

matrix. A two-photon eigenstate of the component Ĥe has the general form:

|Φ⟩ ≡
(∫

dx1dx2 g(x1, x2)â
†(x1)c

†(x2) +

∫
dx e(x)â†(x)σ̂+

)
|0,−⟩, (693)

where e(x) is the probability amplitude of finding the atom in its excited state. Since we are dealing with boson
statistics, the wavefunction satisfies g(x1, x2) = +g(x2, x1) [moreover, g(x1, x2) is continuous on the line x1 = x2].
From Ĥe|Φ⟩ = E|Φ⟩, we obtain the following system of coupled equations:(

−i ∂
∂x1
− i ∂

∂x2
− E

)
g(x1, x2) +

V

2
(e(x1)δ(x2) + e(x2)δ(x1)) = 0,

(
−i ∂
∂x
− E +Ω

)
e(x) + V (g(0, x) + g(x, 0)) = 0,

(694)

where g(0, x) = g(x, 0) ≡ 1/2 × (g(0−, x) + g(0+, x)). The functions g(x1, x2) and e(x) are piecewise continuous.
From the from of the δ-functions we find that the interactions take place along the two coordinate axes x1 = 0 and
x2 = 0. From the above system of equations we obtain the following conditions on the boundary between quadrants
II (x1 < 0 < x2) and III (x1, x2 < 0):

−i
[
g(x1, 0

+)− g(x1, 0−)
]
+
V

2
e(x1) = 0,

(
−i ∂
∂x1
− (E − Ω)

)
e(x1) + V

[
g(x1, 0

+) + g(x1, 0
−)
]
= 0,

(695)
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while on the boundary of quadrants II (x1 < 0 < x2) and I (0 < x1, x2) we have:

−i
[
g(0+, x2)− g(0−, x2)

]
+
V

2
e(x2) = 0,

(
−i ∂
∂x2
− (E − Ω)

)
e(x2) + V

[
g(0+, x2) + g(0−, x2)

]
= 0.

(696)

These boundary conditions must be supplemented by a further continuity condition

e(0−) = e(0+), (697)

to ensure self-consistency. Invoking once more the boson symmetry, we only need to consider the half space x1 ≤ x2.
For x1 < x2 < 0 we assume the form

g(x1, x2) = B3e
ikx1+ipx2 +A3e

ipx1+ikx2

Then, using eqs. (695)-(697), we obtain

g(x1, x2) = tktp(B3e
ikx1+ipx2 +A3e

ipx1+ikx2)

for 0 < x1 < x2, provided

B3/A3 = (k − p− iΓ)/(k − p+ iΓ)

as dictated by the continuity condition for the amplitude e(x). Hence, in the full quadrant III, the incoming state,
|Wk,p⟩ given by [see eq. (692)]

⟨x1, x2|Wk,p⟩ =
(
A3e

ikx1+ipx2 +B3e
ipx1+ikx2

)
θ(x1 − x2) +

(
B3e

ikx1+ipx2 +A3e
ipx1+ikx2

)
θ(x2 − x1)

∝ (k − p)⟨x1, x2|Sk,p⟩+ iΓ⟨x1, x2|Ak,p⟩, (698)

is an eigenstate of the S-matrix with eigenvalue tktp. A crucial step in the analysis of the scattering and transport
properties beyond the single-photon case is the realization that the set {|Wk,p⟩ : k < p} does not comprise a complete
set of basis of the free two-photon Hilbert space. Instead, there exists one additional eigenstate of the S-matrix,
denoted by |BE⟩ and defined by eq. (692)). In order to see that |BE⟩ is as well an eigenstate of the S-matrix, we
assume g(x1, x2) = eiExce−Γ|x|/2 in quadrant III. Employing once more eqs. (695)-(697)), we obtain g(x1, x2) =
tEe

iExce−Γ|x|/2 in quadrant I. This bound state features in the calculation of an exact expression for the ground-state
energy in the Anderson model [1605]. We then conclude that the set of eigenstates {|Wk,p, |BE⟩} forms a complete
and orthonormal basis that spans the free two-photon Hilbert space. We finally note that the two-photon bound state
described by |BE⟩, with a spatial extent 1/Γ, is attributed to a single composite particle with energy k + p. This
effective particle is not decomposed when passing through the two-state atom; as a result, the atom is capable of
manipulating composite particles made of photons. From our discussion above, we can then write down the momenta
distribution of the out-going state ⟨Sk2,p2 |out⟩ for an arbitrary incoming state of |in⟩ = |Sk1,p1⟩:

⟨Sk2,p2 |S|Sk1,p1⟩ = tk1tp1δ(∆1 −∆2)δ(E1 − E2) + tk1tp1δ(∆1 +∆2)δ(E1 − E2) +Bδ(E1 − E2), (699)

where the first two terms on the right-hand side describe a direct momentum exchange of the incident particles. The
third term, with complex amplitude

B(E1,∆1,∆2) =
16iΓ2

π

E1 − 2Ω + iΓ

[4∆2
1 − (E1 − 2Ω + iΓ)2] [4∆2

2 − (E1 − 2Ω + iΓ)2]
(700)

represents the background fluorescence in the presence of two-photon scattering. When ∆1 ̸= ∆2, |B(E1,∆1,∆2)|2
is the probability density of finding the outgoing photon pair in the (E1,∆2) state when the incoming pair is in the
(E1,∆1) state.

Background fluorescence differs substantially from ordinary resonance fluorescence. In the current two-photon case,
the background fluorescence results from the fact that the momentum of each photon is not individually conserved.
As a result, the interaction with the two-state atom redistributes the momenta of the photon pair over a continuous
range obeying the constraint of total energy and momentum conservation. We also note that the poles of B at
k1,2 = p1,2 = Ω − iΓ/2 signify that either of the photons has energy approximately equal to Ω (Γ ≪ Ω). Hence, the
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background fluorescence comes about as the result of inelastic photon scattering off a composite particle formed when
the two-state atom has already absorbed the other photon from the incident pair.

Let us briefly comment here on the main properties of the background fluorescence amplitude, as depicted in fig.
2 of [1602]. We first note that |B(E,∆1,∆2)|2 is an even function of E − 2Ω. When |E − 2Ω| ≤ Γ, there is a single
peak centered at ∆1 = ∆2 = 0. The height of the peak reaches its maximum value at E = 2Ω, gradually decreasing
as |E− 2Ω| grows. When |E− 2Ω| = Γ, the top of the peak flattens. When |E− 2Ω| > Γ, the amplitude function has
four peaks centered at (±

√
(E − 2Ω)2 − Γ2/2,±

√
(E − 2Ω)2 − Γ2/2), respectively. For any E and ∆1, the locations

of the maxima in |B(E,∆1,∆2)|2 are independent of ∆1. In contrast, the δ-functions in the S-matrix are centered
along the ∆1 = ∆2 line [see eq. (699)].

Background fluorescence may also indicate an effective spatial interaction between the two photons. For an incoming
state |in⟩ = |SE1,∆1⟩, the outgoing state is written as

⟨xc, x|out⟩ = eiE1xc

√
2

2π

(
tk1tp1 cos (∆1x)−

4Γ2

4∆2
1 − (E1 − 2Ω + iΓ)2

ei(E1−2Ω)|x|/2−Γ|x|/2
)
≡ eiE1xc⟨x|ϕ⟩, (701)

with ⟨x|ϕ⟩ the wavefunction in the relative coordinate x(≡ x1 − x2). From the second term on the right-hand side
we deduce that the deviation of the out-state wavefunctions from the interaction-free case is more pronounced when
∆1 ≃ ±(E1/2−Ω), i.e., when at least one of the incident photons is close to resonance. A positive (negative) deviation
from the interaction-free case means that the two photons are bunched (anti-bunched) after scattering. Therefore, the
hyperbola 4∆2

1− (E1−2Ω)2 = Γ2 indicating where such a deviation is zero, separates the regimes of photon bunching
and antibunching. The deviation is maximal at E1 − 2Ω = ∆1 = 0, when both incident photons resonant with the
two-state atom. In this case, the two photons form a bound state after being scattered off the two-level system; the
bound state has a spatial extent set by 1/Γ. When E1 − 2Ω is kept at zero, the height of the peak at x = 0 decreases
with increasing |∆1|, while for ∆1 = −

√
3Γ/2 the peak at x = 0 disappears. Both bunching and antibunching occur

at other non-resonant values of E1 and ∆1, but the effects are generally weaker. Consequently, resonance conditions
generate an effective repulsion or attraction between the scattered photon pair.

Following the investigation of the fundamental light-matter interaction in a continuum of modes, we move on to the
use of a waveguide-QED system to generate strongly-correlated photons through coupling to a more complicated local
quantum system, —e.g., a three-level or four-level atom (3LS or 4LS) as depicted in fig. 70. It has been reported that
two-photon correlation is much stronger in a waveguide with a driven three-level atom than a two-level atom [1606].
To probe the strong photon-photon correlation mediated by the multilevel system, we address photonic transport,
number statistics and second-order coherence associated with the correlated photon states, guided by the analysis
of [1607]. Focusing for brevity on the N -type system (4LS), we write down the components of the Hamiltonian as

Ĥ
(N)
atom =

4∑
j=2

ℏ
(
ϵj −

iΓj
2

)
|j⟩⟨j|+ ℏΩ

2

(
|2⟩⟨3|+H.c.

)
, (702)

Ĥ
(N)
int =

∫
dx ℏV δ(x)

{
[â†R(x) + â†L(x)](|1⟩⟨2|+ |3⟩⟨4|) + H.c.

}
. (703)

Here, the energy reference is the energy of the ground state |1⟩, and ϵ2 = ω21, ϵ3 = ϵ2 −∆, and ϵ4 = ϵ3 + ω43, where
ω21 and ω43 are the |1⟩ ↔ |2⟩, and |3⟩ ↔ |4⟩ transition frequencies, respectively. In the spirit of the quantum jump
picture [443, 1608], we include an imaginary term in the energy level to model the spontaneous emission of the excited
states to modes other than the photonic continuum, at rate Γj . The spontaneous emission rate to the 1D waveguide
continuum is given by Γ = 2V 2/c as dictated by Fermi’s golden rule. Applying the decoupling transformation which
transforms the right and left to even and odd modes, as done in [1602], yields

Ĥ
(N)
int =

∫
dxℏV δ(x)

{
â†e(x) (|1⟩⟨2|+ |3⟩⟨4|) + H.c.

}
, (704)

where V =
√
2V . The applicability of the rotating-wave approximation is ensured by the fact that ℏΓ ≪ ℏω21, a

condition which is upheld in several exemplary experiments [1609–1613].
Hereinafter, we concentrate on solving for the scattering eigenstates in the even space. Since [Ĥ, n̂e + n̂atom] =

[Ĥ, n̂o] = 0 for the number operators n̂e/o ≡
∫
dx â†e/o(x)âe/o(x) and the atomic excitation n̂atom, the total number

of excitations in both the even and odd spaces are separately conserved. Therefore, a general n-excitation state in



202

FIG. 70. Schematic representation of the composite atom-waveguide system. A Λ-type three-level system (left) next to an
N -type four-level system (right). The photons (yellow wavepacket) in a 1D waveguide are coupled to the composite atom
(blue). The transitions |1⟩ ↔ |2⟩ and |3⟩ ↔ |4⟩ are coupled to the waveguide modes with strength V . The transition |2⟩ ↔ |3⟩
is driven by a semiclassical control field with frequency ωc, detuning ∆. The control field yields a Rabi frequency Ω. Source:
Fig. 1 of [1607]. Reproduced with permission from the APS.

the even space (n = ne + natom) is given by

|Ψ(N)
n ⟩e =

[ ∫
dxn g(n)(x) â†e(x1) · · · â†e(xn) +

∫
dxn−1

∑
j=2,3

f
(n)
j (x) Ŝ+

1j â
†
e(x1) · · · â†e(xn−1)+∫

dxn−2f
(n)
4 (x) Ŝ+

14 â
†
e(x1) · · · â†e(xn−2)

]
|∅, 1⟩,

(705)

where |∅, 1⟩ is the zero-photon state with the atom in the ground state |1⟩, and Ŝ+
ij ≡ |j⟩⟨i|. The scattering eigenstates

are constructed by imposing the open boundary condition we met in [1602] that g(n)(x) is a free plane wave propagating
far away from the scatterer in the incident region [1614]. That is, for x1, · · · , xn < 0,

g(n)(x) =
1

n!

∑
Q

hk1(xQ1
) · · ·hkn(xQn

), with hk(x) =
eikx√
2π
, (706)

where Q = (Q1, · · · , Qn) denotes the permutation of (1, 2, · · · , n). Solving the Schrödinger equation with this open
boundary condition, we find the scattering eigenstates for the particular system under consideration (for a detailed
derivation with a two-level system, see also the Appendix of [1614]). In the even space, the single-photon scattering
eigenstate with energy E = ℏck is given by the expression

g(1)(x) ≡ gk(x) = hk(x)
[
θ(−x) + tkθ(x)

]
,

tk =

[
ck − ϵ2 +∆+ iΓ3/2

][
ck − ϵ2 + (iΓ2 − iΓ)/2

]
− Ω2/4[

ck − ϵ2 +∆+ iΓ3/2
][
ck − ϵ2 + (iΓ2 + iΓ)/2

]
− Ω2/4

,
(707)

where θ(x) is the step function. The one-photon scattering eigenstate is exactly the same for a three-level and a
four-level atom since at least two quanta are needed to excite level |4⟩.

For two-photon scattering , we start with a propagating plane wave in the region x1, x2 < 0, and employ the
Schrödinger equation to find the wavefunction first in the region x1 < 0 < x2 and then for 0 < x1, x2 [1614].
Following this procedure, we obtain the following two-photon scattering eigenstate with energy E = ℏc(k1 + k2):

g(2)(x1, x2) =
1

2!

[∑
Q

gk1(xQ1)gk2(xQ2) +
∑
PQ

B
(2)
kP1

,kP2
(xQ1 , xQ2)θ(xQ1)

]
, (708a)

B
(2)
kP1

,kP2
(xQ1

, xQ2
) = eiExQ2

∑
j=1,2

Cje
−γj |x2−x1|θ(xQ21

) , (708b)
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where P = (P1, P2) and Q = (Q1, Q2) are permutations of (1, 2), θ(xQij
) = θ(xQi

− xQj
), and B(2) is a two-photon

bound state —Re[γ1,2] > 0. Our solution applies for the general case of arbitrary strength of the control field. The
three-photon scattering eigenstate with energy E = ℏc(k1 + k2 + k3) follows likewise:

g(3)(x1, x2, x3) =
1

3!

{∑
Q

gk1(xQ1
)gk2(xQ2

)gk3(xQ3
) +

∑
PQ

[
gkP1

(xQ1
)B

(2)
kP2

,kP3
(xQ2

, xQ3
) θ(xQ2

) (709)

+B
(3)
kP1

,kP2
,kP3

(xQ1 , xQ2 , xQ3) θ(xQ1)
]}
,

B
(3)
kP1

,kP2
,kP3

(xQ1 , xQ2 , xQ3) = ei
[
kP1

xQ2
+(kP2

+kP3
)xQ3

][
D1 e

−γ1|xQ3
−xQ1

| +D2 e
−γ2|xQ3

−xQ1
|

+D3 e
−γ1|xQ3

−xQ2
|−γ2|xQ2

−xQ1
| +D4 e

−γ2|xQ3
−xQ2

|−γ1|xQ2
−xQ1

|
]
θ(xQ32)θ(xQ21),(710)

where B(3) is a three-photon bound state, and P = (P1, P2, P3) and Q = (Q1, Q2, Q3) are permutations of (1, 2, 3).
The coefficients C1,2 and D1,2,3,4 in the bound states depend on the system parameters and have different functional
forms for different multilevel systems. From the scattering eigenstates, we construct n-photon (n = 1− 3) S-matrices
using the Lippmann-Schwinger formalism, similar to the procedure followed in [1602] that we delineated above. The
output states are subsequently obtained by applying the S-matrices on the incident states [1614].

To assess the nonclassicality of scattering, we compute the intensity correlation function of the transmitted light.
For a weak incident coherent state (with a mean photon number n ≪ 1), we consider only the contribution of the
two-photon and one-photon states in the numerator and denominator in

g(2)(τ) =
⟨ψ|â†R(x) â†R(x+ cτ) âR(x+ cτ) âR(x)|ψ⟩

⟨ψ|â†R(x) âR(x)|ψ⟩⟨ψ|â†R(x+ cτ) âR(x+ cτ)|ψ⟩
, (711)

where |ψ⟩ is the asymptotic output state. Substituting the corresponding wavefunctions for Gaussian incident
wavepackets with spectral amplitude

α(ω) =
1

(2πσ2)1/4
exp

[
− (ω − ω0)

2

4σ2

]
, (712)

yields the explicit expression

g(2)(τ) =
|
∫
dk1dk2 α(k1) α(k2) [tk1tk2(e

−ik1τ + e−ik2τ ) +B(τ)]|2
|
∫
dk1dk2 α(k1) α(k2) tk1tk2(e

−ik1τ + e−ik2τ )|2 ,

(713)
B(τ) = π(C1e

−γ1cτ + C2e
−γ2cτ ) ,

with

C1(k1, k2) =
β(k1, k2)− α(k1, k2)λ2

λ1 − λ2
,

C2(k1, k2) =
−β(k1, k2) + α(k1, k2)λ1

λ1 − λ2
,

(714)

where

λ1,2 =
Γ + Γ2 − Γ3

4
± ξ + i

(
∆

2
± η
)
, (715)

ξ =

√
2

4

(√
χ2 + 4∆2Γ′2 − χ

)1/2
, η =

√
2

4

(√
χ2 + 4∆2Γ′2 + χ

)1/2
, (716a)

Γ′ =
Γ + Γ2 − Γ3

2
, χ = ∆2 +Ω2 − Γ′2, (716b)

α(k1, k2) = −
(tk1 − 1)(tk2 − 1)

2π
, β(k1, k2) =

ΓΩ2

16π

[
tk1 − ν(k1, k2)

ρk2
+
tk2 − ν(k1, k2)

ρk1

]
, (717)
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and

ν(k1, k2) =
ϵ4 − E − (iΓ4 − iΓ)/2
ϵ4 − E − (iΓ4 + iΓ)/2

, ρk =

(
ck − ϵ2 +∆+

iΓ3

2

)(
ck − ϵ2 +

iΓ2 + iΓ

2

)
− Ω2

4
. (718)

The results for g(2)(0) vary as a function of the Purcell enhancement factor P = Γ/Γ2 (where we assume that Γ3 = 0
and Γ2 = Γ4). When P = 0, the bound-state contribution B is zero and g(2)(0) = 1. With increasing P , however, the
bound-state term progressively cancels the plane-wave term until complete antibunching occurs. A further increase
of P leads to an eventual photon bunching.

To conclude this section, let us consider a pair of two-state atoms with transition frequencies ω1 and ω2, spatial
separation L = ℓ2 − ℓ1, and dipole coupled to a 1D waveguide [1615]. As one anticipates from our earlier discussion,
the Hamiltonian of this system is (we note that within the RWA, causality in photon propagation is preserved by
extending the frequency integrals to −∞ [1616])

Ĥ =
∑
j=1,2

ℏ(ωj − iΓ′
j/2)σ̂

+
j σ̂

−
j + Ĥwg +

∑
j=1,2

∑
β=R,L

∫
dxℏVjδ(x− ℓj)[â†β(x)σ̂−

j +H.c.],

(719)

Hwg =

∫
dx

ℏvg
i

[
â†R(x)

d

dx
âR(x)− â†L(x)

d

dx
âL(x)

]
,

where, as usual, â†R,L(x) is the creation operator for a right-or left-going photon at position x and vg is the group
velocity of the photon pulses in the waveguide. Also, σ̂+

j and σ̂−
j are the two-state atom raising and lowering operators,

respectively. An imaginary term in the energy level is once more included to model the spontaneous emission of the
excited states at a rate Γ′

1,2 to modes other than the privileged waveguide continuum [1608]. The decay rate to
that waveguide continuum is given by Γj = 2V 2

j /c. For simplicity we assume two identical two-state atoms with
Γ1 = Γ2 ≡ Γ, ω1 = ω2 ≡ ω0 ≫ Γ, and Γ′

1 = Γ′
2 ≡ Γ′.

We have already seen at that stage that quantum interference effects produce an ostensible effective optical nonlin-
earity on the few-photon level. The relevant physical mechanisms can be clarified through an appropriate quantum
many-body approach [1617]. To study the interaction effects, a Green function method allows one to calculate the
full interacting scattering eigenstates and subsequently the photon-photon correlations. We then set forth with a
reformulated Hamiltonian

Ĥ = Ĥ0 + V̂ , V̂ =
∑
j=1,2

U

2
d̂†j d̂j(d̂

†
j d̂j − 1),

(720)

Ĥ0 =
∑
j=1,2

ℏ(ωj − iΓ′
j/2)d̂

†
j d̂j + Ĥwg +

∑
j=1,2

∑
α=R,L

∫
dxℏVjδ(x− aj)[a†α(x)d̂j +H.c.],

where d̂†j and d̂j are bosonic creation and annihilation operators on the two-state atom sites. The two-state atom
ground and excited states correspond to zero- and one-boson states, respectively. Unphysical multiple occupation is
prevented by the inclusion of a large onsite repulsive interaction term with a coefficient U which is a freely varying
parameter. The Hamiltonian operators in eqs. (719) and (720) are equivalent in the limit U → ∞ (hard-core Bose-
Hubbard model). The non-interacting scattering eigenstates can be obtained easily from Ĥ0|ϕ⟩ = E|ϕ⟩. The full
interacting scattering eigenstates |ψ⟩ are linked to |ϕ⟩ through the Lippmann-Schwinger equation [1110]

|ψ⟩ = |ϕ⟩+ ĜR(E)V̂ |ψ⟩, ĜR(E) =
1

E − Ĥ0 + i0+
. (721)

The crucial step here is the numerical evaluation of the Green functions, from which one obtains the scattering
eigenstates. Once these are found, assuming a weak coherent driving field, we may calculate the intensity correlation
function g2(τ) for an arbitrary interatomic separation; this function evinces the appearance of quantum beats in both
Markovian and non-Markovian regimes.

To understand the existence of quantum beats for a small interatomic separation (k0L ≤ π), we use a master
equation for the density matrix ρ̂ of the two-state atoms in the Markov approximation. Tracing out the 1D bosonic
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degrees of freedom yields the equation [1596]

∂ρ̂

∂t
=

i

ℏ
[ρ̂, Ĥc]−

∑
i,j=1,2

Γij
2

(ρ̂σ̂+
i σ̂

−
j + σ̂+

i σ̂
−
j ρ̂− 2σ̂−

i ρ̂σ̂
+
j ),

(722)

Ĥc = ℏω0

∑
i=1,2

σ̂+
i σ̂

−
i + ℏΩ12(σ̂

+
1 σ̂

−
2 + σ̂+

2 σ̂
−
1 ),

where Γii ≡ Γ+Γ′, while Γ12 ≡ Γ cos(ω0L/c) and Ω12 ≡ (Γ/2) sin(ω0L/c) are the spontaneous and coherent-emission
coupling rates, respectively, mediated by the vacuum field.

Transforming to the symmetric and antisymmetric states we met in sec. V B, |S,A⟩ ≡ (|g1e2⟩ ± |e1g2⟩)/
√
2 gives a

more transparent form:

∂ρ̂

∂t
=
i

ℏ
[ρ̂, Hc]−

∑
β=S,A

Γβ
2
(ρ̂σ̂+

β σ̂
−
β + σ̂+

β σ̂
−
β ρ̂− 2σ̂−

β ρ̂σ̂
+
β ), (723)

with

Hc =
∑
β=S,A

ℏωβ σ̂+
β σ̂

−
β , (724)

and where σ̂+
S,A ≡ (σ̂+

1 ± σ̂+
2 )/
√
2, ΓS,A ≡ Γ + Γ′ ± Γ12, and ωS,A ≡ ω0 ± Ω12.

We note that |S⟩ and |A⟩ are decoupled from each other and have transition frequencies ωS,A and decay rates ΓS,A
oscillating as a function of L. When L = 0, ΓS = 2Γ + Γ′ and ΓA = Γ′. |S⟩ is in the superradiant state, while
|A⟩ is subradiant. Since the waveguide couples only to the superradiant state, the second-order photon correlation
follows that for a single two-state atom, akin to the behavior depicted in Figs. 69 (b,c). However, when k0L = π/2,
ΓS = ΓA = Γ+Γ′, ωS,A = ω0±Γ/2, and the waveguide couples to both |S⟩ and |A⟩. It is then precisely the quantum
interference between the transitions |S⟩ → |g1g2⟩ and |A⟩ → |g1g2⟩ that gives rise to quantum beats at the frequency
difference ωS − ωA = Γ.

Temporal quantum correlations induced by the interaction of two single photons via a quantum emitter in a nanopho-
tonic waveguide were experimentally recorded in [1619]. In this experiment, the interaction (transmission/reflection)
of a single probe photon with a quantum dot is controlled by another photon – see the setup depicted in the upper
part of fig. 71. The control photon effectively shifts the emitter resonance by a set amount that can be modified by
the detuning of the control photon from the bare resonance and the control photon flux (the input intensity is about
twice the saturation level of the atom). In a single experimental run it is possible to access both the correlations orig-
inating from one-photon and two-photon interactions. This is accomplished by recording the second-order intensity
correlation function G(2)

xy (t1, t2) with two single-photon detectors in a pulsed experiment (∆t is the separation between
excitation pulses, which is much longer than the emitter lifetime). By recording two-photon detection events where
t1 ≈ t2 and t1 ≈ t2 + ∆t, respectively, one may distinguish by post-selection two photons from the same excitation
pulse or two subsequent excitation pulses interacting with the quantum dot.

Three different regimes are defined corresponding to: (1) excitation, (2) saturation and stimulated emission, and
(3) spontaneous emission of the single quantum dot. In regime (1), the one-and two-photon dynamics is similar since
the probability of absorption remains small. The rise in the excitation probability is directly revealed in the reflection
measurements [frame (e) in the lower part of fig. 71], since there is no interference with the incoming pulse. When
the excitation probability becomes appreciable, we enter regime (2) of stimulated emission and saturation where
pronounced differences between one- and two-photon dynamics are noted. The reflection is strongly suppressed in
the two-photon case [fig. 71(e)], which is a direct consequence of the fact that the emitter reflects only one photon
at a time – this leads to the dip in the time-delay plot of fig. 71(h). The single-photon response is dominated by
strong reflection, testifying to the efficient coupling of the quantum dot to the waveguide. This leads to a large optical
extinction, confirmed by the suppression of transmission-transmission and transmission-reflection records in the frames
(d) and (f) of fig. 71, respectively. In contrast, a pronounced enhancement is found for the two-photon process, since
a single photon suffices for saturating the emitter enabling the transmission of a second photon. The time delay data
in figs. 71 (g) and (i) elucidate the dynamics of this process. The strong asymmetry in the transmission-reflection
data [fig. 71(i)] reveals the temporal ordering of the scattering process, where a photon is first absorbed, then a
second photon is transmitted and finally the dot re-emits a photon. In the transmission-transmission channel, the two
detected photons had propagated in the same direction, giving rise to stimulated emission. One observes a pronounced
preference for two-photon transmission compared to the single-photon case, see fig. 71(d). By monitoring the delay
between the transmitted photons, the authors find an increased emission rate in the forward (transmission) direction
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FIG. 71. Upper part: Schematic representation of the experimental setup. The probe (green) and control (red) CW weak
lasers of orthogonal polarizations propagate down the waveguide through opposite gratings. The transmission of the probe
signal can be recorded with single-photon detectors. Lower part: Temporal quantum correlations induced by the nonlinear
interaction on a time scale determined by the pulse duration δt and the lifetime τ . Experimental measurements of the two-
photon correlation function G(2)

xy (t1, t2) for δt/τ = 1.5 and photons detected in different spatial modes, i.e., both photons being
transmitted (a), reflected (b), or one photon reflected and the other transmitted (c) by the quantum dot. The two different
cases correspond to two photons in the same pulse (blue data) or one photon in each subsequent pulse (red data). The green
dashed line marks the position of the incident pulse exciting the quantum dot. (d)–(f) Line cuts at t1 = t2, indicated by the
full line in the correlation data in frames (a)-(c), as a function of t1 + t2 for the three cases. (g)–(i) Line cuts at t1 = −t2 —
indicated by the dashed line in the correlation data in frames (a)–(c) — as a function of t1 − t2 for the three cases. Source:
Figs. 3 and 4 of [1618].

by comparing the time delay data in fig. 71(g) to the transmission-reflection data in fig. 71 (i). These observations
are signatures of stimulated emission of a saturable emitter occurring here in the most fundamental setting of just
two quanta of light and mediated by a single quantum emitter. Indeed, with the efficient coherent light-matter
coupling in the photonic-crystal waveguide, even a single photon pulse is sufficient for stimulating emission. Finally,
after the excitation pulse has gone through, the system enters into regime (3) where the remaining population of the
emitter decays by means of spontaneous emission. The two-photon response is suppressed relative to the one-photon
response, indicating the fact that the single emitter stores only one excitation at a time (see subsec. V D and fig. 4
of [1608]). Scattering-matrix theory has been recently applied to the study of quantum interference in multi-waveguide
systems bridged by Jaynes-Cummings emitters [1620]. A recent report has investigated the minimal conditions for a
superradiant burst to occur as a function of the number of emitters, the chirality of the waveguide, and the single-
emitter optical depth, both for ordered and disordered ensembles. Photon bunching evinced by the second-order
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correlation function of “directional superradiance” [1621] selects the processes in which the photon emission rate is
enhanced into the waveguide coupled to an array of N two-level atoms [1622]. Concurrently, Liedl and collaborators
have experimentally explored a wide range of regimes from weak excitation to full inversion, with ensembles comprising
up to 103 atoms. The Cesium emitters are trapped and optically interfaced via the evanescent field surrounding an
optical nanofibre, with a guided pulse [1623]. To model the dynamics, the authors use a Lindblad master equation
with the cascaded interaction Hamiltonian Ĥcasc = −iℏ(γf/2)

∑
k<l σ̂

†
l σ̂k + h.c., where γf is the collective rate of

decay into the waveguide.
Let us close this section by focusing on an extended emitter which has recently attracted considerable interest in

waveguide QED. Giant atoms are emitters which cannot be considered as pointlike, for their coupling with a guided
wave extends over a significant length for which the dipole approximation no longer holds [1624]. For instance,
experiments using surface acoustic waves show that a single artificial atom can be coupled to a bosonic field at several
points which are located wavelengths apart [1625]. The multiple coupling points generate a frequency dependence in
the coupling strength between the atom and its environment, as well as in the atomic Lamb shift.

Santos and Bachelard have recently investigated the generation of entanglement across two giant artificial atoms
in a nested configuration, interacting with a common field supported by a one-dimensional waveguide. The dynamics
of the two-atom system is described by an effective Lindblad master equation with a coherent excitation exchange
term and a dissipative part; the latter features a cross-decay contribution on top of single-atom decay rates. The
dynamical behaviour is amenable to a minimal four-level model with four distinct decay rates, characteristic to the
case of giant atoms. Highly entangled states can be generated in the steady state in the case where the system is
driven by a resonant classical field, while the statistics of the light emitted by the system can be used as a witness of
the presence of entanglement [1626].

The phenomenology of spontaneous emission and two-photon scattering has been assessed in [1627], analyzing the
cross section and the spectral features of the output channels in a waveguide QED setup where a two-state emitter
is completely transparent to one-photon pulses, while it strongly interacts with the multiphoton components of the
input state. A single emitter, quadratically coupled to the waveguide field can realize a two-photon logic gate with
unit fidelity, bypassing a no-go theorem formulated for conventional waveguide-QED interactions [1628–1630].

D. Interaction with matter in nanowire plasmons

We now turn to the interaction of surface plasmons (SPs) with matter based on the proposal for realizing a single-
photon transistor reported in [1631] concurrently with the generation of single optical plasmons in metallic nanowires
coupled to quantum dots [1632]. In contrast to atoms, semiconductor quantum dots stand out due to their large optical
dipole moment and engineerable emission wavelength. Other attractive properties include their fixed position and
possibility of integration with cavities and waveguides using semiconductor fabrication techniques (see e.g., [1633]).
SPs are propagating electromagnetic modes confined to the surface of a conductor-dielectric interface. Their unique
properties allow their confinement to sub-wavelength dimensions, which has led to waveguiding below the diffraction
limit [1634], enhanced transmission through sub-wavelength apertures [1635], and sub-wavelength imaging [1636–1638].
Large field enhancements associated with plasmon resonances of metallic nano-particles have also been employed for
the detection of proximal single molecules via surface-enhanced Raman scattering [1639, 1640]. Similar properties are
directly responsible for the strong interaction between single SPs on a conducting nanowire and an individual optical
emitter located nearby.

We now target more concretely a prominent experimental realization of waveguide QED, employing what we have
encountered in this section and bringing in directly the Purcell enhancement of spontaneous emission that we met
at the end of sec. V C. A Purcell factor of 16 was reported in [1612] for single quantum dots embedded in photonic
nanowires. Much like what happens in a single-mode fiber, the surface plasmon (SP) modes of a conducting nanowire
constitute a one-dimensional, single-mode continuum that can be labeled by the wavevectors k along the direction of
propagation (see e.g.,[1634]). Unlike a single-mode fiber, however, the nanowire continues to display good confinement
and guiding when its radius is reduced well below the optical wavelength (R≪λ0). Specifically, in this limit, the SPs
exhibit strongly reduced wavelengths and small transverse mode areas relative to free-space radiation, which scale
according to λpl∝1/k∝R and Aeff∝R2, respectively. The tight confinement results in a large interaction strength
between the SP modes and any proximal emitter with a dipole-allowed transition, with a coupling constant that
scales like g ∝ 1/

√
Aeff . Such reduction in the group velocity leads to an enhancement of the density of states,

D(ω) ∝ 1/R. Hence, the spontaneous emission rate into the SPs, Γ+∼g2(ω)D(ω) ∝ (λ0/R)
3, can be much larger

than the emission rate Γ′ into all other possible channels. A relevant figure of merit is an effective Purcell factor
P ≡ Γ+/Γ′, which can exceed 103 in realistic systems. The Purcell factor plays an important role in determining the
strength and fidelity of the nonlinear processes of interest.

Motivated by these considerations, we now describe in a more simplified picture a general one-dimensional model
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of an emitter strongly coupled to a set of travelling electromagnetic modes. Like we did before, we first consider a
simple two-level configuration for the emitter, consisting of ground and excited states |−⟩ , |+⟩ separated by a bare
frequency Ω. The multimode JC Hamiltonian describing this interaction in the presence of spontaneous emission is
given by

Ĥ = ℏ(Ω− iΓ′/2)σ̂ee +

∫
dk ℏc|k|â†kâk − ℏg

∫
dk
(
σ̂+âke

ikzr + σ̂−â
†
ke

−ikzr
)
, (725)

where σ̂ij ≡ |i⟩ ⟨j|, âk is the annihilation operator for the mode with wavevector k, g is the emitter-field interaction
strength, and zr is the position of the emitter. We have assumed a linear dispersion relation over the relevant frequency
range, νk = vg|k|, where vg is the group velocity of SPs on the nanowire, and similarly that g is frequency-independent.
In the spirit of the theory of quantum trajectories for an open system [443], we have also included a non-Hermitian
term in Ĥ due to the decay of state |+⟩ into a reservoir of other radiative and non-radiative modes at a rate Γ′.

The propagation of SPs can be dramatically altered by the interaction with a single two-level emitter. In particular,
for low incident powers, the interaction occurs with near-unit probability, and each photon can be reflected with very
high efficiency. At the same time, for higher powers the emitter response rapidly saturates; the atom is not able
to scatter more than one photon at a time. The low-power behavior can be easily understood by first considering
the scattering of a single photon. Since we are interested only in SP modes near the optical frequency Ω, we can
effectively treat left- and right-propagating SPs as completely separate fields. In particular, one can define operators
that annihilate a left (right)-propagating photon at position z, ÊL(R)(z) = (1/

√
2π)

∫
dk eikzâL(R),k, where operators

acting on the left and right branches are assumed to have vanishing commutation relations with the other branch.
An exact solution to the scattering from the right to left branches in the limit P →∞ was derived in [1641], and this
approach can be generalized to finite P . In particular, it is possible to solve for the scattering eigenstates of a system
containing at most one (either atomic or photonic) excitation. The reflection coefficient for an incoming photon with
wavenumber k is

r(δk) = −
1

1 + Γ′/Γ+ − 2iδk/Γ+
, (726)

where δk≡ck−ωeg is the photon detuning, while the transmission coefficient is related to r by t(δk) = 1+ r(δk). Here
Γ+ = 4πg2/c is the decay rate into the SPs, as obtained by application of Fermi’s Golden Rule to the Hamiltonian in
eq. (725). On resonance, r≈− (1− 1/P ), and thus for large Purcell factors the emitter in state |−⟩ acts as a nearly
perfect mirror, which simultaneously imparts a π-phase shift upon reflection. The bandwidth ∆ω of this process is
determined by the total spontaneous emission rate, Γ = Γ++Γ′, which can be quite large. Furthermore, the probability
κ of losing the photon to the environment is strongly suppressed for large Purcell factors, κ≡1 − R − T = 2R/P ,
where R (T ) ≡ |r|2 (|t|2) is the reflectance (transmittance).

As we have demonstrated with the aforementioned theoretical results, the nonlinear response of the system can be
observed when we consider the interaction of a single emitter not just with a single photon, but with multiphoton
input states. While the reflectance and transmittance for this system are similar to those derived for a single photon
at low excitation, the coincidence of several photons within the bandwidth ∆ω∼Γ triggers the onset of nonlinearity,
saturating the atomic response. As a result, these photons cannot be efficiently reflected. We now present a mapping
which allows the scattering dynamics to be accurately resolved. Without loss of generality, we assume that the
incident field propagates to the right, impinging on the emitter which is initially in its ground state. Then, the initial
wave function can be represented in the form |ψ̃(t→−∞)⟩ = D̂({αke−iνkt}) |0⟩ |−⟩, where the displacement operator
D̂({αk}) ≡ exp[

∫
dk (â†R,kαk − α∗

kâR,k)] creates a multi-mode coherent state with amplitude αke−iνkt when operated
on the vacuum state. The definition of the displacement operator brings about a state transformation given by the
expression [1642]

|ψ̃⟩ = D̂
(
{αke−iνkt}

)
|ψ⟩ . (727)

The initial state is then transformed to |ψ(t→−∞)⟩ = |0⟩ |−⟩. Moving now to the Heisenberg picture, the field
operator transforms as ÊR(z, t)→ÊR(z, t) + Êc(z, t), where the external field amplitude assumes the form Êc(z, t) =
(1/
√
2π)

∫
dk α̂ke

ikz−iνkt. It follows that this transformation maps the initial coherent state to a complex number in
the interaction Hamiltonian, which, from a physical point of view, corresponds to a classical field with Rabi frequency
Ωc =

√
2πgEc. At the same time, it connects the initial photon state to the vacuum. These correspondences have

the important consequence that the dynamics of the atomic emitter interacting with the field modes is amenable to
the Wigner-Weisskopf approximation. Namely, the interaction with the vacuum modes gives rise to an exponential
decay rate from state |+⟩ to |−⟩ at a rate Γ. The evolution of the atomic operators consequently reduces to the usual
optical Bloch equations [106], something that enables the calculation of all properties of the atomic operators and the



209

scattered field. For a resonant (δk = 0) input field of a narrow bandwidth (δω≪Γ), the steady-state transmittance
and reflectance evaluate as

T =
1 + 8(1 + P )2(Ωc/Γ)

2

(1 + P )2(1 + 8(Ωc/Γ)2)
, (728)

R =

(
1 +

1

P

)−2
1

1 + 8(Ωc/Γ)2
. (729)

In the regime of low excitation (Ωc/Γ≪1), scattering from the emitter is identical to the single-photon case, with
R≈(1+ 1/P )−2, T ≈(1+P )−2. For large Purcell enhancement factors the single emitter also acts as a perfect mirror.
In the region of high drive powers (Ωc/Γ≫1), however, the single emitter saturates and most of the incoming photons
are simply transmitted past with no effect, T →1,R∼O((Γ/Ωc)2). The significance of these results can be understood
by noting that saturation is achieved at a Rabi frequency Ωc ∼ Γ that, in the limit of large P , corresponds to a
switching energy of a single quantum (∼ ℏν) within a pulse of duration ∼ 1/Γ.

The manifestly nonlinear response of the two-state atom at a single-photon level leads to an ostensible modification
of the photon statistics, that cannot be captured solely by steady-state average intensities. Higher-order correlations
of the transmitted and reflected fields should be considered. In particular, we determine the steady-state normalized
second-order correlation function for the outgoing field, g(2)β=R,L(τ), which, for a stationary process, is defined as
(taking the limit t→∞)

g
(2)
β=R,L(z, τ) ≡ ⟨Ê

†
β(z, t)Ê

†
β(z, t+ τ)Êβ(z, t+ τ)Êβ(z, t)⟩ / ⟨Ê†

β(z, t)Êβ(z, t)⟩
2
, (730)

where τ is the difference between the two observation times t and t+τ . The reflected field, which is a purely scattered
field, has an identical statistical behavior to the one encountered in ordinary resonance fluorescence. It follows directly
that the reflected photons are strongly antibunched (g(2)(0) = 0) since the two-state atom can absorb and re-emit
only one photon at a time. The transmitted field, however, has markedly different properties since it comprises a sum
of the incident and scattered fields. For near-resonant weak excitation, we find

g(2)(τ) = e−Γτ
(
P 2 − eΓτ/2

)2
+O(Ω2

c/Γ
2), (731)

while at high excitation g(2)(τ) approaches unity for all delay times.
The high-power behaviour of eq. (731) indicates that there is no appreciable change in statistics, owing to the

saturation of the atomic response. The low-power behavior, on the other hand, is akin to an efficient single-photon
switch depending on the Purcell enhancement factor P . Let us trace the function of a switch of that kind. For P≫1,
individual photons have a large reflection probability, but when two photons impinge simultaneously the atomic
transition saturates and the probability of transmission is considerably larger for photon pairs (we note that when
P≪1 the statistical properties of the transmitted field are almost unaltered by the atomic emitter). This effect
yields a strong bunching effect at τ = 0, where g(2)(0) ∼ P 4. We also encounter a later antibunching and perfect
vanishing of g(2)(τ) at τ0 = (4 ln P )/Γ for weak driving fields (see also the related discussion on the nonclassicality
of the emission in [1643]). A more complete understanding of these features can be sought from a quantum jump
formalism describing the system evolution conditioned on the detection of a photon [1362]. Unlike what happens
for the reflected field, the picture for the transmitted field is less clear, since we cannot resolve the uncertainty on
whether the detected photon originates from the atomic scatterer or from a direct transmission of the input field. The
modification of the wave function following a photon detection is accounted for by the application of a jump operator
—in the present case the transmitted field operator ÊT = ÊR,free + Êc +

√
2πigσ̂−/c. For a large value of P , the

atomic component in ET dominates, which is responsible for the low steady-state transmittance T ≈ (1 + P )−2: the
scattered field destructively interferes with the input field. Since multiple (co)incident photons enhance the probability
of transmission, the detection of a photon increases the conditional probability that another photon is present in the
system. In the quantum-jump formalism, this translates into an instantaneous increase of the atomic coherence ⟨σ̂−⟩
by a factor of 1 + P over its steady-state value. The destructive interference occurring between the incoming and
scattered fields subsequently recedes, whence the jump causes an instantaneous increase in the field amplitude ⟨ÊT ⟩
while it also induces a π-phase shift with respect to its steady-state value. The initial increase in the magnitude of
⟨ÊT ⟩ generates bunching, while the π phase shift and subsequent relaxation back to equilibrium makes ⟨ÊT ⟩ pass
through zero at some finite time τ0 > 0, which yields the later antibunching effect —a result of the cancellation of the
incoming by the scattered field (see sec. 13.2.3 of [443]). For P = 1 the cancellation occurs precisely at τ = 0 giving
g(2)(0) = 0.
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The intensity correlation function of eq. (731) is to be compared with the bad-cavity limit (2κ ≫ g, γ) of cavity
QED; in particular, the second-order correlation function of forwards scattering in the weak-excitation limit of cavity-
enhanced resonance fluorescence [1643],

g(2)→ (τ) ≈ [1− 4C2
1e

−(γ′/2)τ ]2. (732)

where γ′ = γ(1 + 2C) is the cavity-enhanced emission rate, and C1 is the single-atom cooperativity (or, spontaneous
emission enhancement factor) that we met in sec II F. This perturbative result shows that for 2C1 ≫ 1 forwards
photon scattering is highly bunched.

Lodahl and coworkers [1644] provide a comprehensive review on the theoretical framework of light emission in pho-
tonic nanostructures, including photonic-crystal cavities and waveguides, dielectric nanowires, and plasmonic waveg-
uides. Although the manuscript deals with excitons in single quantum dots embedded in photonic nanostructures, it
also pertains to a broad range of quantum emitters such as molecules, nitrogen vacancy centers, or atoms. As part
of a characteristic experiment conducted a few years before, Flagg et al. had reported on the development of Mollow
triplet for a resonantly driven quantum dot in a microcavity [110]. The strong light confinement in nanostructures
leads to emission, scattering and absorption of photons by quantum emitters, which are dependent on the direction
propagation. Locking the local polarization of light to its wavevector enables the production of non-reciprocal single-
photon devices operating in a quantum superposition of two or more of their states, as well as the realization of
deterministic spin–photon interfaces [1645]. The emission properties of a quantum dot resonantly coupled to a cavity
mode as well as to Majorana bound states were studied in [1646].

VI. ALTERNATIVE PHYSICAL SYSTEMS

In this section, we provide a brief account on alternative systems and platforms realizing the basic models of light-
matter interaction linked to the Jaynes-Cummings (JC) model, and their associated critical behaviour that we have
visited up to this point. In one of the earliest notable demonstrations of the kind, the nonperturbative dynamics of
a two-state transition in a quantum box in three dimensional pillar microcavities was modelled by the multimode JC
Hamiltonian and the associated usual Lindblad master equation from which luminescence spectra were extracted to
ascertain the presence of strong-coupling conditions [1647]. A few years later, the interaction of cold caesium atoms
with the evanescent field of a monolithic microtoroidal resonator in the experiment of [1648] paved the way to strong
coupling of single atoms with the radiation in lithographically fabricated microresonators. Particular emphasis will
be laid on two systems, the first concerning the ’material’, and the second the ’field’ degree of freedom in the JC
description.

A. Nitrogen vacancy centers

The nitrogen-vacancy center (NVC) is a point defect with C3v symmetry (occurring also naturally) in a diamond
lattice, comprising a substitutional nitrogen impurity adjacent to a vacancy, offering a unique combination of spin
coherence at room temperature [1649] (with coherence times of the order of a few ns a decade ago and now in the ms
range) together with efficient optical control and readout (see e.g. [1650]). By virtue of its symmetry, the NVC may
only have nondegenerate and two-fold degenerate energy levels. Coherent rotations and spin echoes in a single NVC
spin were first reported in [1651]. The electronic ground (3A) and first excited (3E) state are electron spin triplet
states (S = 1). Optical excitation is only effective between the mS = 0 sublevels in both states [1652].

The spin sublevels of the electronic ground state have been manipulated via magnetic resonance at room temperature
in the seminal experiment of [1653] in 2006, as shown in fig. 72. The probability to find the NVC in the mS = 0
state, proportional to the photoluminscence intensity IPL, reads

PmS=0(t) = 1− f2R
f2R +∆f2

sin2
(
π
√
f2R +∆f2 t

)
(733)

where fR = (1/2)gmBB(RF), 1/h is the Rabi frequency (B(RF), 1 is the amplitude of the AC magnetic field, µB is the
Bohr magnetron) and ∆f is the detuning from resonance.

Normal-mode splitting corresponding to a vacuum Rabi frequency of g/2π for a whispering gallery mode (WGM)
strongly dipole-coupled to a silica nanosphere at optical frequencies was reported in [1654]. WGM cavities can
support two counter-propagating traveling modes with the same frequency and profile, while the continuous total
internal reflections on the boundary promote an enhanced interaction of the NVCs with the evanescent field. For a
detailed analysis of the eigenmodes and the electromagnetic WGM volume see [1655]. Single NV− defect centers were
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FIG. 72. (a) Schematic illustration of the electronic energy level structure of the NVC. The inset on the bottom right depicts
the energy levels of the NVC as a function of the external applied magnetic field B along the N-V symmetry axis lifting the
degeneracy of the mS = ±1 sublevels. An energy resonance occurs around B = 514G. (b) Electron spin resonance, manifested
as a dip in the photoluminescence intensity IPL, between the mS = 0 and mS = −1 sublevels for a given value of the applied
magnetic field. NVCs are also identified through photon antibunching measurements. (c) Coherent Rabi oscillations for three
different values of the applied RF pulse power against the pulse duration of the RF magnetic field with magnitude B1 ≡ B(RF), 1.
The spin rotates between the mS = 0 and mS = −1 sublevels, leading to the oscillation of IPL (source: [1653]). Reproduced
with permission from the APS.

subsequently coupled on demand to high-Q WGMs in microspheres, demonstrating the possibility of manipulating
single quantum emitters probed through their modified fluorescence spectrum [1656]. The JC system Hamiltonian and
the associated quantum master equation were explicitly invoked in [Appendix A of [1657]] to assess photoluminescence
spectra due to coupling of a transverse magnetic (TM) WGM to NVCs mitigating the effects of electron-phonon
interaction via zero-phonon (ZP) emission. Besides the ZP line, containing a small fraction of the emission, an extended
phonon sideband leads to a broad emission spectrum. The transition into a Purcell-enhanced emission regime at low
temperatures was reported for the coupling of an NVC to a fiber-based microcavity at room temperature [1658]. Here,
the coupling of the optical transitions to the cavity mode is modelled explicitly by a JC Hamiltonian and a master
equation in the Markov approximation; the dynamics is however simplified since line broadening dominates at room
temperature.

The quest for high indistinguishability of the emitted photons has motivated the search for alternative active
defects. Unlike the NVCs, most of the radiation emitted by negatively-charged SiV centers belongs to the ZP line,
while extreme photon antibunching (with g2(0) = 0.04) has been attained [1659]. In both cases, however, the excited-
state lifetime exhibits a strong dependence on temperature variations due to the presence of thermally activated
nonradiative decay channels [1660]. Besides, a three-level model with an implied shelving state is found to underlie
the increasing photon bunching behavior of the negatively-charged NVCs, for increasing drive power [1661].

Moving now to more sophisticated architectures, the integrated photonic network consisting of a single-mode ring
resonator coupled to an optical waveguide with gratings on both ends (to enhance the collection of upward scattered
photons), set a clear paradigm in single-photon generation and routing [1662]. At the same time, one of the most
promising approaches for achieving large-scale computation relies on coupling several NVCs to optical resonators
enhancing the ZP emission as opposed to the emission into phonon sidebands. Electrical control of the ZP line
transition frequencies with reduced spectral diffusion was demonstrated in [1663]. For a dipole resonant with the cavity
mode of quality factor Q and ideally positioned with respect to the local electric field, the maximum spontaneous
emission rate enhancement (the Purcell enhancement factor we have already met several times), normalized by the
fraction of the total photoluminescence emitted via the ZPL transitions (for a transition coupled to the resonator
mode as opposed to the free modes in the uniform dielectric medium inside the resonator) is [1664, 1665]

FZPL
max ≈

3

4π2

(
λ

n

)3
Q

V
, (734)

where λ is the cavity wavelength and V =
[∫
V
ε(r) |E(r)|2 dV

]
/max

(
ε(r) |E(r)|2

)
is the optical mode volume of

the resonator. Tuning two modes with quality factors Q ∼ 4, 000 over the ZP line produces an enhancement factor
FZPL
max ∼ 20 [1664]. Photonic crystal cavities in one dimension have allowed the attainment of FZPL

max = 62, with more
than half of the radiated field emitted into the ZPL [1665]. The attainment of higher Purcell factors is currently
hindered by difficulties in achieving perfect alignment between the emission dipole of NVCs and the cavity field mode.
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In recent experiments, NVCs in photonic structures with CVD-grown (111)-oriented diamond exhibit exceptionally
good preferential orientation [1666], while the ion implantation of NVCs into the mode maximum of photonic crystal
nanocavities paves the way to the scalable production of optically coupled spin memories [1667].

To aid the development of scalable nanophotonic devices based on diamond, a significant reduction in the optical
linewidths for NVCs was reported in [1668], enabling their placement inside a well-defined device layer, as systems with
excellent optical coherence. Furthermore, entanglement between three NVCs coupled to the two counter-propagating
WGMs in a microtoroidal cavity was assessed via the phenomenological master equation in [1669], where the diamond-
induced Rayleigh scattering coupling the two modes is explicitly accounted for in the system Hamiltonian, competing
with the NVC-WGM interaction of JC type. The Hamiltonian of the whole system, capturing these interactions, can
be written as

Ĥ = ĤS + ĤJC + Ĥsc, (735)

in which the individual terms read

ĤS = ℏω0

3∑
j=1

σ̂jz + ℏωcâ†cwâcw + ℏωcâ†ccwâccw,

ĤJC = ℏ
3∑
j=1

Gj
(
eikd1j σ̂j+âcw + e−ikd1j σ̂j+âccw

)
+ h.c.,

Ĥsc = ℏ
3∑
j=1

gj
(
â†cwâcw + â†ccwâccw

)
+ ℏ

3∑
j=1

gj
(
e2ikd1j â†ccwâcw + h.c.

)
,

where âc(c)w is the annihilation operator for the (counter) propagating WGM with a common wavenumber k, σ̂j+ =

|ej⟩⟨gj | and σ̂jz = |ej⟩⟨ej |+ |gj⟩⟨gj | are the usual Pauli operators for the jth NVC. The phase factors introduced in the
above expressions account for the varying location of the NVCs along the toroidal cavity (with d1j the relative distance
of the three centers with the j = 1 placed at the origin-d11 = 0). The Hamiltonian HS describes the free evolution of
the system consisting of the uncoupled NVCs and the two WGMs, the Hamiltonian HJC accounts for the NVC-WGM
dipole interaction with coupling strengths Gj and the Hamiltonian Hsc accounts for the elastic Rayleigh scattering,
with a strength which is a function of the polarizability of the diamond nanocrystal. By virtue of the total angular
momentum conservation, the dipole transition between the excited (a linear combination of states with mS = +1,−1,
one of the six allowed by the algebra of the group C3v) and ground state (with mS = −1) will be accompanied by
absorbing or releasing photons with circular polarization σ̂+ and frequency ω0. Formulating the dissipative dynamics
around the quantum jumps between the eigenstates of the system Hamiltonian, a lower bound (to the convex roof)
of the concurrence is computed to assess the entanglement dynamics of the tripartite system [1669]. Lastly, the
possibility to realize strong collective coupling and observe cavity QED effects, such as Rabi oscillations and mode
splitting, with ensembles of NV spins at room temperature has been recently assessed in [1670].

In summary, NVCs are one of the most promising building blocks for room-temperature manipulation in the
quantum regime, amenable to a description via the JC formalism. They represent an exceptional candidate for
quantum-information processing owing to extremely long electronic and nuclear spin lifetimes as well as the capability
for coherent excitation in an optical fashion, such as fast initialization, high-fidelity information storage and qubit
readout. Instead of employing monolithic platforms, hybrid systems consisting of diamond and other materials have
been investigated for the implementation of integrated quantum photonic circuits. In such a hybrid system, diamond
can be used for single-photon generation per se taking advantage of a wide gamut of color centers, while established
photonic setups can be employed for the routing of light, thereby combining the best of both worlds.

B. Strong coupling in photonic crystals

In his pioneering proposal of 1987 that gave birth to the field of photonic crystals, Yablonovich [1671] concluded that
“if a three-dimensionally periodic dielectric structure has an electromagnetic band gap which overlaps the electronic
band edge, then spontaneous emission can be rigorously forbidden.” Concurrently, prompted by Anderson localization,
John showed that a perturbative introduction by disorder in the dielectric constant on top of a Bravais superlattice
opens up a pseudo gap of strongly localized photons in the density of states [1672]. Initially, both Yablonovitch and
John favored face-centered cubic (fcc) patterns which, seemingly isotropic, were supposed to block radiation in all
directions. Following a report contesting the existence of a full photonic band gap in fcc structures, the successfully
implemented arrangement of dielectric spheres interspersed in the diamond structure [1673] demonstrated the widest
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gap to those days. A few years later, in 1998, a three-dimensional photonic crystal with a large bandgap and strong
attenuation as well as uniform spectral response was developed with important consequences for quantum optics and
quantum-optical devices [1674].

Instead of a simple exponential decay in the vacuum, spontaneous emission displays an oscillatory behavior near the
edge of a photonic band gap, as was demonstrated in [1675], while the collective spontaneous emission of N two-level
atoms, with an atomic resonance frequency situated at the band edge, is accompanied by symmetry breaking and
the development of a phase with macroscopic polarization [1676]. Let us consider N identical two-level atoms with
excited state |2⟩, ground state |1⟩, and resonance frequency ω21, coupled to the modes of the quantized radiation field,
with âλ and â†λ the corresponding annihilation and creation operators, in a three-dimensional periodic dielectric. The
Hamiltonian of this system in the interaction picture assumes the form

Ĥ =
∑
λ

ℏ∆λâ
†
λâλ + iℏ

∑
λ

gλ

(
â†λĴ12 − Ĵ12âλ

)
, (736)

where Ĵij ≡
∑N
m=1 |i⟩mm⟨j| (with i, j = 1, 2) are the collective atomic operators, ∆λ ≡ ωλ − ω21 is the detuning

between the field modes with frequencies ωλ and the atomic frequency, and gλ = (ω21d21/ℏ)
√
ℏ/(2ϵ0ωλV ) eλ ·d12/d12

is the dipole coupling constant (with the dipole moment d12 of magnitude d12 and eλ the two transverse polarization
unit vectors for each wavevector k). Assuming that the radiation field is initially in the vacuum state, the equations
of motion for the collective polarization ⟨Ĵ12(t)⟩ and inversion ⟨Ĵ3(t)⟩ ≡ ⟨Ĵ22(t)⟩ − ⟨Ĵ11(t)⟩ read

d

dt
⟨Ĵ12(t)⟩ =

∫ t

0

G(t− t′) ⟨Ĵ3(t)Ĵ12(t′)⟩ dt′, (737a)

d

dt
⟨Ĵ3(t)⟩ = −2

∫ t

0

G(t− t′) ⟨Ĵ21(t)Ĵ12(t′)⟩ dt′ + c.c., (737b)

where G(t− t′) ≡∑λ g
2
λe

−i∆λ(t−t′) is the Green function, a kernel depending on the density of states of the dielectric
medium. For an isotropic dispersion relation of the form ωk ≈ ωc +A(k − k0)2, after introducing a relativistic cutoff
Λ = mc/ℏ for the photon wavenumber, we obtain

G(t− t′) = ω2
21d

2
21

6π2ϵ0ℏ

∫ Λ

0

k2

ωk
e−i(ωk−ω21)(t−t′)dk =

β3/2e−iπ/4√
π(t− t′)

, (738)

where β3/2 ≡ ω
7/2
21 d

2
21/(6πϵ0ℏc3) and we have taken ω21 = ωc for simplicity. Assuming that the atoms in the

ensemble occupy initially their excited states, with ψ(t = 0) =
∏N
m=1

(√
r |1⟩+

√
1− r |2⟩

)
and r ≪ 1, neglecting

quantum fluctuations by factorizing the expectation values in the system of equations (737) and performing the
Markov approximation by disregarding memory effects, yields

⟨Ĵ3(t)⟩ = −N tanh{B[(t/τc1)
3/2 − 1]}, (739)

with B ≡ arctanh(1−2r/N) and τc1 ≡ 32/3π1/3B2/3/(2βN2/3). From eq. (739) we conclude that the collective decay
rate of the inversion is proportional to N2/3, while the superradiant intensity, being proportional to −(d/dt) ⟨Ĵ3(t)⟩
scales as N5/3. Retaining the memory in eqs. (737) (but still factorizing the moments) leads to a localization of
superradiant emission in the vicinity of the atomic ensemble (where limt→∞ ⟨Ĵ3(t)⟩ /N ̸= −1) as well as to the
occurrence of macroscopic polarization. If, instead, one considers the anisotropic dispersion relation of the form
ωk ≈ ωc +A(k − k0)

2, then in the long-time limit (ωct≫ 1) the Green function becomes

G(t− t′) ≈ − 1√
2
β
1/2
3 eiπ/4/(t− t′)2/3, (740)

with β1/2
3 ≡ ω2

21d
2
21/(8

√
2ℏϵ0π3/2A3/2ωc), and the same procedure yields

⟨Ĵ3(t)⟩ = −N tanh{B[(t/τc2)
1/2 − 1]}, (741)

where τc2 ≡ B2/(4β3N
2). Hence, the collective decay rate scales now as N2, while the superradiance intensity is

proportional to N3.
Let us now focus on the case of a single two-state atom keeping the Hamiltonian of eq. (736) with Ĵ12(21) ≡ σ12(21),

σij = |i⟩⟨j| (i, j = 1, 2) and working with the wavefunction

|ψ(t)⟩ = c2(t) |2, {0}⟩+
∑
λ

c1,λ(t) |1, {λ}⟩ e−i∆λt. (742)
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In the above, the state vector |2, {0}⟩ describes the atom in its excited state in the absence of photons while |1, {λ}⟩
describes the atom in its ground state with a single photon emitted into the mode {λ}. In that Hilbert space, the
probability amplitudes obey the system of equations

d

dt
c2(t) = −

∑
λ

gλc1,λ(t)e
−i∆λt, (743a)

d

dt
c1,λ = gλc2(t)e

i∆λt. (743b)

Equation (743a) has the formal solution

c1,λ(t) = gλ

∫ t

0

c2(t
′)ei∆λt

′
dt′.

yielding upon substitution to eq. (743b),

d

dt
c2(t) = −

∑
λ

g2λ

∫ t

0

c2(t
′)e−i∆λ(t−t′)dt′. (744)

Taking the Laplace transform of both sides, with C̃2(s) =
∫∞
0
c2(t)e

−stdt, and assuming that c2(t = 0) = 1 we obtain

C̃2(s) =

[
s+

∑
λ

g2λ
1

s+ i(ωλ − ω21)

]−1

. (745)

Adopting spherical co-ordinates in the k-space and recasting the sum over transverse modes into an integral we obtain

C̃2(s) =

[
s+

ω2
21d

2
21

6π2ϵ0ℏ

∫ Λ

0

k2dk

ωk[s+ i(ωk − ω21)]

]−1

. (746)

For a density of states which remains constant in the vicinity of the atomic transition, we can use the Wigner-Weisskopf
approximation, substituting

lim
s→0+

1

s+ i(ωk − ω21)
= −iP 1

ω − ω21
+ πδ(ωk − ωa).

in the integrand of the right-hand side of eq. (746). We then obtain

C̃2(s) = [s+ iδ12 + γ21/2], (747)

where δ21 and γ21 are the familiar Lamb shift and spontaneous emission rate, respectively. This is the exponential
decay in free space. When the density of electromagnetic modes changes rapidly in the vicinity of the atomic transition,
the emission profile departs from a simple exponential decay, and the exact integration in eq. (746) must be performed.
Selecting an isotropic dispersion relation near the band edge ωc of the common form

ωk ≈ ωc +A(k − k0)2,

where A ≈ ωc/k20, and substituting in eq. (746) yields

C̃2(s) =
(s− iδ)1/2

s(s− iδ)1/2 − (iβ)3/2
, (748)

in which δ = ω21 − ωc and β3/2 ≡ ω
7/2
21 d

2
12/(6πϵ0ℏc3) as before. The inverse Laplace transform of eq. (748) gives the

probability amplitude

c2(t) = 2a1x1e
βx2

1t+iδt + a2(x2 + y2)e
βx2

2t+iδt −
3∑
j=1

aiyi[1− Φ(
√
βx2j t)]e

βx2
j t+iδt, (749)

where xi = f(δ/β) and {ai, yi} = g(xi) are known constants. For δ = 0 we find that βx21 = iβ. This means that the
value of β gives the resonant frequency splitting, which acquires the significance of the familiar vacuum Rabi splitting
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in cavity QED. When δ > δcrit we have two dressed states occurring at frequencies ωc − βIm(x21) and ωc − βIm(x22),
whereas the third term in the sum of eq. (749) gives rise to a “quasi-dressed” state at the band-edge frequency ωc with
non-exponential decay. Interference between the dressed states and the “quasi-dressed” state generates a characteristic
oscillatory behavior in the spontaneous emission decay with no parallel in free space [1675].

Self-induced transparency (SIT) is a phenomenon where the propagation of a powerful ultrashort pulse of light
through a resonance medium occurs without distortion and energy loss [1677, 1678]. Quantum corrections in the
propagation of such pulse in ordinary vacuum are negligible. This is not the case, however, in frequency gap media,
such as photonic band-gap materials and Bragg reflectors, where classical linear wave propagation inside a frequency
gap is blocked [1679]. The quantum Maxwell-Bloch Hamiltonian for a collection of N atoms placed inside a frequency
gap material reads (setting ℏ = c = 1)

ĤQMB = ω21

N∑
α=1

(
σ̂zα + 1

2

)
+

∫
C

dω

2π
ωp̂†(ω)p̂(ω)−√γ

N∑
α=1

∫
C

dω

2π

√
z(ω)

[
σ̂+
α p̂(ω)e

ik(ω)xα + p̂†(ω)σ̂−
α e

−ik(ω)xα

]
, (750)

where the polariton operators p̂(ω) obey the commutation relation [p̂(ω), p̂†(ω′)] = 2πδ(ω − ω′), while the Pauli
operators σ̂α = (σ̂xα, σ̂

y
α, σ̂

z
α) [with σpmα = σ̂x ± σ̂y] correspond to the atoms α = 1, 2, . . . N located at the co-

ordinates xn. The extent of the atoms is large in comparison to the optical wavelength. The integration contour C
comprises two segments C = (0,Ω1) + (Ω2,∞), where Ω1,2 mark the boundaries of the region where states of linear
propagating polariton modes are forbidden. The coupling constant is γ = 2πω21d

2/S0 where d is the atomic dipole
moment and S0 is the light-beam cross-section. The atomic form factor z(ω) = ω n3(ω)/ω21 and the wavenumber
k(ω) = ωn(ω) contain information on the frequency dispersion of the medium, here assuming the form n(ω) =

√
ε(ω)

with ε(ω) = (ω2 − Ω2
2)/(ω

2 − Ω2
1) the dielectric permeability.

The eigenvalues of (750), within the M -particle sector of the Hilbert space for the M -particle Schrödinger equation
(ĤQMB − E)|Ψ⟩ = 0 with eigenenergy E =

∑
j ωj , are determined after adopting the following Bethe ansatz [1679]:

exp(ikjL)

(
hj − iβ/2
hj + iβ/2

)N
= −

M∏
l=1

hj − hl − iβ
hj − hl + iβ

, j = 1, 2, . . .M, with hj = h(ωj) =
ωj − ω21

ωj n3(ωj)
, (751)

where kj = ωjn(ωj) and β = γ/ω21. Under the above Bethe ansatz, we have placed the interacting system in a box
of length L imposing periodic boundary conditions at ±L. The phase factor exp(ikjL) on the LHS of eq. (751) is
acquired by the polariton wavefunction through free propagation between points ∓L/2, while the other factor results
from successive scattering from the N atoms. In the course of the propagation between the points ∓L/2, there is
also scattering from the remaining M − 1 polaritons, accounted for by the phase factor on the RHS. The nonlinear
polariton dispersion is encoded in the rapidity h(ω).

We will present here only the case of empty space, where the rapidity can be approximated as h(ω) ≈ (ω−ω21)/ω21.
In the limit L → ∞, eqs. (751) admit solutions in which the M complex rapidities hj can be grouped into a
number of strings, each containing 1 ≤ m ≤ M rapidities. A string with m rapidities is given by the expression
hj = H + i(β/2)(m + 1 − 2j), j = 1, 2, . . . ,m, and, due to the linear relation between rapidity, frequency and
momentum, the particle frequencies and momenta also adopt similar expressions const+(γ/2)(m+1−2j). Assuming
that all particles are grouped into a single string with M = m, and substituting the expressions for kj and ωj in
eqs. (751), we obtain

exp(iQmL) = 1, where Q(Ω) = K − 2ρ

m
arctan

[
mγ

2(Ω− ω21)

]
(752)

is the soliton momentum per photon, and N = ρL defines the linear atomic density. The group velocity of soliton
propagation in the medium, vg = dΩ/dQ, is calculated as

1

vg
= 1 +

γρ

(Ω− ω21)2 + (mγ/2)2
=

1

c
+

2π

ℏc
ω21d

2na
(Ω− ω21)2 + (1/τs)2

, (753)

where we have reinstated the SI. In the last expression, na is the atomic density in space and τs ∼ m−1 is the duration
of the soliton. We conclude that only macroscopically “long stings” with m≫ 1 photons propagate without dissipation
in an absorbing atomic system. Now, in the frequency gap medium there are no classical modes available for stimulated
emission and the polariton-atom coupling is highly nonlocal. This happens because an excited atom exhibits nonlocal
interactions with neighbouring atoms within the classical tunneling distance, leading to coherent hopping. In contrast
to the case of ordinary solitons, it is found that the particle-atom scattering speeds up a gap soliton [1679]. For a
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review on exciton-polariton solitons in microcavities, wires, and waveguides, see [1680]. On the experimental front,
Fieramosca and collaborators have shown that large single-crystal flakes of 2D layered perovskite [1681] can sustain
strong polariton nonlinearities at room temperature, obviating the need to be embedded in an optical cavity with
highly reflecting mirrors [1682].

Photonic nanocavities surrounded by a 2D photonic-crystal slab were employed in [1683] meeting the challenge of
achieving Bragg reflection in multiple directions, increasing significantly the Q factor in small cavities whose length
is comparable to the wavelength. A year later, three dimensional mode in-plane confinement was achieved [1684],
demonstrating double-peaked emission in the photoluminscence spectra of a single quantum dot embedded in a
photonic crystal nanocavity owing to vacuum Rabi splitting. A few years ahead, two distributed Bragg reflectors with
a GaAs cavity in between were used to probe transitions up the JC excitation ladder, operating in the strong-coupling
regime [1685]. This development followed the demonstration of photon blockade with a quantum dot strongly coupled
to a photonic crystal resonator two years earlier [1686]. The non-classical nature of the generated dressed states
was studied experimentally in [1687] using the second-order autocorrelation function at zero delay, while assessing
the frequency-dependent photon statistics of the transmitted light. The dynamics of the coupled quantum dot-
cavity system were explicitly modeled by the driven JC Hamiltonian. We remark that photon blockade was first
demonstrated in 2005 with one atom trapped in a large Fabry-Pérot cavity, many times the wavelength of its resonant
mode [1688]. The ultrastrong light-matter coupling regime has been recently attained in a photonic crystal waveguide
where many-body effects arise from interactions that break particle number conservation. At the same time, these
interactions allow for the direct observation of multi-particle bound states with a single-excitation probe field. In that
experiment, a multimode fluorescence measurement has been used to observe the broadband emission of entangled
pairs of photons [1689].

Emission spectra of site-controlled quantum dots positioned at prescribed locations within a photonic crystal cavity
confirmed that quantum interference of the exciton recombination paths through the cavity and free-space modes can
significantly modify the radiation. The observed asymmetry in the polarization-resolved emission spectra is a function
of the quantum dot position, as demonstrated in [1690]. This leads us to the next subsection, devoted to the role of
phonons for light-matter interaction in a lattice.

C. Phonon-mediated scattering

Phonon-induced incoherent scattering due to electron-acoustic-phonon interaction via a deformation potential is
incorporated in the so-called effective polaron master equation [767, 1691] to assess the squeezing of a cavity field
strongly coupled to a single coherently driven quantum dot [1692].

Semiconductor quantum dots are fundamentally different from atoms, and this calls for extra care when describing
the light-matter interaction. Typically, quantum dots are embedded in a solid state lattice where electron–phonon
interactions, though sometimes ignored in quantum optical studies, are known to impact optical properties; they affect
photoluminescence lineshapes [1693], coherent Rabi oscillation [1694] and the Mollow triplet spectrum of resonance
fluorescence [94, 1695]; phonon-mediated scattering can cause excitation-induced dephasing [1694, 1696], which is
detrimental to the exploitation of quantum optical interactions.

To delineate the underpinning mechanisms we closely follow the steps of [1691] and work in a frame rotating at the
laser pump frequency ωL. The simplest Hamiltonian for a single quantum dot interacting with a cavity mode and
phonons, excluding the quantum dot and cavity decay, reads

Ĥ = ℏ∆xLσ̂+σ− + ℏ∆cLâ
†â+ ℏg(σ̂+â+ â†σ̂−) + Ĥdrive + σ̂+σ̂−

∑
q

ℏλq(b̂q + b̂†q) +
∑
q

ℏωq b̂†q b̂q, (754)

where b̂†q and b̂q are creation and annihilation operators for mode q of the phonon bath, λq is the (real) exciton-phonon
coupling, â† and â are photon creation and annihilation operators for the cavity mode, and σ̂+ and σ̂− are Pauli raising
and lowering operators for the exciton; ∆αL ≡ ωα − ωL (α = x, c) designates the detuning of the exciton (frequency
ωx) and cavity (frequency ωc) from the laser drive, and Ĥdrive = Ĥc

drive + Ĥx
drive = ℏηc(â+ â†) + ℏηx(σ̂+ + σ̂−) is the

drive Hamiltonian. Since we deal with quasi-resonant coherent excitation, higher lying exciton states and continuum
levels in the quantum dot material are neglected. The authors adopt either non-zero ηx or non-zero ηc. A possible
advantage of cavity over exciton driving is that it might mitigate problems with excitation-induced dephasing, a
process that accompanies excitation via the exciton-phonon reservoir [94, 1695]; it also allows for pumping through a
waveguide input channel [1697] – see fig. 73(b) – enabling chip-based quantum optics using semiconductor fabrication
techniques.

When moving from Hamiltonian (754) to the effective master equation, one first transforms to a polaron frame to
take electron–acoustic-phonon interactions into account at a microscopic level. This formally recovers the independent
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boson model [376, 1698] in the appropriate limit; the independent boson model is known to capture the characteristic
spectrum of an exciton coupled to a phonon bath [1693]. The derived master equation [94, 376, 1699] treats the
coherent electron-phonon interaction nonperturbatively through a mean phonon displacement,

⟨B̂⟩ = exp

[
−1

2

∑
q

(
λq
ωq

)2

(2n̄q + 1)

]
= exp

[
−1

2

∫ ∞

0

dω
J(ω)

ω2
coth

(
ℏω

2kBT

)]
, (755)

where n̄q is the mean phonon number (Bose-Einstein distribution at temperature T ), and J(ω) =
∑
q λ

2
qδ(ω − ωq)

is the phonon spectral function. The incoherent interaction (scattering) is treated within the second-order Born
approximation [94, 767], although higher-order contributions are included by the polaron transform. Adding quantum
dot and cavity decay, the time-convolutionless master equation for the reduced density operator is

dρ̂

dt
=

1

iℏ
[Ĥ ′

S , ρ̂] + Lphρ̂+ Lρ̂, (756)

with polaron-transformed Hamiltonian

Ĥ ′
S = ℏ(∆xL −∆P )σ̂+σ̂− + ℏ∆cLâ

†â+ ℏX̂g + Ĥc
drive, (757)

polaron shift ∆P =
∫∞
0
dωJ(ω)/ω (absorbed by ∆xL below), and the phonon-scattering term

Lphρ̂ = −
∑
m=g,u

∫ ∞

0

dτ Gm(τ)[X̂m, X̂m(τ)ρ̂] + H.c.. (758)

where X̂m(τ) = exp(−iĤ ′
Sτ/ℏ)X̂m exp(iĤ ′

Sτ/ℏ), with (X̂g, iX̂u) = g′(â†σ̂− ± σ̂+â) + η′x(σ̂− ± σ̂+), g′ = ⟨B̂⟩ g,
η′x = ⟨B̂⟩ ηx. The rescaling g → g′ = ⟨B̂⟩ g was pointed out some time ago by Wilson-Rae and Imamoğlu [376]. It is
important to note that g′ and η′x are temperature dependent; this dependence, however, is often ignored when fitting
experiments, and compensated for by changing other parameters in an attempt to improve the fit. The response
functions Gg(t) = cosh[ϕ(t)] − 1 and Gu(t) = sinh[ϕ(t)] are polaron Green functions [376] obtained by assuming a
separable density operator for the system and phonon-bath, and tracing over the phonon degrees of freedom. They
are defined by the phonon phase term

ϕ(t) =
∑
q

(
λq
ωq

)2 [
(n̄q + 1)e−iωqt + n̄qe

iωqt
]
=

∫ ∞

0

dω
J(ω)

ω2

[
coth

(
ℏω

2kBT

)
cos(ωt)− i sin(ωt)

]
, (759)

which clearly includes contributions from multi-phonon scattering. The last term in eq. (756) is a sum of three
Lindbladians L = κL[â]+(γ/2)L[σ̂−]+(γ′/2)L[σ̂ee], with L[ξ̂]ρ̂ = 2ξ̂ρ̂ξ̂†− ξ̂†ξ̂ρ̂− ρ̂ξ̂†ξ̂ and σ̂ee ≡ |e⟩⟨e|. It accounts for
cavity decay at rate 2κ, exciton decay at rate γ, and pure dephasing of the exciton at rate γ′. These processes broaden
the zero-phonon line, an essential effect not captured by the independent boson model. We adopt the established
phonon spectral function, J(ω) = αp ω

3 exp(−ω2/2ω2
b ), which describes the electron-acoustic-phonon interaction via

a deformation potential, the dominant source of phonon scattering for InAs and GasAs quantum dots [1700].
The model as outlined yields an involved solution scheme with little physical insight. We turn therefore to an

effective Lindblad form of the phonon scattering term, which is shown by Roy and Hughes [767] to be in very good
agreement with the predictions of eq. (756). For cavity excitation it makes the replacement:

Lphρ̂→
Γ
σ̂+â
ph

2
L[σ̂+â]ρ̂+

Γ
â†σ̂−
ph

2
L[â†σ̂−]ρ̂, (760)

with scattering rates

Γ
σ̂+â/â

†σ̂−
ph = 2g′2 Re

[∫ ∞

0

dτ e±i∆cxτ
(
eϕ(τ) − 1

)]
, (761)

where ∆cx = ωc−ωx is the cavity-exciton detuning. The replacement follows by making the approximation X̂m(τ) ≈
exp(−iĤ ′

0τ/ℏ)X̂m exp(iĤ ′
0τ/ℏ), with Ĥ ′

0 = ℏ∆xLσ̂+σ̂−, in (758). This approximation is good when η−1
x and g−1 are

much smaller than the phonon correlation time (or when the detunings are larger than ηx and g). With it we capture
the dependence of the phonon scattering rates on detuning for detunings that are large enough to have a significant
impact on the integral in eq. (761). In this prescription, phonon scattering amounts to a one-way coupling between the
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FIG. 73. Schematic representation of two possible semiconductor cavity-QED systems with coherent exciton (ηx) or cavity
(ηc) driving: (a) a micropillar system and (b) a planar photonic crystal system. A small red sphere indicates the position of
the quantum dot; (c) Quantum-dot cavity system with cavity drive ηc = 0.3meV and a bath temperature of 4K. Steady-
state exciton populations are plotted as a function of laser frequency for cavity-exciton detunnings ∆cx = −1.6, −0.8,
0, 0.8, 1.6, and 3.0meV (lower to upper). Blue dashed curves show the population without phonon scattering while the red
solid curves include phonon scattering. The bare cavity resonance is indicated by the vertical black line. The grey solid
curve (near ∆cx = 1.6meV) shows results obtained with the Jaynes-Cummings term omitted from the polaron-transformed
Hamiltonian; Sample quantum trajectories at (d) 4K and (e) 10K, for optimal detuning, ∆cx = 1.6meV, an effective
cavity-exciton coupling g′ = 0.1meV, and spectral parameters ωb = 1meV, αp/(2π)

2 = 0.06ps2 [entering the spectral function
J(ω) = αp ω

3 exp(−ω2/2ω2
b )]. Orange (light) lines display the photon number expectation (Nc)REC/N = ⟨â†â⟩REC/N (N = 60)

and blue (dark) lines the exciton expectation (Nx)REC = ⟨σ̂+σ̂−⟩REC. The expectations are conditioned upon the record of
quantum jumps: either photon decay (magenta lines) or phonon-mediated scattering [green circles (black squares) for scattering

at rate Γ
σ̂+â

ph (Γâ†σ̂−
ph )]. Reproduced from [1691] (figs. 1, 6 and 7 therein) with permission from the authors.

driven cavity mode and quantum dot exciton expressed through quantum jumps. There are jumps in two directions
– photon creation accompanied by exciton de-excitation (at the rate Γ

â†σ̂−
ph ) and photon annihilation accompanied by

excitation of the exciton (at the rate Γ
σ̂+â
ph ). The expressions (759) and (761), however, yield an asymmetry of rates.

It is this asymmetry of rates that allows for phonon-mediated inversion.
For exciton excitation, the Lindblad form of phonon scattering term contains two additional contributions:

Lphρ̂→
Γ
σ̂+â
ph

2
L[σ̂+â]ρ̂+

Γ
â†σ̂−
ph

2
L[â†σ̂−]ρ̂+

Γ
σ̂+

ph

2
L[σ̂+]ρ̂+

Γ
σ̂−
ph

2
L[σ̂−]ρ̂, (762)

with additional scattering rates

Γ
σ̂+/σ̂−
ph = 2(η′x)

2 Re

[∫ ∞

0

dτ e±i∆Lxτ
(
eϕ(τ) − 1

)]
, (763)
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where Γ
σ̂+

ph (up scattering) results in incoherent excitation and Γ
σ̂−
ph (down scattering) causes enhanced decay. Further

details appear in Ref. [767]. The asymmetry in these rates also allows for phonon-mediated inversion.
It is widely acknowledged that any scheme to achieve population inversion must employ a multi-level manifold of

material states; steady-state inversion is not possible for a driven two-level system. This is restricted, however, to a
simple two-level atom coupled to classical fields in a non-engineered environment. When interacting with a quantized
radiation mode, the atom may be inverted by two-photon excitation to higher lying levels of the quantized matter
plus field [1701–1703]. Figure 73(c) evinces significant inversion in the presence of phonon scattering over a broad
detuning range when the cavity is blue shifted (for instance, with ∆xc = 1.6meV) for a quantum dot-cavity system
and coherent excitation of the cavity mode.

The quantum trajectory simulations displayed in fig. 73(d-e) provide insight into the role of the neglected Jaynes-
Cummings term. For a detuning of ∆cx = 1.6 meV, the phonon scattering dynamic at 4K and 10K is displayed and
compared. Short magenta lines signal cavity photon jumps, while green circles and black squares identify phonon
scattering jumps – photon annihilation accompanied by exciton excitation (green circles) and photon creation accom-
panied by de-excitation (black squares). Phonon scattering excites the exciton within a cavity lifetime. The excitation
is maintained over a relatively long time at 4K [frame (d)], and eventually lost primarily through radiative decay (the
γ-jump is not seen in the figure). Reverse phonon scattering is the main source of de-excitation at 10K [frame (e)],
resulting in a reduced population (from 0.9 to 0.8). The Jaynes-Cummings term in the polaron-transformed Hamil-
tonian of eq. (757) is responsible for the oscillation between photon scattering events. It hardly alters the pattern of
quantum jumps but reduces somewhat the mean population.

Highly structured environments generate long-lived bath correlations characterized by complex dynamics which
are very hard to simulate. These difficulties are further exacerbated when spatial correlations between different
constituents of the system become important [1704]. The simultaneous coupling of quantum dots to acoustic phonons
and a continuum of electromagnetic-field modes is a characteristic example of a system simultaneously coupled to
two structured baths, and serves as a test case for a newly developed method termed automated compression of
environments developed in [1705]. At the heart of the method lies the explicit microscopic construction of the so-
called process tensor [1706, 1707], an object originally conceived as a way to interpret correlations for a general
non-Markovian environment. The method is able to interpolate between infinite and short memory configurations
within the same algorithm.

D. Interaction with an arbitrary electromagnetic environment

Since mode interactions are an intrinsic feature of nanophotonic systems, a new mapping to the quantum optics
formalism has been suggested in [1708] for the case where the spectral density of the electromagnetic environment
cannot be written as a sum of individual Lorentzian distributions.

In the presence of a single emitter, the electromagnetic mode basis for a continuum in macroscopic QED can be
selected such that the Hamiltonian becomes [1709–1711]

Ĥf = Ĥe +

∫ ∞

0

dω
[
ωâ†ωâω + µ̂eg(ω)(âω + â†ω)

]
, (764)

where Ĥe is the bare emitter Hamiltonian and µ̂e is the corresponding dipole operator, while âω are the bosonic
annihilation operators of the electromagnetic mode at frequency ω, subject to the commutation relation [aω, a

†
ω′ ] =

δ(ω − ω′). The coupling between the emitter and the modes is modeled by

g2(ω) =
ω2

πϵ0c2
n⃗ · Im{G(r⃗e, r⃗e, ω)} · n⃗, (765)

where r⃗e is the position vector of the emitter, n⃗ indicates the orientation of its dipole moment (assuming that all
relevant transitions are identically oriented), and G(r⃗, r⃗ ′, ω) is the classical dyadic Green function. This quantity is
directly related to the spectral density of the environment via J(ω) = µ2g2(ω), for a set transition dipole moment
µ [1712]. The environment under consideration consists of N interacting electromagnetic modes with ladder operators
âi, â

†
i , linearly coupled to the quantum emitter. Each of these modes is additionally coupled to an independent
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(a)

(b) (c)

FIG. 74. (a) The original density J(ω) is fitted to a few-mode model Jmode(ω). Equation (767), yields the modes and their
coupling constants to be substituted into the Lindblad master equation (769). (b) Sketch of a typical system comprising a
silver dimer nanoantenna embedded in a dielectric microsphere, (c) Purcell enhancement factor J(ω)/J0(ω) [where J0(ω) =
ω3µ2/(6π2ℏϵ0c3) is the spectral density in free space] for the system (solid black line), for the fitted model based on eq. (767)
with 20 modes (orange line) and for a non-interacting model (where ωij = ωiδij) with the same numbers of modes (dashed
blue line). The thin gray lines indicate the eigenstates of H for the fitted interacting system, while the two insets depict the
spatial electric field distributions for the two modes indicated by the arrows. Source: Figs. 1 and 2 of [1708]. Reproduced with
permission from the authors.

spectrally flat background bath. The resulting Hamiltonian is Ĥ = ĤS + ĤB , with

ĤS = Ĥe +

N∑
i,j=1

ωij â
†
i âj + µ̂e

N∑
i=1

gi(âi + â†i ), (766a)

ĤB =

N∑
i=1

∫ [
Ωb̂†i,Ωb̂i,Ω +

√
κi
2π

(b̂†i,Ωâi + b̂i,Ωâ
†
i )

]
dΩ. (766b)

The system Hamiltonian ĤS comprises the emitter and N interacting electromagnetic modes, whereas Hamiltonian
ĤB contains both the continuous bath modes with [b̂j′,Ω′ , b̂†j,Ω] = δj,j′δ(Ω − Ω′) and their coupling to the system
modes, characterized by the rates κi (see fig. 74).

The system of N interacting modes and continua can be diagonalized via an adapted Fano diagonalization pro-
cess [1713], obtaining a closed expression for the few-mode spectral density

Jmod(ω) ≡
µ2

π
Im

{
gT

1

H − ωg
}
, (767)

where gT = (g1, g2, . . . , gN ) and then N ×N matrix H has entries Hij = ωij − i
2κiδij . The Lamb shifts due to the

coupling with the baths have been absorbed in ωii. We note that for non-interacting modes, with ωij = ωiδij , the
expression (767) simplifies to a sum of Lorentzian distributions,

Jmod, non−interacting(ω) =
∑
i

µ2g2i
π

κi/2

[(ω − ωi)2 + κ2i /4]
. (768)

reproducing a well-known relation between Lorentzian spectral densities and lossy modes [1714–1716].
Fitting eq. (767) to J(ω) for a given electromagnetic environment yields the N(N + 2) parameters ωij , κi, gi which

are then to be substituted in the master equation

ρ̇ = −i[ĤS , ρ] +
∑
i

κiLai [ρ], with LÔ[ρ] ≡ ÔρÔ† − 1
2{Ô†Ô, ρ}, (769)
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for the completely flat background baths HB in the Markov approximation. Figure 74(b) depicts the system under
study – a nanoantenna sustaining confined surface plasmons embedded in a dielectric microsphere supporting several
long-lived and delocalized Mie resonances. As we can infer from fig. 74(c), the non-interacting model yields a good
fit for many of the peaks but overestimates the background at lower frequencies and fails to reproduce the Fano-like
asymmetric profiles owing to hybridization between sphere and antenna modes. The method of [1708] has also been
extended to the case of ultrastrong light-matter coupling in hybrid quantum systems. Lednev and coworkers claim
that these configurations can be treated using a Lindblad master equation where decay operators act only on the
photonic modes by ensuring that the effective spectral density of the EM environment is sufficiently suppressed at
negative frequencies [1717].

E. Photon-mediated interactions in topological solid-state materials

The non-trivial topological character of a material can be enhanced or suppressed through the coupling with a
cavity mode, a property which is imprinted to the emergent polariton excitations. In our discussion below, we bring
some characteristic examples up.

We will first visit the case of long-range electron hopping mediated by cavity vacuum fields in disordered quantum
Hall systems, which has been investigated in [1718] [for a general introduction to topology and the quantum Hall effect
see e.g. [1719]]. Let us consider a 2D electron gas in a rectangular geometry with a perpendicular static magnetic field,
depicted in fig. 75(a). The system is coupled to a cavity mode with a linearly polarized vector potential A = B x ŷ.
Introducing a wall potential W (x) near the edges, in the second quantization the electron dynamics are governed by
the Hamiltonian

Ĥel =
∑
nκ,σ

(En,σ +Wn,κ)ĉ
†
n,κ,σ ĉn,κ,σ, (770)

where ĉ†n,κ,σ creates an electron with orbital quantum numbers n = 0, 1, 2, . . ., κ = 1, 2, . . . Ndeg and σ =↑, ↓ the spin
projection along the z direction. The Landau energies are given by the expression

En,σ = hℏωcycl − 1
2σgeµBB, (771)

in which ωcycl = eB/m is the cyclotron frequency, geµBB is the electron Zeeman splitting, ge is the effective gyro-
magnetic factor and µB is the Bohr magneton. The bare-state energies including the smooth potential are shown
in fig. 75(b). Each band of Landau levels exhibits an orbital degeneracy equal to Ndeg = LxLy/(2πl

2
cycl), with

lcycl =
√
ℏ/mωcycl the cyclotron length. In the presence of the wall potential, the Landau states have the wavefunc-

tions

Ψn,κ = ⟨r|nκ⟩ = NnFn

(
x− xk
lcycl

)
ei2πκy/Ly , with N2

n =
1√

π2nn!lcyclLy
and Fn(ξ) = Hn(ξ)e

−ξ2/2. (772)

In the above, Hn is the Hermite polynomial of order n. The Landau orbit center positions are xκ = xκ + δxκ,
with xκ = 2π(l2cycl/Ly)κ. The fluctuations are related to the smooth-wall potential Wn,κ ≈ W (xκ) as δxκ ≈
−W ′(xκ)/(mω

2
cycl). In the presence of the wall potential, the Landau states acquire a set velocity along the y

direction, v(y)κ =W ′(xκ)/(mωcycl).
We will now assume that the system under study exhibits some moderately strong static disorder that couples

Landau states with the same orbital quantum number n. This is reflected in the matrix elements V (n)
κ,κ′ of a sum of

randomly-distributed impurity potentials, featuring in the total Hamiltonian through the term:

Ĥdis =
∑
n,κ,κ′

V
(n)
κ,κ′ ĉ

†
n,κ,σ ĉn,κ,σ. (773)

We also let the 2D electron gas be coupled to the field of an electromagnetic resonator mode of frequency ωcav, having
the quantized vector potential Âvac = Avac(â

†+ â) x̂. The bare cavity Hamiltonian is as usual Ĥcav = ℏωcavâ
†â, while

the light-matter interaction term in the Coulomb gauge reads

Ĥpara =
∑
n,κ,σ

(−i)ℏg
√
n+ 1(â† + â)ĉ†n,κ,σ ĉn,κ,σ + h.c., (774)

a coherent paramagnetic interaction with Rabi frequency

g =
eAvac

ℏ

√
ℏωcycl

2m
. (775)
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We observe that the exchange of photons does not alter the electronic states, akin to a coupling of the form ∝ (â†+â)σ̂z
instead of the regular Rabi coupling involving σ̂x. The configuration we have described above following the analysis
and notation of [1718] is similar to the magneto-transport of a cavity-embedded 2D electron gas in the ultrastrong
coupling regime, leading to a vacuum-induced modification of the resistivity [1720].

Furthermore, there is a diamagnetic term,

Ĥdia = Nel
e2A2

vac

2m
(â† + â)2 =

ℏΩ2

ωcycl
(â† + â)2, (776)

featuring the collective Rabi frequency for Nel electrons, Ω = g
√
Nel. The final term which is to be added to the

total Hamiltonian concerns the Coulomb interaction between electrons, which is not however required for the integer
quantum Hall effect. The sum of the cavity Hamiltonian and the diamagnetic term can be diagonalized as usual via
a Bogoliubov transformation to yield

Ĥmode = Ĥcav + Ĥdia = ℏω̃cavα̂
†α̂+ const.. (777)

This is a Hamiltonian attributed to a boson mode with renormalized frequency

ω̃cav =

√
ω2
cav + 4

Ω2

ωcycl
ωcav (778)

and annihilation operator

α̂ =
1

2
√
ω̃cavωcav

[(ω̃cav + ωcav)â+ (ω̃cav − ωcav)â
†]. (779)

On the other hand, the bare Landau single-particle Hamiltonian together with the disorder potential can be diago-
nalized as

Ĥsp = Ĥel + Ĥdis =
∑
n,κ,σ

(
ϵn,λ − 1

2σgeµBB
)
d̂†n,λ,σd̂n,λ,σ, (780)

where ϵn,λ are the eigen-energies corresponding to the disorder eigen-states of a Landau band with a given n,

|ϕ(n)λ ⟩ =
∑
κ

⟨nκ|ϕ(n)λ ⟩ |nκ⟩. (781)

The fermionic operators are are written as

ĉn,κ,σ =
∑
λ

⟨nκ|ϕ(n)λ ⟩d̂n,λ,σ, (782)

while the paramagnetic interaction is recast into the form [1718]

Ĥpara =
∑

n,λ,µ,σ

(−i)ℏ g̃(n,n+1)
λ,µ (α̂† + α̂)d̂†n+1,µ,σd̂n,λ,σ + h.c., (783)

with a renormalized coupling strength:

g̃
(n,n+1)
λ,µ = g̃

√
n+ 1

∑
κ

⟨ϕ(n+1)
µ |n+ 1κ⟩⟨nκ|ϕ(n)λ ⟩, and g̃ = g

√
ωcav/ω̃cav, (784)

depending explicitly on the disorder eigenstates.
As we can see from eq. (774), in the absence of disorder the paramagnetic interaction preserves both spin projection σ

and the orbital quantum number κ. The spin is still conserved in the presence of disorder, however the counter-rotating
terms of the renormalized paramagnetic interaction of eqs. (783), (784) can couple a general disorder eigenstate |ϕ(n)λ ⟩
to any other disorder eigenstate |ϕ(n)λ′ ⟩ via an intermediate virtual excited state. Indeed, in an energy non-preserving
process, an electron occupying the state |ϕ(n)λ ⟩ can be promoted to the state µ of the (n+1) band, with the simultaneous
creation of a photon of energy ℏω̃cav. Such a virtual process has the matrix element (−i)g̃(n,n+1)

λ,µ and the associated
energy penalty is ϵn,λ − ϵn+1,µ − ℏω̃cav. In the conjugate process, the cavity photon can be re-absorbed and the
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electron will be demoted back to the n band, yet into a different unoccupied disordered state λ′; the corresponding
matrix element is now ig̃

(n,n+1)∗
λ′,µ . When ϵn,λ ≪ ϵn+1,µ + ℏω̃cav, the effective coupling between states λ and λ′ within

the n band can be calculated as a result of perturbation theory [1721, 1722]:

Γ̃ ≈
∑
µ

ℏ2g̃(n,n+1)
λ,µ g̃

(n,n+1)∗
λ′,µ

ϵn,λ − ϵn+1,µ − ℏω̃cav
, (785)

obtained by summing over all possible intermediate states µ, whose total number equals Ndeg. When the final state of
the cavity-mediated hopping are unoccupied, the corresponding scattering rates are given by applying Fermi’s golden
rule:

1

τ
(sc)
n,λ

=
2π

ℏ
∑
λ′ ̸=λ

|Γ̃(n)
λ,λ′ |2δ(ϵn,λ − ϵn,λ′). (786)

The dependence of the scattering rate on the total number of electrons and hence on the filling factor Nel/Ndeg is
smooth and only enters via the renormalized cavity mode and vacuum Rabi frequencies, ω̃cav and g̃, respectively,
featuring in the diamagnetic interaction. Figure 75(c) depicts scattering rates against the energy difference ϵn,λ−En
(associated with the presence of disorder), normalized by a characteristic rate ∝ Ndeg. We observe that the scattering
rate for the edge states increases for decreasing confinement Lx.

Let us now look at an alternative manifestation of transport enhanced by the presence of disorder, in the presence
of long-range hopping. To analyze the behaviour of molecular chains in optical cavities, the authors of [1723] employ
the 1D Anderson model with all-to-all hopping,

ĤAnd =

N∑
j=1

ϵj |j⟩⟨|j|+Ω

N−1∑
j=1

(|j⟩⟨j + 1|+ |j + 1⟩⟨j|)− 1
2γ
∑
i ̸=j

|i⟩⟨j|, (787)

where |j⟩ is the site basis, ϵi are random energies uniformly distributed in the interval [−W/2,W/2]; W is the disorder
strength and Ω is the tunneling transition amplitude between nearest neighbours. It is found that disorder destroys
the energy gap Nγ/2, occurring for W = 0, when its strength exceeds the threshold value (γ/2)N lnN . To quantify
the modification of the quantum transport properties by the presence of disorder, the authors model pumping and
draining via the Lindblad master equation we have encountered many times so far,

dρ̂

dt
=

1

iℏ
[ĤAnd, ρ̂] +

∑
η=p,d

Lη[ρ̂], (788)

where the two dissipators assume the familiar forms

Lη[ρ̂] = −{L̂†
ηL̂η, ρ̂}+ 2L̂ηρ̂L̂

†
η. (789)

The dissipator with L̂p =
√
γp/(2ℏ)|1⟩⟨0| induces pumping on the first site at rate γp, while L̂d =

√
γd/(2ℏ)|0⟩⟨N |

induces draining from the last site with rate γd. The steady-state solution ρ̂ss of eq. (788) determines the stationary
current

I =
γd
ℏ
⟨N |ρ̂ss|N⟩. (790)

Now, a chain of emitters coupled to the same cavity mode can be described in terms of an effective long-range hopping
model. For a molecular chain on resonance with the cavity mode, one may write the Hamiltonian as

Ĥmol.ch. =

N∑
j=1

ϵj |j⟩⟨|j|+Ω

N−1∑
j=1

(|j⟩⟨j + 1|+ |j + 1⟩⟨j|) + g

N∑
j=1

(|j⟩⟨c|+ |c⟩⟨j|), (791)

where |c⟩ represents a single excitation in the cavity mode with no excitation in the chain. The emitters are coupled
to the optical mode with a strength given by the familiar expression

g =

√
2πµ2ℏωcav

Vc
, (792)
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(c)

FIG. 75. (a) Pictorial representation of the 2D electron gas in a rectangle with a perpendicular static magnetic field B. The
gas is coupled to a cavity mode with a vacuum vector potential Avac. The skipping orbits represent counter-propagating
Landau edge states. (b) Schematic representation of the bare (without disorder) single-particle energy eigenstates |nκσ⟩,
depicting the Zeeman splitting and a smooth wall potential at the edges along the x-direction. The center position of the orbit
xκ is proportional to the orbital quantum number κ = 1, 2, . . . Ndeg, where Ndeg is the Landau-level orbital degeneracy. (c)
Normalized scattering rate owing to cavity-mediated hopping against the energy difference ϵn,σ −En for five different values of
the transverse length, indicated by the different colored markers in the legend. The rest of the parameters read: Ndeg = 2400,
n = 4, Lx = 10µm, Le = 2.5µm, r = 0.9, Ve = 0.03ℏωcyc, V(imp)

max = 1.5 · 10−5ℏωcycLxLy, Nimp = 2000, B = 0.795T,
m = 0.067m0 (m0 is the electron mass). For the bottom panel, Nel = 24000, g = 0.0051ωcyc and ωcav = 0.39ωcyc. For these
parameters, g̃ ≃ 0.61g. Source: Figs. 1 and 9 of [1718]. Reproduced with permission from the APS.

where µ is the molecular transition dipole, ωcav is the cavity mode frequency and Vc is the mode volume. Furthermore,
a recent report argues that global and periodic interactions between a quantum gas of bosons and a standing-wave field
of a high-finesse optical cavity, which are incommensurate with the lattice spacing, give rise to many-body localization
(MBL) for a finite-size system. Bypassing any additional random or quasi-periodic onsite disorder, as was the case in
the cavity-mediated hopping we discussed in connection to the quantum Hall effect, this configuration challenges the
standard MBL mechanism characterized by the existence of a complete set of local integrals of motion [1724].

The coupling of a topological superconductor to a cavity mode has been recently discussed in [1725]. The authors
employ either a Kitaev chain or a tight-binding Hamiltonian for the ‘material part’ to calculate the cavity-photon
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spectral function with these two models, highlighting the emergence of polariton excitations and their topological
signatures.

F. Hybrid systems: from nanomechanics to atomic ensembles

We will now focus on the coherent coupling of light to the bosonic modes describing mechanical oscillators and
magnets, before visiting some notable recent realizations of the quantum Rabi, Dicke and Tavis-Cummings models in
mesoscopic systems. The largest part of this section is devoted to cavity optomechanics. As the levitation and control
of microscopic objects in vacuum is progressively attaining the quantum regime, several interesting prospects open up
in different fields, including ground-state cooling, the generation of nonclassical states alongside macroscopic quantum
superpositions, motional entanglement, quantum metrology and the study of quantum many-particle systems [1726].
For example, polarization fluctuations of a laser beam transmitted through an optical nanofiber have been used to
assess the fundamental torsional mechanical mode of the nanofiber waist in the recent experiment of Tebbenjohanns
and coworkers [1727]. Equally, quantum control has been sought over mechanical rotors using measurement-based
parametric feedback [1728] in the so-called field of rotational optomechanics.

At the same time, there exists a vast number of optomechanical devices and ways to realize optomechanical inter-
actions. Among the ones that have stood out during the development of the field since the early 1990s [1729] are:
suspended micro- and macro-scopic mirrors – allowing the study of the center of mass motion of truly macroscopic test
masses, coated cantilevers, micropillars, optical microresonators where light is guided in whispering gallery modes,
clouds of ultra-cold atoms, on-chip waveguides and photonic crystal cavities. For the latter, and further to our discus-
sion in sec. VI, we mention that the idea of generating a bandgap by imposing periodic boundary conditions can be
extended to the modes of a mechanical beam. Introducing a surrounding periodic structure matched to the phonon
wavelength results in a 1D photonic crystal cavity with co-localized photonic and phononic modes. Representative
experimental parameters for some of these setups are tabulated in Table II of [1730].

In the following subsection, we will only present a limited subset of the above developments, and we will make use
of the simplest possible model in cavity optomechanics, focusing on those pats of the phenomenology which are akin
to the predictions of the Jaynes-Cummings model and its extensions.

1. Cavity optomechanics I: Radiation pressure force and optomechanical coupling

The standard optomechanical setup we will be dealing with is depicted in fig. 76 (a). The momentum transfer of
photons is the fundamental mechanism that couples the intracavity field to the motion of a mechanical oscillator [1730].
Since a single photon of wavelength λ transfers momentum |∆p| = ℏ2π/λ, the average radiation pressure force exerted
on the mirrors of a Fabry-Pérot resonator is

⟨F̂ ⟩ = 2ℏk
⟨â†â⟩
τc

= ℏ
ω

L
⟨â†â⟩ , (793)

where τc = 2L/c is the cavity round trip time. From eq. (793) we immediately see that the quantity ℏω/L gives
the radiation-pressure force exerted by a single intracavity photon. The parameter G ≡ ω/L featuring in this
formula indicates the change of the cavity resonance frequency with respect to position. Formalizing our description,
we consider the Hamiltonian describing the coupling of a radiation (referred to as optical) mode to a vibrational
(mechanical) mode modelled as two harmonic oscillators,

Ĥ0 = ℏωâ†â+ ℏΩb̂†b̂. (794)

For a cavity with a moveable mirror on the one end, the interaction between the two modes is parametric, which
means that the cavity resonance frequency is modulated by the mechanical amplitude in view of the expansion

ω(x) ≈ ω + x
∂ω

∂x
+ . . . , (795)

where the first-order term defines the optical frequency shift per displacement, G ≡ −∂ω/∂x (see also the early
derivation of Law in ref. [1731]). For a simple cavity of length L, we obtain G = ω/L. Expanding to leading order in
the displacement, which is sufficient in most experimental realizations, we get

ℏω(x)â†â ≈ ℏ(ω −Gx̂)â†â, where x̂ ≡ xZPF (b̂+ b̂†), (796)
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and xZPF ≡
√

ℏ/(2meffΩ) is the zero-point fluctuation amplitude of the mechanical oscillator with effective mass
meff : ⟨0|x̂2|0⟩ = x2ZPF. Hence, the interaction part of the Hamiltonian can be expressed as

Ĥint = −ℏg0â†â(b̂+ b̂†), with g0 = GxZPF. (797)

Here, g0 is the so-called vacuum optomechanical coupling strength written in units of angular frequency. Having now
written down the interaction part of the Hamiltonian, the radiation pressure force is simply given by its derivative
with respect to displacement:

F̂ = −dĤint

dx̂
= ℏGâ†â = ℏ

g0
xZPF

â†â. (798)

To tackle the full problem which includes dissipation, thermal fluctuations and an external coherent drive, it proves
advantageous to work in a frame rotating at the frequency ωL of the drive (laser) field coupled to the cavity mode.
The new Hamiltonian in this frame reads

Ĥ = −ℏ∆â†â+ ℏΩb̂†b̂− ℏg0â†â(b̂† + b̂) + . . . , (799)

where ∆ ≡ ωL−ω is the cavity-drive detuning. Having made this step, we can now introduce the so-called “linearized”
approximation of cavity optomechanics by separating the cavity field into an average coherent amplitude ⟨â⟩ = α and
a fluctuating term:

â = α+ δâ. (800)

Then the interaction part of the Hamiltonian, now reading

Ĥint = −ℏg0(α+ δâ)†(α+ δâ)(b̂+ b̂†), (801)

can be expanded in powers of δâ. The zero-order term, −ℏg0|α|2(b̂ + b̂†) corresponds to an average radiation
pressure force F = ℏG|α|2, which may be cancelled by an appropriate shift in the origin of the displacement by
δx ≡ F/(meffΩ

2). The linear term in the fluctuations is the one of importance, reading

−ℏg0(α∗ δâ+ α δâ†)(b̂+ b̂†), (802)

while we neglect terms which are second-order in fluctuations. Assuming a real α =
√
ncav (where ncav is the average

intracavity photon number) and putting the pieces together we obtain [see also the linearization procedure discussed
in sec. IG 5 for the Dicke model in the thermodynamic limit]

Ĥ ≈ −ℏ∆â†â+ ℏΩmb̂†b̂− ℏg0
√
ncav(δâ+ δâ†)(b̂+ b̂†). (803)

The resulting Heisenberg equations of motion will be linear under the action of the above Hamiltonian coupling the
two degrees of freedom. This is a quadratic form than can be solved via a Bogoliubov transformation. The product
g = g0

√
ncav is referred to as the optomechanical coupling strength, amplifying the single-photon coupling by the

intracavity amplitude. The linearized description may be adequate even if the intracavity photon number is not
so large, provided that the dissipation at rate κ is appreciable, such that the mechanical system is not capable of
resolving individual photons. On the other end, the resolved-sideband regime requires κ≪ Ω.

Three different regimes of interaction can be distinguished depending on the detuning in the sideband-resolved
regime. For ∆ ≈ −Ω, the two harmonic oscillators – the mechanical oscillator and the driven cavity mode – exchange
quanta. The exchange is captured in the RWA by a so-called beam-splitter interaction of the form

−ℏg(δâ†b̂+ δâ b̂†). (804)

This case is encountered in cavity cooling [1732–1734], where thermal phonons are transferred into the “cold” cavity
mode in the weak-coupling regime (g ≪ κ). Photons impinging at a frequency which is red-detuned with respect to
the cavity resonance will preferentially scatter upwards in energy – in an anti-Stokes process – in order to attain the
cavity resonance frequency. Consequently they will carry a phonon away and will be reflected away blue-shifted by
Ω. More precisely, the transition rate from the phonon state n to n− 1 in a lase-driven cavity reads [1730]

Γn→n−1 = nA− ≡ ng20SNN (ω = −Ω), where SNN (ω) = ncav
κ

κ2/4 + (∆ + ω)2
(805)
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FIG. 76. (a) Standard optomechanical setup, with the position x̂ ∝ (b̂ + b̂†) parametrically coupled to the driven cavity
mode â. (b) Spectrum and eigenfunctions of the optomechanical Hamiltonian Ĥ = ℏωâ†â + ℏΩb̂†b̂ − ℏg0â†â(b̂† + b̂). The
parabolas (dashed curves) indicate the displaced harmonic oscillator potentials for n = 0, 1, 2 photons. Source: Fig. 1 of
[1738]. Reproduced with permission from the APS.

is the photon-number noise spectrum originating from the radiation pressure force spectrum. Conversely, the Stokes-
process, in which photons are reflected red-shifted leaving being an extra phonon occurs at a smaller rate

A+ ≡ ng20SNN (ω = +Ω), (806)

due to the suppression in the final density of photon states if the laser field is red-detuned. The difference between
the two rates, Γopt = A− −A+ defines the optomechanical damping rate. From the corresponding rate equations, the
minimum phonon number in steady state is

nmin =

(
A−

A+
− 1

)−1

=

[
(κ/2)2 + (∆− Ω)2

(κ/2)2 + (∆+ Ω)2
− 1

]−1

. (807)

This quantity can be minimized by varying the laser detuning ∆. In the resolved sideband regime, with κ≪ Ω, this
leads to nmin = [κ/(4Ω)]2 ≪ 1, approaching ground-state cooling.

The red-detuned case ∆ ≈ −Ω is also very relevant for quantum state transfer between the light mode and the
mechanical oscillator be reliably converting an optical pulse into a mechanical excitation [see also sec. IV for the
fundamental transitions involved in a trapped-ion configuration]. The coupling g = g(t) is now explicitly time
dependent through the laser intensity, remaining on for the right amount of time to allow for a complete state swap
between the oscillators δâ and b̂. A second “signal” pulse excites the oscillator δâ into the desirable target state which
is subsequently written onto the mechanical part. For a detailed discussion on the swapping protocols see ref. [1735].

In the blue-detuned case now, the dominant terms in the RWA read

−ℏg(δâ† b̂† + δâ b̂), (808)

representing a two-mode squeezing interaction, having a close affinity to parametric amplification. For this reason, it
may lead to strong quantum correlations between the vibrational and the driven optical mode [1736]. Finally, when
∆ = 0, the interaction is captured by the terms −ℏg(δâ† + δâ)(b̂ + b̂†). This means that the mechanical oscillator
through its position induces a phase shift to the mode field, which can be used in displacement detection. It can
also be used for a quantum non-demolition measurement of the quadrature δâ† + δâ, which commutes with the
Hamiltonian [1737].

In 2011, Rabl reported on the occurrence of photon blockade (see sec. I C 3 for a discussion in terms of the JC
dynamics), ascertained from photon antibunching in coincidence measurements on the output of a weakly-driven op-
tomechanical system [1739]. Concurrently, Nunenkamp and coworkers focused on the consequences of the single-photon
strong-coupling regime g0 ≥ Ω, allowing radiation pressure of a single photon to displace the mechanical oscillator by
more than its zero-point uncertainty. They showed that in this regime the power spectrum has multiple sidebands
and that the cavity response has several resonances in the resolved-sideband limit [1738]. The nonlinear quantum
Langevin equations are solved in the weak-drive limit after diagonalizing the optomechanical Hamiltonian (797) via
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the polaron transformation Û = e−Ŝ with Ŝ ≡ (g0/Ω)â
†â(b̂† − b̂) [see also eq. (223)]. The mean intracavity photon

number in the steady state evinces a series of resonance peaks spaced apart by the mechanical frequency Ω:

⟨â†â⟩
n0

=

∞∑
n=0

(g0/Ω)
2n

(2n)!

n∑
k=0

(
n

k

)
(nth + 1)n−knkth

κ(κ+ nγ) e−(g0/Ω)2(2nth+1)

(κ+nγ2 )2 + [∆− (n− 2k)Ω]2
, (809)

where nth = [exp(ℏΩ/kBT )− 1]−1 is the thermal occupation of the mechanical bath, κ, γ are the dissipation rates for
the optical mode and the mechanical system, respectively, and n0 = 4|αin|2 is the mean photon number on resonance
in the cavity (with αin the coherent amplitude of the input light). For nth = 0 only terms with k = 0 contribute, and
we find that the resonance peaks are weighted by a Poisson distribution of variance (g0/Ω)

2 and have widths κ+ nγ.
The resonances occur if the laser frequency ωL matches the frequency difference between the vacuum state |0, 0⟩ and
the manifold of the one-photon eigenstates |1,m⟩, satisfying ℏωL = ℏ(E1m − E00) = ℏ(ω − g20/Ω −mΩ), while the
Poisson weights originate from the Franck-Condon factors [see also the Hamiltonian spectrum depicted in fig. 76(b)]

Cm ≡ |⟨m|eX̂ |0⟩|2 =

∣∣∣∣∫ dxϕ∗m(x− x0)ϕ0(x)
∣∣∣∣2 = (g0/Ω)

2m e
−(g0/Ω)2

m!
. (810)

Moreover, for ∆ = −ng2/Ω, multiphoton transitions occur between the vacuum state |0, 0⟩ and the lowest-energy
n-photon state |n, 0⟩ (since nωL = En0 − E00) and the system is in the Franck-Condon blockade regime with all
intermediate transitions being off-resonant. In 2015, a design of cavity optomechanics in the microwave frequency
regime was proposed, involving a Josephson junction qubit; the radiation-pressure interaction was enhanced by six
orders of magnitude, accessing the strong-coupling regime [1740].

Elste et al. [1741] proposed a novel kind of optomechanics, where the mechanical motion modulates the linewidth of
the cavity. In this case, the radiation pressure force spectrum features a Fano resonance, substantially modifying the
interaction between light and mechanical degrees of freedom. The potential of dissipative optomechanics as a source
for producing squeezed light and correlated photons was explored in [1742].

We should also add here a short comment on dispersive optomechanics, focusing on a so-called ‘membrane in the
middle’ of a cavity configuration [1743]. Such an optomechanical device can be operated in a regime where the cavity
frequency depends directly on x2–the position squared of the macroscopic mechanical oscillator. As a consequence,
the experimenter can perform a direct measurement to determine the energy of the oscillator, E = ℏΩ(n+ 1

2 ), where
n is the number of phonons in the state of the membrane [1744]. If the cavity is driven on resonance, the phase of the
transmitted beam is proportional to the energy E. Such a measurement allows the detection of energy quantization,
something which is not possible with a cavity whose frequency directly depends on x. Such a linear-position detection,
like the ones we have discussed above in this section, is limited by quantum backaction [1737].

Controlling the external degree of freedom of trapped molecular ions to eliminate systematic effects such as Doppler
shifts is paramount for their applications to spectroscopy, precision measurements of fundamental constants, and
quantum information technology. The experiment conducted by Qi and collaborators [1745] has recently attained
near ground-state cooling of the axial motional modes of a calcium mono-oxide ion via sympathetic sideband cooling
with a co-trapped calcium ion [1746] [see also the ion-cooling experiments discussed in sec. IVD]. Remarkably, the
phonon state of the axial out-of-phase mode of the ion chain has been preserved as the mode frequency is adiabatically
varied. In the sub-field of active optomechanics, where the energy source is the intracavity active medium, the motion
of a mechanical oscillator may be also detected by measuring the laser intensity, spectral broadening, and laser
frequency stability [1747].

The ability to achieve coherent quantum control over the center of mass motion of massive mechanical objects
provides a powerful scheme to conduct experiments to assess the foundations of quantum theory [1730, 1748]. Op-
tomechanical systems are also very good candidates for detecting quantum signatures of gravity. The models of [1749–
1751] identify gravity as the dominant agent of the state-vector collapse. A notable example in a different direction is
provided in [1752], where a protocol is proposed using quantum optical control and readout of a mechanical system
to probe possible deviations from the quantum commutation relation even at the Planck scale.

2. Cavity optomechanics II: Photon-phonon interaction formulated as a scattering problem

Quantum optics experiments are scattering experiments, where the experimenter controls the applied inputs and
measures the generated outputs. We will now formalize further the photon-phonon interaction as a scattering problem,
following closely the analysis of [1753] where the motional quantum dynamics of a levitated dielectric sphere interacting
with the quantum electromagnetic field are discussed beyond the point-dipole approximation. The Hamiltonian is
formulated under the assumption that the dielectric sphere of mass M primarily interacts only with electromagnetic
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field modes in a sufficiently narrow frequency window, so that its electromagnetic response can be described by a
single scalar and real relative permittivity ϵ. For sufficiently small center-of-mass displacements, meaning that the
standard deviation ∆rµ ≡ ⟨r̂2µ − ⟨r̂µ⟩2⟩

1/2
is smaller than any relevant length scale associated with the variation of

the electromagnetic field, the total Hamiltonian describing the interaction between the center-of-mass motion and the
electromagnetic field – whose deterministic part generates the conservative confining potential V (r̂) – reads

Ĥ =
p̂2

2M
+ V (r̂) + Ĥem − F̂ · r̂, (811)

where F̂ is the radiation-pressure force operator, which does not commute with the Hamiltonian Ĥem describing the
free evolution of the electromagnetic field. From the Hamiltonian (811), the Heisenberg equation of motion for the
µ-component of the center-of-mass position vector is

d2r̂µ
dt2

+Ω2
µr̂µ = F̂µ/M, (812)

where Ωµ is the corresponding frequency of the (anisotropic) harmonic trap. The right-hand side of eq. (812) is the
radiation pressure exerted by self-consistent electromagnetic fields, expressed as a surface integral of the Maxwell
stress tensor in the far field of the dielectric sphere and defined as

F̂µ = −1

2
ϵ0 lim
r→∞

r2
∫
dΩ(r̂ · µ̂)[Ê2(r) + c2B̂2(r)]. (813)

The electric and magnetic field operators can be expanded in terms of the normalized eigenmodes for a scattering
problem where the sphere is motionless and placed at the origin of coordinates,

Ê(r) = i
∑
κ

√
ℏωκ
2ϵ0

[F κ(r)âκ − h.c.], (814a)

B̂(r) =
∑
κ

√
ℏ

2ϵ0ωκ
{[∇× F κ(r)]âκ − h.c.}, (814b)

where the normalized scattering eigenmodes are labeled by the multi-index κ ≡ (g,k), with g = 1, 2 the polarization
index and k the wavevector. They comprise a plane-wave contribution alongside an elastically-scattered field off the
dielectric sphere. All the elastic scattering processes arise as solutions of the Lorenz-Mie problem [1754, 1755]. Now,
expressing the Hamiltonian (811) in terms of photons interacting with center-of-mass phonons, we may write

Ĥ =
∑
µ

ℏΩµb̂†µb̂µ +
∑
κ

ℏωκâ†κâκ + ℏ
∑
κκ′µ

gκκ′µâ
†
κâκ′(b̂†µ + b̂µ). (815)

The third term accounts for the two fundamental processes that make the optomechanical light-matter interaction:
(i) Stokes processes where a photon in mode κ′ is inelastically scattered into a lower-frequency photon in mode κ by
generating a phonon in mode µ, and (ii) anti-Stokes processes where a photon in mode κ′ is inelastically scattered
into a higher-frequency photon in mode κ by absorbing a phonon in mode µ. The photon-phonon interaction is
captured by the coupling rates gκκ′µ, which can be written as a surface integral of a far-field quantity depending on
the normalized scattering eigenmodes:

gκκ′µ =

√
ℏ

2MΩµ

c
√
kk′

2
lim
r→∞

r2
∫
dΩ(r̂ · µ̂)

{
F ∗
κ(r) · F κ′(r) +

1

kk′
[∇× F ∗

κ(r)] · [∇× F κ′(r)]

}
, (816)

containing products of vector spherical harmonics [1756] and expressed as a sum of discrete angular momentum states
with l = 1, 2, . . . , m = −l,−l + 1, . . . , l − 1, l and polarization p indicating TE or TM modes.

We will now specialize to the case where some of the electromagnetic field modes are in a coherent state, given by

|Ψcoh⟩ = exp

[∑
κ

(ακâ
†
κ − h.c.)

]
|0⟩ , (817)

with an associated electric field

Ecoh(r, t) = i
∑
κ

√
ℏωκ
2ϵ0

[F κ(r)ακe
−iωκt − c.c.]. (818)
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Assuming that all modes found in the coherent state generated by a monochromatic laser have the same frequency
ω0, the linearized Hamiltonian accounting for the fluctuations of the electromagnetic field about |Ψcoh⟩ in a frame
rotating with ω0 is given by

Ĥlin =
∑
κ

ℏ∆κâ
†
κâκ +

∑
µ

ℏΩµb̂†µb̂µ + ℏ
∑
κµ

(Gκµâ
†
κ +G∗

κµâκ)(b̂
†
µ + b̂µ), (819)

where ∆κ ≡ ωκ − ω0 and Gκµ =
∑
κ′ ακ′gκκ′µ. For example, in the case of a single Gaussian beam propagating

along the positive z-axis with a focus at the origin of co-ordinates, the corresponding coherent amplitudes for each
polarization g = 1, 2 are(

α1(k, θk, ϕk)

α2(k, θk, ϕk)

)
=

√
4πk0P | cos θk|
ℏc2 sin2 θNA

exp

(
− sin2 θk

f20 sin2 θNA

)
δ(k − k0)

k20

(
i sinϕk
cosϕk

)
, (820)

where P is the optical power of the focused field, NA = sin θNA is the numerical aperture of the lens, and f0 ≫ 1 is
the filling factor over the lens, guaranteeing maximum focusing of the beam [1712].

The linearized Hamiltonian of eq. (819), modeling both Stokes and anti-Stokes processes as depicted in fig. 77(a),
describes two important phenomena: (a) the laser-light recoil heating (dissipation of the center-of-mass motion) and
(b) the scattering of light from the dielectric sphere, yielding information on the position fluctuation of the center of
mass. The angular distribution of the scattered light is termed information radiation pattern (IRP), which will be
determined below through the scattering amplitudes.

The transition amplitudes associated with these processes are evaluated with respect to the input and output states
as

τpκµ ≡ ⟨Ψpout|Û(T/2,−T/2)|Ψin⟩ . (821)

The input is formed by the product state |Ψin⟩ = |nx, ny, nz⟩⊗|Ψcoh⟩ (the first component refers to the center-of-mass
degrees of freedom with nµ > 0), while the output state is |Ψp=S

out ⟩ = â†κb̂
†
µ |Ψin⟩ and |Ψp=aS

out ⟩ = â†κb̂µ |Ψin⟩ for the
Stokes and anti-Stokes transitions, respectively. The time-evolution operator is given as Û(t, t′) = exp[−iĤ(t− t′)/ℏ],
where Ĥ is the Hamiltonian (811). For τpκµ to be nonzero, the incoming photon must belong to a mode excited by
the classical electromagnetic field, whereas the photon scattered into the mode κ may belong to any of the available
electromagnetic field modes.

Using Fermi’s golden rule, one may calculate the transition probability rates for the two processes under consider-
ation in the asymptotic limit as

lim
T→∞

∑
κ |τSκµ|2
T

= (nµ + 1)Γ+
µ , (822a)

lim
T→∞

∑
κ |τaSκµ|2
T

= (nµ + 1)Γ−
µ , (822b)

where

Γ±
µ ≡ 2π

∑
κ

|Gκµ|2δ(ωκ − ω0 ± Ωµ). (823)

Since the linearized couplings extend over a broad frequency range set by Ωµ, we may consider

Γµ ≈ Γ+
µ ≈ Γ−

µ = 2π
∑
κ

|Gκµ|2δ(ωκ − ω0). (824)

The above equality does not hold in environments that modify the mode structure of the electromagnetic field.
The optical configuration is displayed in fig. 77(b). Photon scattering via Stokes (p = S) or anti-Stokes (p = aS)

processes yields information about the center-of-mass motion about a particular axis µ via the information radiation
pattern (IRP)

Ipµ(θk, ϕk) ≡
limT→∞

∫∞
0
dk k2

∑
g |τpκµ|2

limT→∞
∑
κ |τ

p
κµ|2

, (825)

a normalized quantity providing the solid-angle probability distribution of a photon scattered either through a Stokes
or an anti-Stokes process. In the broadband coupling regime, the IRP is the same for both Stokes and anti-Stokes
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FIG. 77. Scattered light probing the center-of-mass motion. (a) Feynman diagrams of the Stokes and anti-Stokes processes
described by the third term of eq. (815). (b) Schematic representation of the scattering experiment. Either one or two x-
polarized monochromatic (frequency ω0) Gaussian beams propagate along the direction of ẑ and −ẑ. The beams are strongly
focused by an aplanatic lens to the location where a dielectric sphere of radius R is placed. For the two-beam configuration,
the relative phase between the two counter-propagating beams is Φ. The information radiation patterns (IRPs) Ip

µ(θk, ϕk) =
Iµ(θk, ϕk) (in the broadband coupling regime) are defined with respect to the same co-ordinate system, and θk is the polar
angle. (c, d) IRPs of a silica sphere irradiated by a single focused Gaussian beam polarized along the x-axis and propagating
along the z-axis. The values of the IRP are encoded both in the radial distance from the origin and in the color scale. The
focusing lens has numerical aperture NAL = 0.75, 0.15 in panels (c, d) respectively, while the collection lens has numerical
aperture NAL = 0.75 in both panels. The detection efficiency of the focusing and collection lenses is displayed in each frame,
and the values exceeding ηdetµ = 1/9 [see eq. (827)] are highlighted in blue. The ratio R/λ0 is the same across each column.
Source: Figs. 1, 2 and 4 of [1753]. Reproduced with permission from the APS.

processes, which means that these can be distinguished by means of the frequency of a scattered photon but not its
angular distribution.

The determination of the laser recoil heating rate Γµ and the IRP Ipµ(θk, ϕk) – both of which can be derived from
the coupling rates gκκ′µ and the coherent-state amplitudes ακ associated with a classical electromagnetic field in
a linearized treatment – is indispensable for the implementation of active feedback cooling through optical detec-
tion [1757–1759]. In the experiment of [1758], in particular, a silica nanoparticle is optically levitated in a cryogenic
environment. The light scattered off the particle in the backwards direction is split between heterodyne and homodyne
receivers. A linear filter then processes the homodyne signal and feeds it back to the trap in the form of a Coulomb
force exerted to the charged particle in order to cool its centre-of-mass motion along the optical axis. The minimum
attainable phonon-occupation number is given by the formula

nµ ≡
1

2

(
1
√
ηµ
− 1

)
, (826)

where ηµ denotes the total efficiency of the cooling. It is formed by the product of three individual efficiencies: the
detection efficiency

ηdetµ ≡
∫
Sd

dθkdϕk sin θkIpµ(θk, ϕk), (827)

evaluated over the solid angle Sd subtended by the collection lens [see figs. 77(c, d)], the efficiency associated with
information loss to the environment,

ηenvµ ≡ Γµ
Γµ + Γgµ

(828)

where Γgµ ∝ p
√
kBT is the heating rate due to the presence of the environmental gas at pressure p and temperature

T . The last term in the product making the total efficiency ηµ = ηdetµ ηenvµ η0µ is an efficiency coefficient η0µ amassing
the contribution from all other information channels in the active feedback scheme. Scattering of a two-photon state
off a dielectric sphere leads to a vanishing simultaneous joint detection probability of the two scattered photons along
diagonal stripes in the second-order correlation function due to the Hong-Ou-Mandel interference [1755]. Tuneable
interactions between different mechanical modes mediated by photons scattered by spatially separated particles have
been recently demonstrated in the experiment of [1760], where measured spectrograms reveal the normal mode
splittings arising from cavity mediated particle-particle interactions for different values of the cavity detuning.

3. Coherent interaction of a magnon and a qubit

The collective bosonic spin excitations of magnets are called magnons. An anisotropic ferromagnet can host magnons
with a controllable degree of intrinsic squeezing in equilibrium, while exchange-coupling a single qubit with this
ferromagnet can realize the quantum Rabi model. In the limit of zero anisotropy, the mapping reduces to the JC
Hamiltonian.

Ferromagnetic films often exhibit strong shape anisotropy on top of magnetocrystalline anisotropies [1761]. These
effects are modeled by including a single-ion anisotropy contribution to the isotropic terms. We consider a spin model
(where the spin operator at lattice site i is denoted by Ŝi) with nearest-neighbor interactions (the sum over which
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is indicated by ⟨i, j⟩). The total spin Hamiltonian in a ferromagnet of NF lattice sites includes the Zeeman energy
induced by an external magnetic field (taken along the direction of the z-axis), the exchange interaction between
nearest neighbors and a possible (generalized) anisotropy term:

Ĥf = |γ|µ0H0

∑
i

Ŝiz − J
∑
⟨i,j⟩

Ŝi · Ŝj +
∑
i

[Kx(Ŝix)
2 +Ky(Ŝiy)

2 +Kz(Ŝiz)
2], (829)

where γ < 0 is the gyromagnetic ratio, H0 is the applied external field in the direction of the z-axis and J is the
exchange coupling strength J . The coefficients Kx, Ky and Kz characterize the magnetic anisotropy [1762–1764].
Assuming only small deviations from the ground state, where the spins point in the −ẑ direction owing to a dominant
Zeeman-energy contribution, we can operate under the spin wave approximation [1765] using the Holstein-Primakoff
transformations [993]

Ŝi+ =
√
2S â†i , Ŝi− =

√
2S âi, Ŝiz = −S + â†i âi, (830)

where Ŝi± = Ŝix ± iŜiy and S stands for the magnitude of the spin (see also the application of these transformations
to derived the ’bosonised Dicke Hamiltonian’ (324) in sec. I E 5). The bosonic magnon operator â†i – defined in the
context of the above transformation – creates a “spin flip” at lattice site i. Taking the corresponding Fourier transform
we write

âi =

√
1

NF

∑
k

âke
−ik·ri . (831)

Using the Holstein-Primakoff relations (830) and the Fourier decomposition, and retaining only the magnon mode with
k = 0 by focusing on coherent resonant interactions, it can be shown [1762] that the ferromagnetic Hamiltonian (829)
is recast into the form

Ĥf = Aâ†â+Bâ2 +B∗â†2, (832)

where â ≡ âk=0. The constant A = |γ|µ0H0 + (Kx +Ky − 2Kz) reflects the impact of the external magnetic field,
while the constant B directly reflects the transverse anisotropy as B = S(Kx −Ky)/2. The Hamiltonian (832) can
be diagonalized via a Bogoliubov transformation, defining a so-called bare squeezed magnon:

α̂ = â cosh r + â†eiθ sinh r, with tanh(2r) =
2|B|
A

and eiθ =
B∗

|B| , (833)

and the single-mode squeeze operator Ŝ(ξ), defined in eq. (238), employed in the transformation

α̂† = Ŝ(ξ)â†Ŝ†(ξ), with Ŝ(ξ) ≡ exp

[
ξ∗

2
â2 − ξ

2
(â†)2

]
. (834)

The diagonalized Hamiltonian then reads

ĤF = ωαα̂
†α̂+ const., with ωα =

√
A2 − 4|B|2, (835)

which sets |A| ≥ 2|B| and (A + ωα)
2 > 4|B|2 as requirements for stability. A uniformly ordered ground state can

be maintained for a sufficiently large applied magnetic field H0. In typical experiments, it is shown that sinh r ∼
1 [1761, 1763].

Having noted the link between anisotropy and squeezing, let us now see how the dipolar interaction of a single qubit
with the ferromagnet can lead to coherent dynamics described by a Jaynes-Cummings Hamiltonian [1762, 1766]. The
interfacial exchange interaction is parametrized via the operator

Ĥint = Jint
∑
l

Ŝl · ŝl, (836)

where l labels the interfacial site. The ferromagnetic spin represented by the operator Ŝ is coupled to the electronic
states comprising the qubit of spin ŝ, with the interfacial coupling strength Jint. The qubit spin can be expressed in
terms of the Pauli matrices as ŝl = |ψl|2/2 σ̂, where ψl is the spatial wavefunction amplitude of the qubit orbital at
position l, and σ̂ = (σ̂x, σ̂y, σ̂z). Writing the interfacial interaction in the form of a central spin model (see sec. I E 7)

Ĥint = Jint
∑
l

[
Ŝlz ŝlz +

1
2 (Ŝl+ŝl− + Ŝl−ŝl+)

]
, (837)
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using the Fourier decomposition and the Holstein-Primakoff relations, and retaining only the uniform magnon mode
(k = 0), we find that the term in parentheses describes a coherent interaction between the magnon and the qubit,
which can be expressed as

Ĥcoh = g(â†σ̂− + âσ̂+) with g ≡ JintNint|ψ|2
√

S

2NF
(838)

In the above formula, |ψ|2 =
∑
l |ψl|2/Nint is the wavefunction averaged over the Nint interfacial sites. Breaking the

symmetry in the plane transverse to the equilibrium spin order generates squeezing, while a uniaxial anisotropy does
not. For this configuration one obtains [1762]

Ĥcoh = g cosh r(â†σ̂− + âσ̂+) + g sinh r(âσ̂− + â†σ̂+), (839)

showing that the squeeze parameter r controls the relative importance of the rotating and counter-rotating terms.
The coupling strengths can also reach the deep-strong regime. The composite nature of the squeezed magnon enables
a simultaneous excitation of three spin qubits coupled to the same ferromagnet. This allows for the robust generation
of three-qubit Greenberger-Horne-Zeilinger (GHZ) and related states [1762] needed for implementing Shor’s quantum
error-correction code [1767–1770].

Finally, summing over non-uniform modes, the first term in eq. (837) can be recast in the form

Ĥint,z = −
SJintNint|ψ|2

2
σ̂z +

Jint
2NF

∑
l

|ψl|2
∑
k,k′

â†kâke
−i(k−k′)·rl σ̂z. (840)

The first term amounts to a mere renormalization of the qubit frequency, and assuming |ψl|2 to be spatially independent
we may sum over the interfacial sites l to obtain

Ĥint(disp),z =
Jint
2NF

|ψ|2
∑
k,k′

â†kâkδk,k′ σ̂z =
Jint
2NF

|ψ|2
∑
k,k′

â†kâk σ̂z. (841)

Limiting once again our attention to the uniform magnon mode, we end up in an effective dispersive interaction of
the form Ĥint(disp),z = χâ†âσ̂z [1764], which we have already met in sec. III B.

Regarding now extended systems, a central element in an array of YIG spheres coupled to identical lossy cavity
modes is driven by an external quantum squeezed drive in a magnon-magnon entanglement generation scheme proposed
to generate bipartite and tripartite entanglement between distant magnon modes across the entire array [1771].

4. Further hybrid setups

According to the proposal of [1772], a quantum dot with an odd number of electrons can be modelled by the
Jaynes-Cummings Hamiltonian in the strong-coupling regime. A quantized flexural mode of the suspended tube plays
the role of the optical mode while two distinct two-level subspaces – for small and large magnetic fields – can be
modelled by two-state atoms in this nanomechanical setup. The authors start from the Hamiltonian

Ĥ =
∆so

2
τ̂z(s · t̂) + ∆KK′ τ̂x − µorbτ̂z(B · t̂) + µB(ˆ⃗s · B⃗), (842)

where ∆so and ∆KK′ are the spin-orbit and intervalley couplings, τ̂i and ŝi (i = x, y, z) are the Pauli matrices for the
valley and spin degrees of freedom, t is the tangent vector along the carbon nanotube (CNT) axis, and B denotes the
applied magnetic field.

A generic deformation of the CNT with deflection u(z) makes the tangent vector t(z) coordinate-dependent. Ex-
panding t(z) for small deflections, we rewrite the coupling terms in Hamiltonian (842)) as s · t ≃ sz + (du/dz)sx and
B · t ≃ Bz + (du/dz)Bx. The deflection u(z) is then expressed in terms of the creation and annihilation operators
â† and â for a quantized flexural phonon mode, u(z) = f(z) ℓ0√

2
(â + â†), where f(z) and ℓ0 are the waveform and

zero-point amplitude of the phonon mode. Then, each of the three qubit types (spin, spin-valley qubits) acquires a
coupling to the oscillator mode which can be modeled as

Ĥ

ℏ
=
ωq
2
σ̂z + g(â+ â†)σ̂x + ωpâ

†â+ 2λ(â+ â†) cosωt. (843)
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In the above Hamiltonian, a term describing external driving of the oscillator with frequency ω and coupling strength
λ has been included, which can be achieved by coupling to the ac electric field of a nearby antenna. The coupling
strength g is directly proportional to ∆so as well as to the derivative of the waveform corresponding to the phonon
mode averaged against the electron density profile in the quantum dot. Upon effecting the RWA, the authors employ
the standard master equation in Lindblad form to study strong-coupling conditions at finite temperatures.

An optomechanical setup consisting of a laser-pumped cavity partitioned by a flexible membrane which is partially
transmissive to light, and thereby subject to radiation pressure, has been proposed as a comparison to the critical
behaviour encountered in the Dicke model [1041]. This proposal follows the consideration of a Fabry-Pérot cavity
with a moveable mirror to realize the Dicke–Hepp–Lieb phase transition in [1773]. The authors report on a new type
of superradiance effect in this system for a very low value of the coupling between the optical and mechanical mode.

The simplest many-body description for bosons in a double-well potential is the single-band two-site Bose-Hubbard
model. For a small overlap between the two condensates the ground state is a macroscopic Schrödinger cat state [1774].
The “size of the cat” is inversely proportional to the overlap. With the addition of an atomic impurity, the Hamiltonian
of the system reads

Ĥ = −JB̂ − JaÂ+
W

2
∆N̂∆M̂ +

∆ϵ

2
∆N̂ +

∆ϵa

2
∆M̂ . (844)

Here, ∆N̂ ≡ b̂†Rb̂R−b̂†Lb̂L is the number difference operator between the two wells confining the bosons, and B̂ ≡ b̂†Lb̂R+
b̂†Rb̂L is the boson hopping operator responsible for the coherence between the two wells. Likewise, M̂ ≡ â†RâR− â†LâL
and Â ≡ â†LâR + â†RâL are the equivalent operators for the impurity. We assume that both the boson and impurity
creation/annihilation operators obey the standard bosonic commutation relations, i.e., [b̂α, b̂†α] = [âα, â

†
α] = 1 with

α = L, R and all the remaining commutators are identically zero. W parametrizes the boson-impurity interaction,
while J and Ja are the hopping amplitudes for the bosons and the impurity, respectively. Using similar notation, ∆ϵ
and ∆ϵa are the respective differences between the zero-point energies of the two wells, i.e., the tilt for the bosons
and the impurity.

The Hamiltonian of eq. (844) can be recast in a simpler form via a spin notation which makes use of the sym-
metric/antisymmetric (S/AS) modes instead of the left/right (L/R) modes as a basis. The S/AS modes are the
eigenmodes of the single-particle problem, i.e., in the absence of interactions. Therefore, in the limit W → 0, the
ground state corresponds to all the particles belonging to the S mode, since it has a lower energy. Using a simple
Hadamard rotation of the L/R creation (annihilation) operators we have,

b̂L =
1√
2

(
b̂S + b̂AS

)
, (845)

b̂R =
1√
2

(
b̂S − b̂AS

)
(846)

and similar expressions hold for the impurity operators. In the new basis, and for vanishing tilts ∆ϵ = ∆ϵa = 0,
eq. (844) takes the form

ĤS,AS = 2JŜz + 2JaŜaz + 2WŜxŜ
a
x , (847)

where we have used the Schwinger spin representation [1110], i.e., Ŝz ≡ (b̂†AS b̂AS − b̂†S b̂S)/2 = −B̂/2 and Ŝx ≡
(b̂†AS b̂S + b̂†S b̂AS)/2 = −∆N̂/2. Apart from the trivial U(1) symmetry related to particle conservation, we note that
the Hamiltonian supports a Z2 parity symmetry under the transformation Ŝx → −Ŝx, Ŝy → −Ŝy, Ŝz → Ŝz, and
likewise for the impurity spin operators. This spin rotation preserves the SU(2) angular momentum commutation
relations. Note that in the original L/R-basis this symmetry is nothing but a reflection of the double-well about the
origin. It follows that a non-zero tilt ∆ϵ ̸= 0 or ∆ϵa ̸= 0 breaks this symmetry.

The model Hamiltonian written in the form of eq. (847) shows some resemblance to the Dicke Hamiltonian

ĤD = ωBŜz + ωAĉ
†ĉ+ 2g(ĉ+ ĉ†)Ŝx . (848)

Here, ĉ†(ĉ) are photon, i.e., bosonic creation (annihilation) operators and Ŝz and Ŝx are spin operators. eq. (848)
describes a spin-N/2 system coupled to the position coordinate of a harmonic oscillator. The frequencies ωB and
ωA are the spin precession and harmonic oscillator frequencies, respectively, and g is the coupling strength. As we
have seen many times so far, this system experiences a QPT at a certain critical value gc [1017]. Meanwhile, the
semiclassical dynamical behaviour of a fermionic condensate interacting with a single bosonic mode is studied via a
generalization of the Tavis-Cummings model in [1775].
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Collapses and revivals typical of the JC dynamics can be observed in the regime of perfect Rydberg blockade where
the mesoscopic atomic ensemble is effectively a two-level system with two levels represented by collective Dicke states,

say |G⟩ and |R⟩. The ‘atom’ is initially prepared in the state |G⟩, and the field is in state
∞∑
n=0

C (n) |n⟩, where the

probability to find n photons in the field mode is p(n) = |C(n)|2. The number of photons in a coherent state of the
electromagnetic field (with average photon number n) follows the Poissonian distribution [1776],

p (n) = (n̄)
n
exp (−n̄) / (n!) . (849)

Following up our discussion from sec. I B 2, we note that the solution of Schrödinger’s equation yields the probability
Pe to find the atom in the excited state [1777],

Pe =

∞∑
n=1

p (n) sin2
(
gt
√
n
)
. (850)

The familiar
√
n dependence in eq. (850) arises from matrix elements ⟨n| â+ |n− 1⟩ = ⟨n− 1| â |n⟩ = √n of creation

and annihilation operators. Similarly, due to the dependence of the Rabi frequency of single-atom excitation in
Rydberg-blockaded ensembles on the number of atoms, the probability of single-atom excitation in an ensemble with
a random number of atoms is given by

P1 =
∑
N

p (N) sin2
(√

NΩt/2
)
, (851)

where p(N) is the probability to have N atoms in the ensemble. Given the similarity between eqs. (850) and (851),
one can introduce a new quantum number for the mesoscospic ensemble of atoms which is equivalent to the number
of photons n and is described by similar annihilation and creation operators [55]. Moving on to a hybrid system of
ultracold atoms in interaction with the field of waveguide resonators, coherent coupling of a Rydberg transition of
atoms trapped inside an integrated superconducting chip to the microwave field of an on-chip coplanar waveguide
resonator has been very recently reported in [1778]. The setup supports cavity-driven Rabi oscillations between a pair
of Rydberg states of atoms in an inhomogeneous electric field near the atom chip surface.

The photonic realization of the quantum Rabi model in a Hilbert space, based on a semi-infinite curved binary
waveguide array, was analyzed in [1779]. The experiment and the accompanying simulations were performed in the
deep strong-coupling regime (g ≃ ω). In the limit where the qubit frequency tends to zero, strictly periodic temporal
dynamics of photon number distribution were observed, with the periodicity dictated by the frequency of the quantized
field. Alternatively, for a cloud of ultracold atoms subjected to two laser-induced potentials, a periodic lattice and a
harmonic trap, when the system state which is fully contained in the first Brillouin zone the system Hamiltonian can be
mapped to the quantum Rabi model in terms of the momentum operator and in a rotated spin basis [1780]. Similarly,
the anisotropic 1D spin-orbit coupling realized in a trapped cold atomic gas has been mapped to the quantum Rabi
model with spin-momentum coupling in [1781]. The energy spectrum is extracted from the zeros of a transcendental
equation in the spirit of [50].

Reporting from the experimental front once again, a hybrid quantum system that combines two heterogeneous
collective-excitation modes – a narrow-linewidth magnetostatic mode and a superconducting qubit – was modeled by
a JC-type Hamiltonian to interpret the normal-mode splitting arising due to strong coupling between the qubit and the
magnon [57]. A couple of years later, magnon number states were resolved by employing a qubit dispersively coupled
to a harmonic oscillator for the experiment reported in [58]. At the same time, two-level hybrid-spin qubits can be
defined using magnetic dipole coupling of an ensemble of spins to microstrip cavities with an embedded nonlinear
subsystem such as a transmon qubit [1782].

We conclude this section with a brief reference to solid-state devices and models that have been of paramount
importance throughout the last two decades up to our days. The cyclotron motion in graphene monolayers positioned
perpendicular to a magnetic field is described by a Hamiltonian which is formally equivalent to the JC model [56].
Within that correspondence, the solution for the time-dependent position operators in the Heisenberg picture is
considerably simplified if one assumes that the electron energy is larger than the characteristic energy scale of the
Hamiltonian, set by the magnetic length and the Fermi velocity in graphene. In connection to graphene and its
relativistic Landau levels, and anti-JC term arises when modelling the quantum Hall effect in square lattice subjected
to a non-Abelian gauge potential [54]. Fermionic degrees of freedom are also involved in the edge dynamics of a
spin-Hall insulator interacting with circularly polarized quantized electromagnetic field through a Zeeman term were
considered in [1783]. The pertinent Hamiltonian reads

Ĥ/ℏ = ωâ†â+ v
∑
p

pŜzp +
g√
L

∑
p

(
â†Ŝ−

p + âŜ+
p

)
. (852)
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Here, v is the Fermi velocity of the edge state, ω and â denote the resonance frequency and annihilation operator of
the cavity mode, while ĉp,σ annihilates an electron with momentum p and spin σ. The last term describes the Zeeman
interaction with the spin operators expressed as Ŝ+

p = ĉ+p,+ĉp,− and Ŝzp =
∑
σ=± σĉ

+
p,σ ĉp,σ. The Zeeman coupling

depends on the photon frequency as g =
√
g̃|ω|. Considering a single momentum p, the Hamiltonian reduces to the

Jaynes-Cummings model. Hence, the spectrum consists of the energy doublet

ϵ±(p,m) = ω

(
m− 1

2

)
±
√(

vp− ω

2

)2
+
g2

L
m, (853)

with m being a positive integer, plus a single mode ϵ−(p, 0) = −vp. The Purcell enhancement factor and the excited-
state population dynamics for a quantum emitter in the vicinity of a graphene nanodisk were calculated in [1784],
and distinct signatures of non-Markovianity were identified.

A very recent notable proposal in solid-state quantum technology concerns the use of nuclear spin states of magnetic
ions. The hyperfine interaction with an electronic spin mediates the coupling of nuclear spins to to electromagnetic
radiation, enhancing the nuclear Rabi frequencies with respect to those of isolated nuclei [1785]. This enhancement
can be of use when exploring the coupling of on-chip superconducting resonators to the nuclear spins of magnetic
molecules [1786]. Avoided crossings have been experimentally observed when the level splittings of 171Yb and 173Yb
are brought into resonance with the cavity photons [1787].

Furthermore, we mention that Sommerfeld’s theory [1788] of the free electron gas has been revisited in the framework
of cavity quantum electrodynamics. Rokaj and coworkers find that the electron-photon ground state is a Fermi liquid
containing virtual photons. In contrast to models of finite systems, no ground state exists if the diamagentic A2 term
is omitted. Furthermore, linear response theory shows that the cavity field induces plasmon-polariton excitations, and
alters the optical and the DC conductivity of the electron gas [1789]. Furthermore, The Tavis-Cummings Hamiltonian
has been used in [1790] to model an inhomogeneously broadened ensemble of solid-state emitters coupled with high
cooperativity to a nanophotonic resonator under strong excitation. A collectively induced transparency in the cavity
reflection spectrum results from quantum interference as a collective effect, while the coherent excitation of the system
produces a nonlinear response spanning a broad range from subradiance to superradiance.

Opening a new path, Karnieli and coworkers have developed a unified theory to account for the quantum three-
particle interaction of a free electron, a bound electron, and a photon in a single-mode resonator [1791]. Modeling
the bound-electron system by a two-state atom, they are able to reduce the problem to the JC interaction and the
free-electron bound-electron resonant interaction models for the coupling to the cavity field and the free electron,
respectively. The coupling between the free electron and the cavity field is generally captured by the quantum
photon–induced near-field electron microscopy model . This simplified formulation can be extended to include a
wide range of models for the emitter-cavity system, including the quantum Rabi model for ultrastrong light-matter
coupling, the Dicke model for an ensemble of emitters, or the Hopfield model for collective matter excitations. The
latter may replace the JC model, e.g, in dielectric micro- and nanocavities, accounting for a larger Rabi splitting.

VII. EXTENSIONS TO MANY-BODY CONFIGURATIONS AND ADDITIONAL DEGREES OF
FREEDOM

Some years after the millennium, we saw the first realization of the Mott-insulator phase transition in an ultracold
atomic system [17]. This was a breakthrough demonstrating how truly strongly interacting many-body quantum
systems could be studied in a quantum optical setting. These systems had a clear advantage over many other systems
in the condensed matter community due to their flexibility and controllability. This spurred the quest for realizing
quantum simulators, i.e., controllable quantum systems mimicking other quantum systems which are not subject to the
same control and are too complicated to be simulated on a classical computer. Apart from being capable of realizing
known many-body systems from (mainly) the condensed-matter physics community, these atomic setups also enable
the study of novel systems lacking counterparts in other communities. An avalanche of experimental and theoretical
activities set off, and it did not take long before new proposals of different systems implementing quantum simulators
popped up [1792, 1793]. In 2006, two notable works suggested how one may simulate interacting many-body systems
with photons [46, 47]. Following in particular the footsteps of the development of circuit QED (see section III),
it was explained how to couple Jaynes-Cummings (JC) sub-systems into a lattice—the Jaynes-Cummings-Hubbard
model: each JC sub-system, comprising a qubit and a photon mode, becomes connected by allowing for photons to
tunnel between neighboring JC systems. The JC nonlinearity induces the effective interaction, and it was argued
how the strongly-correlated regime could be reached making truly ‘many-body’ systems beyond the perturbative
regime. Another feature of interest, not as important for ultracold atoms in optical lattices, is the nonequilibrium
character of the system; typically one has in mind driven-dissipative resonators. These types of systems will be
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discussed in sec. VII A below. Roughly at the same time, people started to think what new physics will emerge by
coupling condensed atoms to a single mode of an optical resonator [36, 1794]. We have already seen two phenomena
where the atom number plays an important role; in sec. II A 1 we discussed optical bistability and how the coupling
of thermal atomic gases to the cavity field may cause a bistable behaviour, and in sec I E 5 the superradiance was
considered. By lowering the temperature of the atomic gas such that the atoms condense, a new regime is reached
where the typical atomic kinetic energy, set by the recoil energy ER, becomes comparable to other energy scales, see
sec. I E 4. In a condensate, contrary to a thermal gas, we expect long-range order meaning that the atomic gas shows
quantum coherence over large spatial distances, and it makes sense to talk about collective excitation modes of the
condensate rather than individual atomic excitations. An important ingredient in these systems, which are discussed
in sec. VII B, that makes them different from other ultracold atomic setups, is the infinite-range interaction between
the atoms stemming from the common coupling to the quantized light field in the cavity. This leads to, as we will
show, a set of novel phenomena. Finally, in this section we also discuss a relatively young field where one lets a gas of
molecules, rather than atoms, be coherently coupled to optical resonators. While not condensed, the molecular cavity
QED setting still adds a complexity in terms of the internal molecular structures. In a Born-Oppenheimer picture,
the electronic transition frequencies are set by the internuclear distances, which of course are dynamical degrees of
freedom. Thus, apart from the energy exchange between electronic transitions and photons, we also derive results
concerning transitions in the molecular vibrations. One idea is that ‘dressing the molecules’ with the cavity photons
can alter chemical reactions, and thereby control them to some extent.

A. Jaynes-Cummings-Hubbard models

The Jaynes-Cummings Hubbard (JCH) Hamiltonian was formulated to describe an optical system displaying strong
correlations on a mesoscopic scale; in other words, we are dealing with a model imitating equilibrium predictions in
situations where the photon number is not conserved. The original setup, proposed in 2006 [1795], comprised a two-
dimensional array of connected cavities coupled to two-level atoms such that photon blockade occurs, which means
that absorption of one photon and the formation of a vacuum Rabi resonance “blocks” the absorption of a second.
This behavior is generalized to multiphoton resonances which, however, do not present an absolute barrier to the
absorption of additional photons since, in a nonequilibrium configuration, the coherent drive strength broadens the
energy levels [331]. Onsite JC interactions with photon hopping between cavities and an appropriate chemical-potential
term comprise the JCH Hamiltonian,

Ĥ =
∑
i

ĤJC
i −

∑
⟨i,j⟩

tij â
†
i âj −

∑
i

µiN̂i, (854)

where tij are the hopping coefficients, N̂i is the total (photonic and atomic) excitation number operator at site i
(where

∑
i N̂i commutes with Ĥ), associated with the chemical potential µi. Assuming zero disorder, introducing a

superfluid order parameter ψ ≡ ⟨âi⟩, and applying the decoupling transformation â†i âj = ⟨â†i ⟩ âj + ⟨âj⟩ â†i − ⟨â†i ⟩ ⟨âj⟩,
results in the mean-field single-site Hamiltonian

Ĥ = (ω0 − µ)
(
â†â+ σ̂+σ̂−

)
+ g

(
âσ̂+ + â†σ̂−

)
− ztψ

(
â† + â

)
+ zt|ψ|2, (855)

where z is the number of nearest neighbors, between which inter-cavity hopping occurs with frequency t. When the
order parameter is zero (ψ = 0), one encounters a Mott phase with a fixed number of excitations per site in the
absence of fluctuations; the presence of a finite order parameter, ψ ̸= 0, on the other hand, indicates a superfluid
phase.

The extent of the characteristic Mott-insulator lobes is determined by an appropriate boundary set by the critical
chemical potential; such a potential corresponds to the increment of the excitation per site by one, yielding

µc = ω0 − [Ωn+1 − Ωn], (856)

where now we have taken into account a detuning between the onsite coupled cavity mode and two-level atom ∆,
featuring in the familiar Rabi frequencies Ωn ≡

√
(1/4)∆2 + g2n. The phase diagram is depicted in fig. 78 (a). The

number of excitations per site, ρ, in each lobe of the Mott-insulator phase has been computed post-minimization for
the ground state, following the expression ρ = −∂Eg(ψ = ψmin)/∂µ as a function of t and µ in a grand-canonical
ensemble formulation. The produced plateaus point to regimes of constant density and incompressibility, attributed to
the gapped Mott-insulator phase. In [1795], negatively-charged NV centers, placed inside each cavity of the ensemble,
have been proposed as a promising candidate for realizing this equilibrium quantum phase transition of light.
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FIG. 78. (a) Slices depicting the superfluid order parameter ψ as a function of the photon hopping frequency t (divided by the
onsite light-matter coupling strength g) and the (shifted) chemical potential µ − ω0 (also normalized to g) for zero detuning
(∆ = 0). The diagrams show the lowest-order Mott-insulator lobes, indicated by the regions of ψ = 0. On the left-hand side
(where photonic repulsion dominates over hopping) we find the Mott insulator phase (denoted by MI), while the superfluid phase
(denoted by SF) is located on the right-hand side. The white contour delineates the region where ψ vanishes, hence delineating
the quantum phase transition. [Adapted from fig. 4(a) of [1795]] (b) The energy-level structure of electromagnetically induced
transparency depicting externally-driven atoms with a corresponding Rabi frequency ΩL, dipole-coupled to the intracavity
mode with strengths g13 and g24. In this scheme employing cavity polaritons, δ,∆ and ε are appropriately selected detunings
featuring in the interaction Hamiltonian. [Adapted from fig. 2 of [1796] and fig. 1 of [1797]]

The Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian and the corresponding two phases of matter has been associated with hopping of
cavity polaritons due to the mode-profile overlap of adjacent resonators. Atoms coupled to the intracavity modes
are driven by external detuned coherent fields [1796]. To generate repulsion between polaritons, four-level atoms
are driven in such a fashion to emulate Electromagnetically Induced Transparency [1797]. With reference to the
level-structure of fig. 78, in a frame rotating with the Hamiltonian

Ĥ0 = ℏωC
(
â†â+

1

2

)
+

N∑
j=1

(
ωC σ̂

j
22 + ωC σ̂

j
33 + 2ωC σ̂

j
44

)
,

the interaction Hamiltonian of the atoms coupled to the cavity mode reads

ĤI =

N∑
j=1

(
εσ̂j22 + δσ̂j33 + (∆+ ε)σ̂j44

)
+
(
ΩLσ̂

j
23 + g13σ̂

j
13â

† + g24σ̂
j
24â

† +H.c.
)
, (857)

where the operator σ̂jkl ≡ |kj⟩⟨lj | projects the level l to the level k of the jth atom, ωC is the cavity resonance frequency,
ΩL is the Rabi frequency determined by the laser driving, and g13, g24 are the dipole coupling strengths of the cavity
mode to the respective atomic transitions.

We are interested in the situations where there is on average one excitation per cavity; hence, we consider states with
at most two excitations per cavity, suppressed by a Kerr nonlinearity. Neglecting two-photon detuned transitions and
the coupling to the atomic level 4 [1798], as illustrated in fig. 78 (b), the Hamiltonian of eq. (857) can be reduced to
include interactions between three species of polaritons when the number of atoms is large (N ≫ 1). These polaritons,
i.e., quasi particles formed by an atomic and a photonic contribution, are created by three operators, denoted by
p̂†0, p̂

†
±, in the subspace of at most two excitations. After defining collective spin operators Ŝ†

12 = (1/
√
N)
∑N
j=1 σ̂

j
21 and

Ŝ†
13 = (1/

√
N)
∑N
j=1 σ̂

j
31 alongside the renormalized coupling rates g ≡

√
N g13, B =

√
g2 +Ω2

L and A ≡
√
4B2 + δ2,

the aforementioned creation operators assume the form

p̂†0 =
1

B

(
gŜ†

12 − ΩLâ
†
)
, p̂†± =

√
2

A(A± δ)

(
ΩLŜ

†
12 + â† ± A± δ

2
Ŝ†
13

)
. (858)
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These operators satisfy the familiar bosonic commutation relations [p̂η, p̂λ] = 0, [p̂η, p̂
†
λ] = δηλ, with η, λ = 0,±. For

g24 = 0 and ε = 0, the Hamiltonian of eq. (857) is then reduced to

ĤI,(g24=ε=0) = µ0p̂
†
0p̂0 + µ+p̂

†
+p̂+ + µ−p̂

†
−p̂−, (859)

with new frequencies µ0 = 0, µ± = (δ±A)/2. We now need to write the full interaction Hamiltonian in the polariton
basis, expressing the operators

∑N
j=1 σ̂

j
22 and a†

∑N
j=1 σ̂

j
24 in terms of p̂†0, p̂

†
± and decoupling the fourth level from

the dynamics. In the two-excitation manifold and the rotating-wave approximation, we express the coupling of the
polaritons to the level in question as

g24

 N∑
j=1

σ̂j42â+H.c.

 ≈ −g24 gΩL
B2

(
Ŝ†
14p̂

2
0 +H.c.

)
,

where Ŝ†
14 ≡ (1/

√
N)
∑N
j=1 σ̂

j
41. In a frame rotating with respect to the Hamiltonian of eq. (859), the operator Ŝ†

14

rotates at the frequency 2µ0. In the hierarchy of timescales set by

|g24|, |ε|, |∆| ≪ |µ±|, (860)

we neglect all terms rotating with the frequencies 2µ0 − (µ+ ± µ−), µ0 ± µ±, which amounts to eliminating the
interactions coupling p̂†0 and Ŝ†

14 to the remaining polaritons. If we further assume that g24 ≪ |∆|, the presence of
the fourth level results only in an energy shift of 2g̃, where (see eq. 5 of [1797])

g̃ = −g
2
24

∆

Ng213Ω
2
L

(Ng213 +Ω2
L)

2
(861)

A state containing one excitation of the operator Ŝ†
14 comes with a probability −2g̃/∆, which determines an effective

decay rate for the polariton species p†0 via the route of spontaneous emission from the fourth level. Similarly, the two-
photon detuning ε is responsible for an energy shift εg2/B2, playing the role of a chemical potential in the resulting
effective Hamiltonian in the perturbative regime,

Ĥeff = g̃
(
p̂†0

)2
(p̂0)

2 + ε
g2

B2
p̂†0p̂0, (862)

which is the normally-ordered Hamiltonian of the nonlinear polarizability model [1404] —the second term accounting
for the Kerr nonlinearity and the associated repulsion. Photon loss at a rate 2κ and spontaneous emission from the
fourth atomic level at a rate γ4 lead to the following decoherence rate

γ̃ =
2Ω2

L

Ng213 +Ω2
L

(
κ+

g224Ng
2
13

∆2(Ng213 +Ω2
L)
γ4

)
. (863)

To close this subsection out, we mention that a trapped-ion quantum simulator with up to 32 ions has been used
to study the transition from Markovian to non-Markovian spin dynamics in different regimes of the JCH model,
tuning the spin frequencies to different locations of the phonon band. In addition, collapse and revival signals provide
evidence for the occurrence of localization [1799]. The ground state quantum phase transition in the Rabi-Hubbard
model has been experimentally observed via a slow quench of the coupling strength once again in a system of trapped
ions, while the dynamical evolution for average spin inversion, phonon number and entanglement entropy is displayed
for a set of parameter regimes in [1800].

An array of coupled cavities in the photon blockade regime can be mapped to the transverse-field anisotropic XY
model [1801] (see also subsec. IV D). Two-time correlations leading to the absorption and fluorescence spectra for such
an array were calculated in [1802, 1803]. The structure of the distribution function, calculated by the applying the
fluctuation dissipation theorem [350, 1804], and the associated thermalization can be understood by using a spin-wave
theory, while the Fourier-transform of fluorescence in momentum space reveals the nature of quasiparticle excitations
in the quasithermal state.

B. Many-body cavity QED

In sec. I E 4, we saw that as the atomic kinetic energy is lowered, the motional states of the atoms couple to the
other degrees of freedom via absorption/emission of cavity photons. This implies the alteration of their kinetic energy
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by one recoil-energy unit, Er = ℏ2k2/2m ≡ ℏωr, introduced in that subsection (here we also define the recoil frequency
ωr). By “many-body cavity QED” we envisage a large number of ultracold atoms coherently coupled to the cavity
mode [1805, 1806]. Thus, in this section the motional degrees of freedom are considered, while they were not taken
into account when discussing the TC and Dicke models in sec. I E 5. Instead of coupling the individual atomic kinetic
energies to the light field, it is often more convenient to think in terms of collective effects where low-energy phonon
modes of the atomic cloud interact with the photons [1805, 1806]. These collective modes become relevant once the
atoms are condensed and coherences extend over the full atomic cloud [1807]. At these low temperatures an additional
effect that may arise is that of atom-atom interaction, which may indeed qualitatively modify the picture [1124, 1808].

With the development of experimental techniques in laser cooling and trapping of neutral atoms it became feasible
to also couple a gas of ultracold, or even condensed, atoms to the cavity field. In these first pioneering experiments,
the collective ultrastrong coupling regime of a large number of two-level atoms was demonstrated in two back-to-back
papers by the ETH group of T. Esslinger [36] and the ENS group of J. Reichel [1794]. The square-root dependence
of the collective coupling on the number of atoms, gN = g

√
N , was verified in both experiments. The reason why the

coupling scales as N1/2 and not simply as N can be found in the construction of the Dicke states (61). This is similar
to the enhancement of collective spontaneous emission – the superradiance we discussed in sec. I E 5. In a strict sense,
for the results of these works it was not crucial that the atoms were condensed. Nevertheless, at least in the ETH
experiment, condensation was confirmed. After these experiments, a couple of independent experimental works on
optical bistability followed, in Fabry-Pérot cavities [1809, 1810] and in a ring cavity [1811]. It turned out that these
systems were excellent candidates for studying optomechanics [1812], i.e. the coupling between light and mechanical
modes we discuss in sec. VIF. The last decade has seen tremendous progress in this field, both theoretically and
experimentally, which we will briefly discuss in this section. The interest is two-fold; the system can be tailored in
order to study known exotic models and phenomena, falling in the realm of quantum simulators, but also new phases
of matter may emerge with no known counterparts in other systems. An important feature is that these systems are
open by nature since photons are inevitably lost, and one ends up with nonequilibrium configurations.

Schmit and collaborators have developed a quantum kinetic theory for describing the dynamics of atoms interacting
with a multimode high-finesse cavity or multiple cavities. The recent study of atomic self-organization is based on
the formulation of a quantum master equation for many-body QED, which is obtained after adiabatic elimination of
the cavity degree of freedom via a Schrieffer-Wolff transformation [1813].

1. Mean-field explorations

Let us for now focus on bosonic atoms. Until nowadays, they are the ones considered in experiments. When exploring
many-body systems composed of a large number of identical particles, it is convenient to employ the method of second
quantization. In this monograph we do not go through the ideas behind the method, but instead refer the reader to
books like [1115, 1814]. We introduce the atomic field operators ψ̂†(x) and ψ̂(x), that create respectively annihilate an
atom at position x. For bosons they obey the commutation relations

[
ψ̂(x), ψ̂†(x′)

]
= δ(x−x′) and

[
ψ̂(x), ψ̂(x′)

]
= 0.

For fermions we need to replace the commutators by anti-commutators. We note that for a complete orthonormal set
of functions {ϕn(x)}, the field operators can be expanded as

ψ̂(x) =
∑
n

ĉnϕn(x), (864)

where the ĉn’s are bosonic operators, i.e.
[
ĉn, ĉ

†
m

]
= δnm and so on. Thus, the operator ĉ†n (ĉn) creates (annihilates) an

atom in the single-particle state, which is often called orbital, ϕn(x). A Fock state |n1, n2, . . . ⟩ represents a state with
n1 atoms in the orbital ϕ1(x), n2 atoms in the orbital ϕ2(x), and so on. Hence, we may think of second quantization
as a way to determine the occupation of particles in different orbitals, to be compared with first quantization where
we instead look for the particular wave-function ψ(x1, x2, . . . ) attributed to the particles.

Expanding the field operators as in (864) is usually practical when considering various approximations [1124, 1808],
often restricting the states to low-energy modes – projecting the Hilbert space to a low-energy sector. There are two
special sets of functions ϕn used for the expansion (864):

1) When the particles experience a relatively strong periodic potential V (x), it is customary to use the orthonormal
Wannier fuctions, wν,Ri

(x). These are exponentially localized functions centered around the position Ri of site
i in the periodic potential [1815]. The quantum number ν = 1, 2, . . . is the eigenenergy band index. The
eigenfunctions of a single-particle periodic Hamiltonian are the (unnormalized) Bloch functions ψk,ν(x), and the
Wannier functions are given in terms of these as

wν,Ri(x) =
1

V

∫
BZ

e−ik·Riψk,ν(x) d
3k, (865)
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where the integration is over the first Brillouin zone (This is not a unique definition of the Wannier functions,
but the most common one.). For ultracold atoms, and relatively deep lattice potentials, it is often justified to
restrict the expansion (864) to Wannier functions of the lowest energy band, ν = 1, – the so-called single-band
approximation [1124, 1808].

2) The expansion in terms of Wannier functions is particularly suited for strongly-interacting systems, e.g. for
describing the Mott insulating physics of the Bose-Hubbard model [1816]. For weakly-interacting systems, on
the other hand, the relevant degrees of freedom might not be those tied to the sites, but rather the collective
ones. For a condensate these are the phonon vibrational modes characterized by some momentum k. Here it
might be convenient to expand ψ̂(x) in plane-wave Fourier components instead.

We will consider both choices in what follows.
Almost exclusively, we will furthermore assume that the internal atomic hyperfine level |e⟩ has been adiabatically

eliminated, see Subsec. IA. In this respect, we do not need to specify the internal atomic state for the field operators
ψ̂(x). In case we consider both internal states we would need two field operators ψ̂g,e(x). For bosonic atoms the
many-body Hamiltonian becomes (in one dimension for simplicity) [1805, 1806]

Ĥ = ℏδâ†â+
∫
dx ψ̂†(x)

[
− ℏ2

2m

d2

dx2
+ V (x)+

U0

2
ψ̂†(x)ψ̂(x)

]
ψ̂(x), (866)

where m is the atomic mass, δ = ω − ωL the cavity-pump detuning (i.e. we imagine a pumped system with ωL

the pump frequency), and U0 is the effective interaction strength (to a good approximation being proportional to
the s-wave scattering length as; U0 = 4πasℏ2/m [1816]), The ‘potential’ V (x) includes the Stark shifts felt by the
atoms and depends on the particular situation under consideration. The two most common setups are transverse or
longitudinal (also called on-axial) pumping, see Fig 28. In the first, a laser illuminates the atomic cloud such that
photons can be scattered by the atoms into the cavity via a two-photon process. This process takes place in two
steps: (i) a photon is absorbed from the laser and emitted into the cavity or vice versa, and (ii) a cavity photon is
absorbed and emitted back into the cavity (the process involving two laser photons is left out as it constitutes an
overall constant energy shift within our one-dimensional treatment). With the mode function of the cavity ∝ cos(kx),
the effective potential for transverse pumping takes the form [879, 880, 1033, 1805, 1806, 1817–1820]

Vtr(x) =
g20
∆a

â†â cos2(kx) + i
g0η(z)

∆a

(
â† − â

)
cos(kx), (867)

with g0 the vacuum Rabi frequency, η(x, z) the pump with a possible transverse spatial dependence (z is taken as the
transverse direction), and ∆a = Ω− ωL the atom-pump detuning. Since the effective potential is generated from the
quantized cavity field, this type of optical lattice is sometimes referred to as quantum optical lattice [1805, 1818, 1821,
1822]. For the case of longitudinal pumping, the cavity is directly excited via a one-end mirror, and the second term
of (867) is strictly zero, leaving us with

Voa(x) =
g20
∆a

â†â cos2(kx). (868)

The pump term (see sec. I C 1)

iη
(
â† − â

)
, (869)

in turn, must be added to the full Hamiltonian (866). The Hamiltonian (866), together with the explicit potentials
(867) and (868), form the starting point for deriving an effective low-energy many-body Hamiltonian. The procedure
goes on with expanding the field operators ψ̂(x) in the appropriate basis. However, before discussing the full many-
body problem we pause to consider the mean-field approximation.

For an atomic condensate containing thousands of atoms, a series of phenomena experimentally explored to date can
be qualitatively (and sometimes quantitatively) understood from a mean-field treatment [1805, 1823]. Introducing an
optical lattice is a means to enhance the role of atom-atom interactions and thereby access a strongly-correlated regime
in which the mean-field treatment breaks down. When the mean-field approximation is valid, the field operators are
replaced by their expectations ψ̂(x) → ψ(x) = ⟨ψ̂(x)⟩. The function ψ(x) serves as the condensate order parameter,
i.e. it typically assumes non-zero values when the atoms condense. The mean-field version of (866) is a modified
Gross-Pitaevskii equation [1819]

iℏ
∂

∂t
ψ(x, t) =

[
p2

2m
+ V (x) + U0N |ψ(x, t)|2

]
ψ(x, t) (870)
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FIG. 79. The measured intracavity field intensity n, see eq. (875), as a function of the cavity-pump detuning [1831]. For
slowly ramping up or down the detuning the intensity displays characteristic jumps due to the bistability. The jump occurs
for different detunings whether it is raised or lowered, see fig. 57. In this experiment a condensate of 105 87Rb atoms were
harmonically trapped in an optical Fabry-Pérot cavity with g0 = 2π × 14.1 MHz and κ = 2π × 1.3 MHz. Reproduced with
permission from Springer Nature.

accompanied by the (mean-field) equation for the photon field amplitude

i
∂

∂t
α = (−∆+N⟨W1⟩ − iκ)α+ η⟨W2⟩, (871)

where N is the number of atoms such that we have normalized the order parameter
∫
dx|ψ(x, t)|2 = 1, κ is the photon

decay rate and we have assumed a zero-temperature photon bath (i.e. the Langevin noise terms vanish, see eq. (157)
and corresponding discussion), and

⟨W1⟩ =
g20
∆a

∫
dx|ψ(x, t)|2 cos2(kx) (872)

gives the single-atom dispersive frequency shift of the cavity resonance, and finally

⟨W2⟩ =


Ng0
∆a

∫
dx |ψ(x, t)|2 cos(kx), Transverse pump,

1, On− axis pump.

(873)

The two quantities Θ ≡ ⟨W1⟩ and B ≡ ⟨W2⟩ have been referred to as order parameter and bunching parameter
respectively [1819]. When the quantity | −∆− iκ| sets the fast time scale we may adiabatically eliminate the photon
degrees of freedom [1820] [see eqs. (22) and (23)], i.e., solve for the steady state

αss =
iη⟨W2⟩

κ+ i(−∆+N⟨W1⟩)
(874)

and insert into the Gross-Pitaevskii equation (870). Even in the absence of interatomic interactions (U0 = 0),
the resulting equation is nonlinear since ⟨W1⟩, and possibly also ⟨W2⟩, depend on ψ(x, t). It is clear that the
nonlinearity is not local [1824], which is a manifestation of the cavity-mediated infinite-range interaction between
the atoms [947, 1825, 1826]. When working in the full quantum picture, care has to be taken when eliminating the
photon degrees of freedom since operators may not commute [1820, 1827–1829]. Another approximation deriving
from eliminating the cavity degrees of freedom amounts to neglecting any quantum correlations between the matter
and light subsystems. In particular, the evolution of the matter fields ψ(x, t) will be fully coherent, while, in a more
complete picture, its effective evolution would be non-unitary. This question has only been raised in a preliminary
fashion in [1830], where the effect of the fluctuations induced upon the condensate due to the coupling to the quantized
photon field was analyzed. Such noise tends to deplete the condensate, meaning that the condensate fraction decreases.

Since the order parameter ψ(x, t) depends on the photon amplitude α, the nonlinearity naturally also shows up in
the light intensity,

n =
η2f22 (n)

κ2 + (−∆+Nf1(n))2
, (875)
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FIG. 80. The lowest energy dispersion of the on-axis pumped Gross-Pitaevskii equation (870) as a function of the quasi
momentum. The ‘swallow-tail’ loops formed close to the edges of the Brillouin zone derive from the inherent nonlinearity of the
system. Such loops imply among other things that Bloch oscillations rapidly would decay due to non-adiabatic excitations [1838,
1839]. The figure is taken from ref. [1824], and the parameters for this example are N = 104, ∆ = 2100ωr, κ = 350ωr, η = 980ωr,
and g20/∆a = ωr.

where we introduced the functions fi(n) = ⟨Wi(x)⟩ for i = 1, 2. The physical picture is that the atoms constitute an
index of refraction which in turn shifts the effective mode frequency; the atomic state is then to be determined by
the light field, which yields the backaction interaction between the two subfields. Going back to the expressions for
the effective potentials, eqs. (867) and (868), we notice that bistable behavior in this configuration already emerges
when the photonic part of the Hamiltonian is quadratic. This is a new type of optical bistability compared to that
discussed in sec. II A 1 which requires a Kerr-type nonlinearity. The present type of bistability, encapsulated in the
functions fi(n) on the mean-field level, results from the quantization of the atomic degrees of freedom. This has been
verified from a set of experiments for on-axis pumping by varying the drive frequency ωL and detecting the output
field intensity (which is proportional to n of eq. (875)) [1809, 1810, 1831, 1832], see fig. 79 for one of the experimental
results. We note that optical bistability was also demonstrated earlier for a thermal gas in a ring cavity [1833, 1834].

The multistability deriving from eq. (481) is limited to bistability – at most three solutions for the mean-field photon
number n exist; two of them are stable and the other is unstable to fluctuations. To achieve genuine multistability,
higher-order terms in the Kerr Hamiltonian (477) need to be included. Such terms are, however, typically very small.
The nonlinearity of (875) can in principle be strong enough to induce multistability [1824]. The bistability shown in
Figs. 57 and 79 appears in the intracavity photon number n, but it is clear that it might manifest in other quantities
as well. Going back to the Gross-Pitaevskii equation (870) and letting U0 = 0, we note that we are actually dealing
with a periodic (nonlinear) Schrödinger equation, for which we may expect a band spectrum. For the regular Gross-
Pitaevskii equation, in which the nonlinearity stems from atom-atom interaction (U0 ̸= 0), such energy dispersion
has been studied in the past [1835, 1836]. Hysteresis appears here in what has been called ‘swallow-tail loops’. The
cavity-induced nonlinearity is in a sense more complex, and so are also the resulting swallow-tail loops [1824, 1837].
One example can be seen in fig. 80, where, contrary to the ordinary case, the loops are formed around quasi-momenta
different from 0 or ±1. In this example, two additional solutions of the nonlinear equations emerge, but for other
parameters it is possible to identify cases with more solutions, i.e., genuine multistability.

Paradigmatic systems displaying hysteresis are the ones encountered in cavity optomechanics [1840] and discussed
in sec. VIF. In these, light modes of the cavity are coherently coupled to mechanical oscillators, typically an end
mirror [1841] of a Fabry-Pérot cavity or some membrane [1842] inserted into the resonator. The light fields induce
effective forces felt by the oscillators, analogous to that discussed in sec. II B for atomic cooling. The ultimate aim
is to cool down macroscopic objects to the quantum regime, e.g. prepare macroscopic entangled or superposition
states or use these for metrology. For such optomechanical purposes, the atomic BEC is an attractive candidate.
In this setting, the vibrational (phonon) modes b̂k characterizing the BEC properties, are coherently coupled to the
cavity mode â [1810]. Hamiltonians emulating the exemplary optomechanical systems can then be realized [1843]. In
the many-body cavity QED setting, cooling the oscillator is much simpler than cooling a mirror or membrane, and
several experiments have reached the deep quantum regime [1810, 1812, 1832, 1844]. The possibility to reach this
regime relies of course on the fact that the atoms can be efficiently laser-cooled before being coupled to the cavity
mode. As for other optomechanical systems, it has been recently investigated whether quantum entanglement could
be sustained in two spatially separated condensates interacting with the same optical mode [921]. Even when taking
photon losses into account it was found that these condensates may exhibit steady-state entanglement.

For transverse pumping, see eq. (867), a phenomenon called self-organization occurs above a critical effective pump
amplitude η̃c = gη/∆a [879, 880, 1819]. After the photon degree of freedom is eliminated, the effective potential felt
by the atoms has the form of a superlattice V (x) = U1 cos(kx) + U2 cos

2(kx). Such a superimposed lattice potential
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comprises either a double-well structure whose minima are separated by alternating large or low potential barriers, or
potential minima with alternating depths. The actual situation we are dealing with is determined by the signs of the
amplitudes U1 and U2 (which depend nonlinearly on the condensate state ψ(x)). In particular, if ∆ < −Ng20/∆a the
second case occurs [1819]. As a consequence, the atoms will tend to populate the deep potential sites more than the
shallow ones. However, there is a trade-off between the involved terms; forming such modulations in the BEC incurs
a cost in kinetic energy which, for weak potentials, doesn’t prove favorable. By increasing the pump amplitude, the
system will not be able to sustain a small potential, but photons will scatter into the cavity and build up a field of
amplitude αss given by eq. (874) simultaneously with the repopulation of atoms dictated by the potential profile. This
occurs for a critical pump amplitude: below threshold, η̃ < η̃c, the condensate is uniformly distributed, while above
threshold it forms a periodic structure with period λ = 2π/k. As this happens, the self-organization order parameter
Θ turns from zero to a finite value; the mean-field steady state solutions undergo a pitchfork bifurcation identical to
the one we encounter in the Dicke model, depicted in fig. 32. As we will see in the next section, the accompanying
phase transition can be identified as the Dicke PT, and the spontaneously-broken Z2-parity symmetry reflects the
fact that the condensate populates either even or odd sites in the lattice.

Already from the very first experiments on atomic condensation it was realized that these systems provide clean and
controllable platforms in which macroscopic quantum phenomena can be studied. Superfluidity and superconductivity
are among the most spectacular examples where quantum mechanics manifests at a scale visible to the bare eye. For
many applications, it would be desirable to couple the neutrally-charged atomic BEC to some analog of an external
magnetic field. In the early days of the field, this was achieved by rotating the condensates and identifying the
emerging Coriolis force with an effective Lorentz force [1807]. A drawback of such method of realizing synthetic
magnetic fields is that not very strong fields can be sustained. Strong fields entail such a rapid rotation that the
condensate does not stay trapped and flies apart. As a result, new methods with laser-induced synthetic gauge fields
were developed [511, 831]. These ideas can be extended to gauge fields induced by cavity fields [1845–1849].

This identification has already been introduced in sec. I D when we considered the quantum Rabi model. We recall
the quantum Rabi Hamiltonian (214), expressed in the quadrature representation, has the general form

Ĥ =
p̂2

2
+ V (x̂), (876)

where the “potential” is x̂-dependent and has a 2×2 matrix structure. Upon diagonalizing the potential-matrix V (x̂),
a synthetic gauge potential Â(x̂) with the same matrix dimension as V (x̂) arises. The size of the matrix will depend
on the number of internal atomic states, e.g. for the quantum Rabi model we obtain

Âx(x̂) = i

√
2gΩ

Ω2 + 8g2x̂2
. (877)

In higher dimensions, the gauge potentials becomes a vector field: Â(x̂) =
(
Âx(x̂, ŷ, ẑ), Ây(x̂, ŷ, ẑ), Âz(x̂, ŷ, ẑ)

)
in

three dimensions. Since the Âα(x̂)’s are matrices, they do not necessarily commute. For non-commuting components,
the vector field is termed non-Abelian, as already discussed in sec. I E 2, in connection to the bimodal quantum Rabi
model (245).

In the above example of the quantum Rabi model, the operator x̂ represents a quadrature of the field, while for
synthetic gauge-field experiments with cold atoms it represents the center-of-mass position of the atom or condensate
much like the emergence of gauge fields in eq. (283) of sec. I E 4. Hence, there is a conceptual difference between
the synthetic gauge fields discussed in secs. I D and I E for cavity QED models, and those for ultracold atoms in
spatially dependent fields as in sec. I E 4. In the latter, the potential V (x̂) derives from dressing the condensate with
classical laser fields with a spatial x̂-dependence, e.g. with standing-wave or traveling-wave fields [511, 831]. The
emerging gauge fields will represent classical synthetic electromagnetic fields – classical in the sense that they will not
be quantized. To mimic gauge theories akin to those arising in high energy physics, it is, however, desirable to come
up with schemes generating dynamical gauge fields, where Â(x̂) comprises dynamical degrees of freedom. This is the
main motivation behind introducing “cavity-induced gauge potentials” [1849].

Let us visualize the idea by considering an atomic Λ configuration (see fig. 22) coupled to two degenerate quantized
cavity modes a and b in a Raman setup similar to ref. [1846]. In fact, most works to date have in mind the Λ setup, but
with one classical and one quantized field rather than both fields quantized. We assume now that the atom is confined
to move on a 2D plane, and that the cavity modes have some profiles g1,2(x, y) within this plane. Furthermore, we
consider longitudinal pumping for the two modes, and we adiabatically eliminate the excited state of the atomic Λ
system such that we are left with a two-photon transition between the two lower atomic states. We find the effective
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Hamiltonian

Ĥ =

∫
dxdy ψ̂(x, y)

[
p̂2x + p̂2y + |Ω1|2â†âσ̂11 + |Ω2|2b̂†b̂σ̂11 +

(
Ω1Ω

∗
2â

†b̂σ̂12 +Ω∗
1Ω2b̂

†âσ̂21

)]
ψ̂(x, y)

+∆c

(
â†â+ b̂†b̂

)
− iη

(
â+ b̂− â† − b̂†

)
.

(878)

Here, we use the same notation as in eq. (247), i.e. σ̂ij = |i⟩⟨j|, and the atomic field operator is written as ψ̂(x, y) =
ψ̂1(x, y)|1⟩ + ψ̂2(x, y)|2⟩, while Ω1,2 ∝ g1,2(x, y). Let us now consider the mean-field case as in eq. (870), and
adiabatically eliminate the photon fields. Their steady-state solutions read

α =
η (κ− i (∆c −N11))− iηN12

D
,

β =
η (κ− i (∆c −N22))− iηN21

D
,

(879)

where

D = (κ− i (∆c −N11)) (κ− i (∆c −N22)) + |N12|2, (880)

and

Nij =

∫
dxdyΩ∗

i (x, y)Ωj(x, y)ψ
∗
i (x, y)ψj(x, y) (881)

Within the mean-field approach, and neglecting atom-atom interaction, the equation of motion for the atomic order
parameters becomes

i
∂

∂t
ψ(x, y) =

− ∂2

∂x2
− ∂2

∂y2
+

 |Ω1(x, y)|2|α|2 Ω1(x, y)Ω
∗
2(x, y)α

∗β

Ω∗
1(x, y)Ω2(x, y)β

∗α |Ω2(x, y)|2|β|2


ψ(x, y), (882)

with the coherent field amplitudes α and β given in eq. (879). In the Born-Oppenheimer approximation (BOA) we
move to an adiabatic basis which diagonalizes the matrix V̂ (x, y) in (882), i.e. D̂(x, y) = Û(x, y)V̂ (x, y)Û−1(x, y), and
the resulting gauge potential is given by (217). Alternatively, denoting the adiabatic states by |χ1,2(x, y)⟩ (the unitary
operator is Û(x, y) = [|χ1(x, y)⟩ |χ2(x, y)⟩]), we can write the components of the vector potential as [511, 831, 1850]

(Aα)nm = i⟨χn|∂αχm⟩, (883)

while the scalar potential is given by

Φnm = ⟨∇χn|∇χm⟩+
2∑
k=1

⟨χn|∇χk⟩⟨χk|∇χm⟩. (884)

The corresponding magnetic field is

B̂i =
1

2
εijkF̂kl, F̂kl = ∂kÂl − ∂lÂk − i[Âk, Âl], (885)

where Âi is the i’th component of the vector potential, and the last term of the field tensor F̂kl stems from the
non-Abelian property of the vector potential [1056]. These expressions for the synthetic potentials are, of course,
general and do not only apply to the studied model. For a real V̂ (x, y), the adiabatic states are given by (215). Our
potential is in general complex, and in polar coordinates Ω1Ω

∗
2α

∗β = ϱeiϕ, we instead have

|ξ1(x, y)⟩ =
[
cos θ e−iϕ/2

sin θ eiϕ/2

]
, |ξ2(x, y)⟩ =

[
sin θ e−iϕ/2

− cos θ eiϕ/2

]
, (886)

where the angles θ(x, y) and ϕ(x, y) are in general spatially dependent. The vector potential takes the form

Âα =
sin θ

2
∂αϕ σ̂x −

1

2
∂αθ σ̂y +

cos θ

2
∂αϕ σ̂z. (887)
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FIG. 81. The ground-state atomic densities |ψ1(x, y)|2 (a), |ψ2(x, y)|2 (b), and |ψ1(x, y)|2 + |ψ1(x, y)|2 (c) for a realistic
configuration with a condensate of 104 87Rb atoms in the Hamiltonian (882) including a harmonic trap with ωtr = 40 Hz.
With a characteristic trap length a0 =

√
ℏ/mωtr, for the modes we used x0 = w = 24a0, and the amplitudes Ω0/ℏ = 104s−1.

Further, the pump amplitude η = 2.7×109 s−1, the pump-cavity detuning ∆c = 7×109 s−1, the photon decay rate κ = 6×105

s−1, and the wave length of the two modes λ = 795 nm. The Rb s-wave scattering length as = 5.77 nm, and the condensate
is assumed tightly confined in the perpendicular z-direction with a width wz = 20 µm. The synthetic magnetic field (890)
manifest as vortices in the condensate, despite the rather weak field amplitudes |α|2 ≈ |β|2 ≈ 1. We also not how the two
components tend to repel each other even though the scattering lengths have been taken the same for every scattering process.

Let us look at one example of two traveling waves [1851], which could be implemented with two ring cavities
overlapping in the region where the condensate forms. Here,

Ω1(x, y) = Ω0e
ix− (y−x0)2

w2 , Ω2(x, y) = Ω0e
iy− (x+x0)2

w2 , (888)

in dimensionless variables, where x0 is the displacement and w the mode waist. With this, the vector potential
becomes

Âx = sin θ
2 σ̂x − 1

2∂xθ σ̂y +
cos θ
2 σ̂z,

Ây = − sin θ
2 σ̂x − 1

2∂yθ σ̂y − cos θ
2 σ̂z,

(889)

and the synthetic magnetic field, which points in the perpendicular z-direction, assumes the form

B̂z =
3

4
(∂xθ + ∂yθ)

(
eiθσ̂+ + e−iθσ̂−

)
(890)

In fig. 81, we give an example of how the synthetic magnetic field creates vortices in the ground state. We propagate
the Hamiltonian (882) in imaginary time such that the initial state ‘relaxes’ towards the system ground state. We
have propagated the state long enough to reach convergence, and we have also taken atom-atom scattering into
account while including a harmonic trap for the atoms. The parameters used in the figure have been chosen to
represent realistic experimental values (see caption). It is evident that the presence of the magnetic field creates
vortices forming in the superfluid condensate, similar to what is found in a superconductor [1852]. The same type of
patterns have been found in atomic condensates dressed with spatially-dependent classical laser fields [1853]. Here,
the emerging magnetic field (890) is dynamical in the sense that it depends on the condensate order parameter, and
the ground state has to be solved self-consistently. However, with a single cavity mode the gauge field is still acting
globally, making it impossible to simulate something like the Meissner effect in which the magnetic field is expelled
from the condensate/superconductor. To overcome this problem of locality, Ballentinne et al. extended the problem
of a cavity-induced gauge field to a multi-mode cavity, and realized a close analogue of the Meissner effect [1854].

In their initial work on cavity-induced synthetic magnetic fields, the authors of [1845] considered a generalization
of the scheme used for implementing spin-orbit couplings in bosonic condensates [77] [it should be remembered that
spin-orbit couplings have an underlying gauge structure, as we pointed out in sec. I E 2, see eq. (245)]. The 1D spin-
orbit coupling in the cold-atom community has the structure of a quantum Rabi interaction, i.e. V̂SOC = λp̂xσ̂y, and,
interestingly, in the pioneering work [77] the corresponding normal-superradiant PT was experimentally demonstrated
for a Rb87 atomic condensate coupled to a laser field. The spin-orbit coupling becomes especially simple if the two
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transitions in the Λ system are driven by counter-propagating plane waves [1855]. After eliminating the excited atomic
level in the dispersive regime, the Hamiltonian becomes

ĤΛ =
p̂2

2m
+Ω

(
â†b̂σ̂−e

2ikx + b̂†âσ̂+e
−2ikx

)
. (891)

Going to an interaction picture with Û = e−ikxσ̂11 + eikxσ̂22 removes the x-dependence,

Ĥ ′
Λ = ÛĤΛÛ

−1 =
(p̂− kσ̂z)2

2m
+Ω

(
â†b̂σ̂− + b̂†âσ̂+

)
. (892)

Hence, we are left with a Hamiltonian which is diagonal in the momentum representation, and the effect of the spin-
orbit coupling is to shift the momentum by one wave number ±k depending on the state inversion. In ref. [1845]
the Raman transition is driven by one classical laser field and one cavity field. It was shown that, on the mean-field
level, as the cavity field is adiabatically eliminated, the dispersion builds up loops like those depicted in fig. 80. Thus,
we are again dealing with the case where the intrinsic atom-light effective nonlinearity induces a hysteresis behavior.
The zero-temperature mean-field phase diagram for a related setup was first discussed in ref. [1847]. It was found
that in the superradiant phase, as the energy dispersion builds up a double-well structure [which is evident from the
kinetic term of Ĥ ′

Λ in eq. (892)], the condensate ground state is formed from counter-propagating phonon modes,
and the density follows a striped pattern – the striped phase (see also [1856]). The striped phase is also found in the
spin-orbit coupled BEC using classical lasers [1857, 1858]. However, due to the self-organization occurring in these
systems (see next subsection), an additional checkerboard phase has been identified. In this phase, the two condensate
components ψ1,2(x, y) arrange themselves in a lattice structure such that they avoid one another, while on top of this
arrangement a vortex/anti-vortex lattice forms with alternating clockwise/anti-clockwise vortices. For the bimodal
case, with two parallel traveling waves similar to those given in eq. (888), plus two classical drives of the Λ system, the
phase diagram was discussed in ref. [1846]. What is different in these works is that they do not consider the mean-field
approximation, but they instead look at the full Hamiltonian, like in sec. I E 4 where we discussed the JC model with
quantized atomic motion included. The adiabatic states are then the well- known dressed states introduced in I E 4,
i.e. the JC dressed states (14) complemented with the atomic motional degrees of freedom. The bimodal JC-like
Hamiltonian, in the bare basis, has a potential term V̂ (x) in matrix form as we saw for example in eq. (280). This
large matrix structure, deriving from the photon degrees of freedom, results in a whole set of energy dispersion curves,
which, however, split into two branches due to the internal two-level structure of the atom. The spin-orbit coupling,
giving rise to the synthetic magnetic field, implies that the lower branch forms the well-known double-well shape
within the mean-field treatment brought up in our discussion above. Since the photonic field is not eliminated in this
approach, the emerging synthetic magnetic field will depend on the bosonic degrees of freedom rather than indirectly
on the degrees of freedom for the atom. One reason which allows the full problem to be handled in [1846] is that
photon losses are not being considered.

A ‘dynamical’ spin-orbit coupling has been experimentally realized in the group of B. Lev [1859]. In particular,
in [1859] the Raman transition within a 87Rb atomic condensate was considered with two classical drives and one
standing-wave mode supported by a Fabry-Pérot cavity. As in eq. (892), this coupling causes a state-dependent shift
of the atomic momentum, and the lower dispersion solution ε−(p) may form a double-well structure above a critical
coupling, controlled by the classical pump amplitudes. Like for the self-organization Dicke PT discussed below,
above the critical pumping the photon scattering from the classical pump fields into the cavity mode is enhanced
thanks to constructive interference, and the condensate builds up a coherent spin texture. In such a superradiant
phase, the condensate spontaneously arranges itself around either momentum ±k following a Z2 symmetry breaking.
Spin textures of a dipolar 87Rb condensate coupled to a cavity were also demonstrated in [1860], for a slightly
different coupling scheme. Dreon and collaborators realized a synthetic crystal by a 87Rb BEC self-organizing in an
optical cavity [1861]. The atoms were illuminated by a pair of counter-propagating laser beams, with different Rabi
frequencies, intersecting the cavity mode at an angle π/3. Photons scatter in the cavity from this pair of imbalanced
transverse beams and leak out of the cavity, and the field is being recorded by a heterodyne detection setup. A
finite photon occupation in the real (Q) or imaginary (P) quadrature of the cavity field breaks a Z2 symmetry. In
the absence of dissipation, increasing the coupling strength results in a structural phase transition between the two
symmetry-broken states. Dissipation comes in to mix the optical quadratures, and a third regime appears between
these states, in which the cavity field undergoes persistent oscillations.

Raman transitions have been suggested to control the tunneling rates of atoms in optical lattices, and in [1862] this
idea was generalized to the construction of a Raman-transition scheme employing one classical field and one cavity
field. Thus, an atom at site i can transfer to site i± 1 via an absorption/emission of one cavity and one laser photon.
By considering a lossy cavity it is possible to get a directed motion in the lattice; for motion towards the right a laser
photon is absorbed and emitted into the cavity, while for moving to the left a cavity photon is absorbed from the
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cavity and emitted into the laser beam. However, if the cavity is kept in the vacuum state, one finds a net flow to the
right. The steady state of this setup, for a finite system, accumulates particles at the right edge of the lattice, similar
to what in modern days has been termed the non-Hermitian skin effect. The same idea of using the irreversibility
of photon losses to bring about directed motion was also suggested in ref. [1863] in order to realize a ‘diode’ for an
atomic condensate.

The Peierls substitution is a standard approach when describing the dynamics of a charged particle in a periodic
potential and in the presence of a magnetic field. Given a rather smooth magnetic field, when we start from a minimal
coupling Hamiltonian, and introduce the second quantization to the model in site-localized states, i.e. bringing the
Wannier functions (865) in, the tunneling amplitudes will acquire complex phases, tij → tije

iϕij [831]. Summing these
phases around a loop in the lattice gives the magnetic flux φ through the loop. The flux φ is a gauge invariant quantity,
while the tunneling phases ϕij are not. Usually one talks about the magnetic flux penetrating a single plaquette in the
lattice. Hence, for example, when dealing with cold atoms in optical lattices or photons in photonic lattices, the aim
is to control the phases of the tunneling amplitudes [511]. For cold atoms, this is typically achieved via laser-assisted
Raman transitions between neighboring sites, or lattice shaking. An exemplary model is that of a single particle in a
square tight-binding lattice with a constant flux φ through each plaquette, the so-called Harper model [1135, 1864].
The flux typically breaks the periodicity of the lattice, except for integer values φ = p/q, for which the unit cell
becomes enlarged and includes many lattice sites. As a result, the spectrum, called the Hofstadter butterfly, consists
of a single energy band for φ = 2πn, and forms several fractal sub-bands whenever φ = p/q, while if φ is irrational
it becomes point-like. In refs. [1865, 1866], such a Harper/Hofstadter model was analyzed in the situation where the
gauge field was induced partly by a dynamical cavity field. In particular, as the atoms enter into the superradiant
phase (see section below), a dynamical version of the Harper model is realized within the tight-binding approximation.
Furthermore, the normal-superradiant PT may turn into a first-order PT in this model and, in the classical limit of
very large pumping, the dynamical model can be approximated with the static Harper model as expected.

In a 1D lattice, any phase factors exp(iϕij) of the tunneling amplitudes can be gauged away, unless one considers
periodic boundary conditions [1867]. This follows since there are no loops that can be formed in 1D. The ladder
lattices consist of connected 1D chains, with hopping along the rungs. Here a synthetic magnetic field is non-trivial
since it is possible to form loops. The simplest ladder is that with two legs, and for a constant magnetic field through
the plaquettes it can be seen as a quasi 1D Harper model. Kollath et al. considered spin-less fermions in two-leg
ladder system in the presence of a cavity-induced synthetic magnetic field [1865, 1868]. The magnetic field breaks
time-reversal symmetry and it is possible to construct chiral liquids in which the atoms move upwards along one leg
and downwards along the other leg, as observed experimentally for a cold atomic bose gas in an optical lattice [1869].
Using the cavity for such realizations opens up two nice possibilities: the chiral currents can be easily switched and
the output cavity field can work as a probe for the atomic state. We will talk about such cavity-photon probes in more
detail below. The above ladder system was also numerically analyzed for interacting bosons, i.e. the Bose-Hubbard
ladder [1870]. Once again, chiral liquid states were found, together with vortex phases.

The construction of low-energy tight-binding Hamiltonians for condensed-matter systems with a strong coupling
to the quantized electromagnetic field are customarily obtained by projecting the continuum theory onto a given
set of Wannier orbitals. However, different representations of the continuum theory lead to different low-energy
formulations since they may transform orbitals into light-matter hybrid states before the projection. The Coulomb-
gauge Hamiltonian is contrasted to the dipolar-gauge Hamiltonian in [1871] when studying the coupling of a 1D
solid to a quantized cavity mode, which renormalizes the band-structure into electron-polariton bands. A model of
a 1D chain of interacting spinless fermions coupled to the first transmittance resonance of a cavity in the dipole
approximation, fixing the wave vector perpendicular to the direction of the chain, has been very recently considered
in [1872]. The authors find that quantum fluctuations of the current operator (material system) play a pivotal role in
achieving light-matter entanglement; in turn, such an entanglement is the key to understand the modification of the
electronic properties by the cavity field.

2. Critical phenomena I – bosons

Cavity systems are inevitably open due to photon losses. As a result, in order to study the physical behavior
governed by Hermitian Hamiltonians, the experiments have to be performed on times much shorter than the inverse
photon decay rate. Such finite time scales limit what can be explored in the lab. However, we have mentioned
repeatedly in this monograph that critical phenomena may also appear for open quantum systems in which losses
and driving balance. Such nonequilibrium driven-dissipative PTs have gained enormous attention within the last
decade [1873, 1874]. For the high-Q optical cavities we have considered here, photon losses can be accurately captured
with the Lindblad equation (131). Since there is no ground state for the open system, one is interested in the steady
state, L̂ρ̂ss = 0. Criticality is then manifested as non-analyticity in ρ̂ss = 0 for some critical parameter λc when the
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thermodynamic limit is taken. Criticality in these systems arises from different mechanisms [1875], delineated below:

(i) The system Hamiltonian Ĥ is already critical, and fluctuations induced by the dissipation are not sufficient
to disrupt the PT and the order in the symmetry-broken phase. In this case, the phases may carry on, but
they can possibly also change, and the universality can be different. The open Dicke and critical quantum
Rabi model exemplify this case. The two models may remain critical even when photon losses are included in
the dynamics, and we find a normal and a superradiant phase [502]. The universality is altered by the open
nature of the system, since the critical exponents are not the same for the open and closed versions of the
model [1033, 1035–1038]. The TC and critical JC models, on the other hand, are not critical as photon losses
are taken into account; the normal phase extends for all parameters.

(ii) The interplay between unitary and dissipative evolution underlies the displayed criticality. For a single Lindblad
jump operator L̂ we then have

[
L̂, Ĥ

]
̸= 0, and the Hamiltonian ground state |ψ0⟩ cannot be dark, i.e. L̂|ψ0⟩ ≠ 0.

The two terms favour different steady states. An example related to the present section on many-body cavity
QED is given by Ĥ = ωŜx and L̂ = Ŝ− with the collective spin-S operators describing a set of N = 2S two-level
atoms [917, 1876, 1877]. Separately, both the Hamiltonian and the dissipation are trivial; the Hamiltonian
ground state simply describes all atomic dipoles pointing in the σx-direction – the paramagnetic phase, while
the dissipator pushes the atoms into their lower state |−⟩ – the magnetic phase. There is a continuous PT
between these two phases in the thermodynamic limit S → ∞, but interestingly it is not related to any sort
of symmetry breaking [1878], which demonstrates how these types of PTs can be conceptually different from
QPTs. Note though that for open systems Noether’s theorem does not apply, whence symmetries and conserved
quantities cease to be connected in a profound way [1879].

(iii) Finally we can imagine a situation in which criticality emerges solely from the action of the dissipators. In the
simplest case Ĥ = 0, and we have two jump operators L̂1 and L̂2, such that

[
L̂1, L̂2

]
̸= 0. In fact, given an

initial multi-qubit state |ψ0⟩, it can be shown that any target state |ψf ⟩ can be reached utilizing only dissipative
evolution generated by some set of Lindblad jump operators L̂k [400].

It is often argued that the onset of laser action was the first example in which nonequilibrium driven-dissipative PTs
were discussed for a quantum system involving light-matter interaction [1229, 1880]. In a certain class of these systems,
a classical EM field drives an active medium confined inside a resonator, and, above some critical pump amplitude ηc,
intense scattering of photons into the cavity sets off and a large-amplitude coherent cavity field is established. The
transition for the onset of lasing can be envisaged as a continuous PT accompanied with a spontaneous symmetry
breaking of the coherent phase. In practice, the prescribed definite phase of the electric field above threshold diffuses
due to fluctuations, giving the laser a nonzero linewidth – the well-known Schawlow-Townes linewidth . Photon losses
limit the steady-state field amplitude; the turning on of the laser is caused by an explosion of stimulated emission,
an explosion which is held in check below threshold by the cavity loss [1881]. The lasing PT shows many similarities
with the Dicke PT, as we will discuss in some more detail below, which complements the more general discussion on
the Dicke PT presented in sec. I E 5.

Coherence for an ideal laser beam can be construed as the number of photons emitted consecutively into the beam
with the same phase. The bound on this number has been recently reappraised and established as being on the order
of the fourth power of the number of photons in the laser cavity [1882]. The Heisenberg limit, which is the ultimate
quantum limit, fares quadratically better than the standard Schawlow-Townes limit. Besides, using atoms with an
ultranarrow clock transition (on the scale of mHz), Liu and collaborators have predicted that a laser linewidth (the
reciprocal of the coherence time) below 100µHz can in principle be attained [1883].

As already discussed in subsecs. I E 5 and IG 5, reaching the normal-superradiant critical point in a closed quantum
system is at the present stage experimentally unrealistic, and the light-matter coupling must be instead indirectly
controlled via an external pump. In the Raman setting for the Λ atoms, with one transition driven by a classical
laser field and one transition coupled via the cavity field, according to eqs. (251) and (336), the effective light-matter
coupling, after eliminating the excited atomic state, becomes g̃ = ηg/∆ with η proportional to laser pump amplitude
and ∆ the detuning of the excited atomic level from the pump and cavity frequencies. Since the diamagnetic self-
energy does not depend on η, the light-matter coupling can become sufficiently large while keeping the diamagnetic
term negligible [74]. The emergence of superradiance in such a setup was experimentally demonstrated in a thermal
gas of a few hundreds of thousands of 87Rb atoms Raman-coupled to a high finesse cavity mode [76]. The two internal
atomic levels were taken as two hyperfine levels [(F,m) = (2, 2) and (F,m) = (1, 1)] of the rubidium atoms. Depending
on the specific Raman coupling considered it is possible to engineer the anisotropic Dicke model (239) (for an analysis
of the dynamics of the anisotropic Dicke model see refs. [947, 1884]), and both limiting cases of the symmetric Dicke
and the TC models were considered in the experiment. A similar coupling scheme was also employed in ref. [1885].
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Here, Zeeman levels of a 87Rb condensate were Raman-coupled with two external fields and the cavity mode, and by
tuning the drive amplitudes it was possible to explore the influence of photon losses on the phase diagram. At strong
anisotropy, the superradiant phase became unstable and a dissipation-stabilized normal phase and multistability was
found, first predicted in [1001, 1002]. We recall from sec. I E 5 that the Dicke PT survives moderate photon losses,
while the TC PT does not, which is a result of the lower symmetry of the Dicke model, a discrete Z2, compared to
the TC model which has a continuous U(1) symmetry. When the anisotropy of the model is increased, the gap in the
Higgs mode gradually decreases, giving rise to a gapless Goldstone mode, while the dissipation-induced fluctuations
destabilize the ordered superradiant phase. Multistability was experimentally explored by tuning the system through
the critical point, and hysteresis was observed [1885]. In addition to the ground-state quantum phase transition from
the normal to the superradiant phase, the anisotropic Dicke model also exhibits other transitions, namely the excited
state quantum phase transition, the ergodic to nonergodic transition, and the temperature-dependent phase transition
[see also sec. I E 5]. These transitions have been recently assessed with recourse to eigenvector quantities, such as the
von Neumann entanglement entropy and the participation ratio [1886].

Let us spend some time to understand how the Dicke model can emerge through the coupling of photon and phonon
modes in systems where the atomic BEC interacts with a single mode supported by a high-finesse cavity. With a
transverse standing-wave pump, i.e. when an optical lattice arises from the action of an external laser field, according
to eqs. (866) and (867) the (atomic) single-particle Hamiltonian reads

Ĥ =
p2x
2m

+
p̂2z
2m

+
g20
∆a

â†â cos2(kx) +
g0η0
∆a

(â† + â) cos(kx) cos(kz), (893)

where η0 is the classical pump amplitude, the pump frequency is taken the same as that of the cavity mode, and
we have replaced the bosonic field operators by their steady states (874). The steady-state value of the cavity-field
amplitude α determines the shape of the effective potential felt by the atom. For a non-zero α the lattice is a square
superlattice meaning that shallow and deep sites alternate, whence a unit cell contains two lattice sites. The phase
of α determines which sites will be the deep or shallow, and, as we will see, this appearance of these two possibilities
is a manifestation of the Z2 parity symmetry breaking in the Dicke model.

As explained above, in turning from Hamiltonian (893) in the first quantization to a many-body Hamiltonian,
via the process of second quantization, we need to identify the appropriate low-energy expansion of the atomic field
operators (864). At this stage we are not interested in the strong-coupling regime, but in superfluid phases whose
properties are assumed to be mainly governed by the single-particle Hamiltonian. For α = 0, the ground state is a flat
distribution ψ0(x, y) = N/L2 with N the number of atoms and L2 the size of the square lattice. This is clearly a zero-
momentum state minimizing the kinetic energy (it also minimizes the repulsive-interaction energy as it is the most
extended state). The emerging lattice will couple the |kx, ky⟩ = |0, 0⟩ state to momentum modes |kx, ky⟩ = |nx, ny⟩
for integers nx,y. It is apparent that the kinetic energy grows with |nx,y|, and, as we get close to the onset of the
superradiant transition when α becomes non-zero, we may restrict our analysis to the momentum eigenstates |0, 0⟩
and |±1,±1⟩. The momentum modes with kx,y ̸= 0 represent the first-excited condensate phonon modes. Populating
these modes causes a modulation of the condensate profile, which will no longer be completely uniform. One can see
this as if the condensate adjusts to the potential and tries to avoid the potential heights. When expanding the field
operators (864) we include the zero-momentum mode and the symmetric combination of the other four modes (which
should have the lowest energy) [75, 1033]

ψ̂(x, z) = ĉ0 + ĉ1 cos(kx) cos(kz). (894)

This is of course an approximation; as we go deeper into the superradiant phase the photon number increases and
higher modes will get populated. However, this low-energy model is adequate for our purposes, since it captures
criticality.

Having identified the relevant modes we now proceed to derive the many-body Hamiltonian by plugging (894) into
eq. (866), resulting in

ĤcD = ω0â
†â+

Ω0

2
Ŝz +

g√
N

(
â† + â

)
Ŝx +

U1

4
â†âĉ†1ĉ1, (895)

where we have used the Schwinger-boson mapping [154, 996]

Ŝ+ =
(
Ŝ−
)†

= ĉ†1ĉ0, Ŝz =
1

2

(
ĉ†1ĉ1 − ĉ†0ĉ0

)
. (896)

The parameters involved in this expression are: the shifted photon resonance ω0 = −∆c−NU0/2, the effective atomic
transition frequency Ω0 = 4Er equal to four recoil energies, U1 = g20/∆a, and the coupling g = g0η0

√
N/∆a. Apart
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from the last term, the Hamiltonian ĤcD identifies the Dicke Hamiltonian (294). This last term scales as ∼ g20 to be
compared against the other interaction term scaling as ∼ g0η0; since |η0| ≫ |g0| we may neglect it [947]. Note that
this term does not break the Z2 parity symmetry of the Dicke model. Atom-atom interactions could be effectively
described by a term proportional to Ŝ2

z , which again would not alter the parity symmetry [1887], yet it shifts the
value of the critical coupling.

It is important to appreciate that the effective model described by the Hamiltonian (894) emerges in a driven
system – the atomic condensate is pumped transversely by a classical laser field. This is indirectly reflected in the
Raman-induced coupling strength g that is proportional to the pump amplitude η0. Further, the Hamiltonian is given
in an interaction picture rotating with the laser frequency. The ground state of ĤcD should therefore be regarded as a
nonequilibrium state. As mentioned several times already (see sec. I E 5), owing to this configuration, neither the Dicke
no-go theorem [72] nor the Thomas-Reiche-Kuhn sum rule [71] apply, and it is therefore possible to ramp up the light-
matter coupling g beyond the critical value (337). Physically, the mechanism behind the normal-superradiant phase
transition can be explained by the scattering of laser photons into the cavity. In the normal phase, ⟨ĉ†0ĉ0⟩ = O(N)

and ⟨ĉ†1ĉ1⟩ = O(1), such that the condensate density is uniform, and destructive interference prohibits photons to be
scattered into the cavity – as a result, ⟨â†â⟩ ≈ 0. On the other hand, when higher-phonon modes of the condensate
start to get populated, the scattering becomes coherent, leading to constructive interference and the photon field
rapidly builds up.

The phase diagram, including the normal and the superradiant phases, was experimentally mapped out in the
η0 − ∆c plane by measuring the output cavity field in ref. [75]. Note that in order for the expansion of the atomic
field operator in terms of the collective phonon modes to make sense, we need to assume a condensate and not a
thermal gas of atoms. The coherent coupling of an atomic condensate to the quantized EM cavity field had been
demonstrated [36], but it was the experimental realization of the nonequilibrium Dicke PT that really caused a
resurgence of interest in the community. Under such control, several known models could be emulated. The same
group pushed the explorations of the Dicke PT further in a couple of follow-up works. In ref. [1005], the focus was
on breaking the Z2-parity symmetry in the superradiant phase. Recall that the parity symmetry manifests as an
invariance under the simultaneous change â ↔ −â and Ŝx ↔ −Ŝx, such that in the symmetry-broken superradiant
phase, the phase of the field angle(α) = 0, π. Hence, upon entering this phase, the order parameter (in the rotating
frame) will be real and either positive or negative, determined in a random fashion. This was experimentally shown
in [1005], as well as in studies on the conservation of coherence in the system. The dynamical quench response across
the critical point was explored in the Hamburg setup [1888]. The difference with this experiment compared to the
above ETH one is the much lower decay rate κ. The most interesting result reported therein was the observation
of hysteresis across the critical point; by ramping the parameters from the normal up to the superradiant phase
the transition occurred in a sudden jump, and upon quenching back into the normal state no such jump was found.
Furthermore, the amount of excitations followed a power-law behaviour with respect to the ramp velocity, as predicted
by the Kibble-Zurek mechanism [1889]. Finally, numerical simulations showed that the hysteresis area decreased as κ
was increased. The aspect studied in [1034] was how the reservoir-induced fluctuations affect criticality. In particular,
the dynamical critical exponent defined in. eq. (338) is either β = 1/2 or β = 1, depending on whether the system is
closed or open respectively [1033, 1035–1038]. In the experiment they found indeed that the openness due to photon
losses cannot be disregarded; the extracted exponent β = 0.9± 0.1 is more in line with the predicted exponent for an
open system.

At the critical point, when the atoms start to coherently scatter photons into the cavity, the ĉ1 mode gets macro-
scopically populated and the condensate density changes accordingly. As pointed out above, the effective potential
formed when α ̸= 0 will be a square lattice with alternating deep and shallow sites, and the polaritonic condensate
(the atomic condensate gets dressed by the cavity photons) will predominantly populate the deep sites in a ‘checker-
board’ manner. This is reminiscent of a supersolid phase, in which a superfluid builds up a spatial structure (in this
case the structure derives from the cavity induced dynamical lattice) [1050, 1320]. Actually, before phrasing things
in terms of a Dicke PT, we note that the transition in question had been studied in the realm of what is called self-
organization [879, 880, 1819]. The self-ordering, or equivalently the Dicke transition, has also been studied for a spinor
Bose-Einstein condensate [1890], i.e. several Zeeman levels of the condensate atoms play a role. In particular, two
classical transverse drive fields were considered and two detuned Raman transitions (one for each drive field together
with the cavity field) coupling two hyperfine levels, say | ↑⟩ and | ↓⟩, of 87Rb atoms. The detunings were chosen such
that the | ↑⟩ and | ↓⟩ atoms felt opposite effective potentials in the superradiant phase; the alternating deep/shallow
sites were shifted between the two hyperfine levels. As a result, the condensate populates different sites depending
on the internal state. As we see in eqs. (331) and (352), the photon field induces an effective spin-spin coupling
among the atoms. This has been experimentally explored in a thermal gas of 87Rb atoms, in which three internal
hyperfine levels, m = −1, 0,+1, were coupled via Raman transitions [1891]. Initializing the atoms in the m = 0
states a coherent population of the m = ±1 states was observed, which can be understood from the spin-exchange
interactions. Collective tunneling has been recently implemented via cavity-assisted Raman scattering of photons by
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a spinor BEC into an optical cavity [1892]. The field responsible for the tunneling processes suffers from dissipation,
giving rise to an effective directional dynamics in a non-Hermitian formulation.

For a set of two-level atoms identically coupled to the light mode, the adiabatic elimination of the cavity mode
results in the effective spin Hamiltonian of Lipkin-Meshkov-Glick (331) [920, 999]. In ref. [1893] one version of the
LMG model was realized in a gas of roughly a million 88Sr thermal atoms. The focus of this work was on the
exploration of the dynamical phase diagram. By a dynamical phase transition we mean that criticality is found in the
time averages of physical quantities as the system parameters are varied. To understand the dynamical phase diagram
it is instructive to return to the Dicke model. In the superradiant phase, the ground state is a Schrödinger cat, which
in the thermodynamic limit becomes (308). It can be understood from the Born-Oppenheimer approximation, see
eq. (312), in which the lowest adiabatic potential (335) takes the form of a double-well potential; see also fig 18
depicting the adiabatic potential for the quantum Rabi model. From the mean-field Dicke Hamiltonian (312), the
semiclassical steady-state solutions display the typical pitchfork bifurcation portrayed in fig. 32; the Dicke PT occurs
as one goes from a single to two solutions. A state initialized in one of the potential minima will eventually tunnel
through the barrier to the other minimum [506]. The tunneling time diverges in the thermodynamic limit as the
potential barrier becomes infinite. Now, if we initialize the state in one minimum and then perturb it slightly it
will start to oscillate around the steady state solution. The Bloch vector will approximately precess around a given
axis on the Bloch sphere. Upon time averaging, Ŝx, for instance, will show a non-zero value. If the light-matter
coupling strength g is lowered, the potential barrier also decreases and the system may start to oscillate between the
two potential minima; as a consequence, the time average of Ŝx vanishes. The time average as a function of g shows
resemblances of a continuous phase transition which was demonstrated in [1893]. The authors therein compare this
behavior to the bosonic Josephson effect, which can be realized with an atomic condensate in a double-well potential.
This system may as well, in certain approximations, be mapped onto the LMG model [1774], and for strong enough
atom-atom interaction it enters into a self-trapped state. In the present setup this represents the phases in which
the time-averaged Ŝx is non-zero. A recent connection between the unbalanced Dicke model, with unequal coupling
strengths for the co- and counter-rotating interaction terms, and the LMG model is explored in [1894].

z
x

A B

FIG. 82. Schematic picture of the setup for the experimental realization of the SU(3) Dicke model (340). The two cavities
together with the pump laser forms an effective 2D triangular lattice in the center. Photons from the external pump (marked
by the thick black arrow) can be scattered into either of the two cavities. If the setup is fully symmetric and isotropic there is no
preferred cavity to scatter into and as a result a continuous U(1) symmetry emerges. In the superradiant phase, spontaneously
breaking of this symmetry implies that the two cavities get populated unevenly.

In sec. I E 5 we mentioned the SU(3) Dicke model of eq. (340), which couples two boson modes to N three-level
atoms according to the Λ-configuration shown in fig. 22 (b). As for the regular Dicke model, its SU(3) version can
also be effectively studied with an atomic condensate coupled this time to two cavity modes. The setup is presented in
fig. 82: two Fabry-Perot cavities are crossed together with an external standing wave laser. They are forming an angle
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of 60 degrees with each other, such that the three standing-wave fields form a perfect triangular lattice in the region
of overlap where also the condensate is held fixed by a harmonic trap. This system was experimentally realized in the
ETH group [1050, 1320]. The qualitatively new physics of the SU(3) Dicke model is the presence of a continuous U(1)
symmetry, as discussed in more depth in sec. I E 5. This symmetry emerges in the isotropic case when ωA = ωB and
gA = gB . In this case, there is no a priori preferred cavity into which the photons will be scattered. If the isotropy
condition is lifted, either the A or the B cavity will get populated once the pumping amplitude exceeds the critical
value. Hence, there exist four phases as depicted in fig. 39: a normal phase N, two superradiant phases – SR-A and
SR-B – with either of the two cavities populated, or a superradiant phase SR-ϑ. In the SR-ϑ phase the U(1) symmetry
has been spontaneously broken. Furthermore, this is a gapless phase, as demonstrated in fig. 40 which gives plots of
the different excitation modes. The setup can be changed so that the experiment operates on either isotropy point or
such that it avoids both, and the excitations can be subsequently probed. In this way it is possible to demonstrate
how the massive Higgs mode turns into a massless Goldstone mode [1050], while the spontaneous breaking of the
continuous symmetry was explored in some detail in [1320] by, e.g., measuring the field amplitudes of the two cavities.
The above enhanced symmetry created when going from one to two crossed cavities can be expanded to more cavities,
and for three crossed cavities it is possible to realize an effective low-energy model supporting an SO(3) rotational
symmetry [rather than the U(1) symmetry], and thereby two massless Goldstone modes [1895]. A continuous U(1)
symmetry also emerges in the ring-cavity setup. Here, instead of a standing-wave cavity mode, the condensate couples
to two counter-propagating travelling-wave modes. The self-organization transition has been recently demonstrated
in such a system [1896].

So far we have discussed mainly a realization in which the role of quantum fluctuations is not prominent. The
systems are well described by mean-field theories and hence, they don’t truly belong to the class of ‘quantum many-
body models’. In the realm of quantum simulators [1552, 1553] or the study of quantum phases of matter, the
importance of quantum fluctuations should be extensive in the system size. Optical lattices have been utilized for
this purpose when it comes to ultracold atoms [1897, 1898]; for sufficiently strong lattices the atoms get tightly
confined within the light-induced potential minima, something which greatly enhances the atom-atom interaction.
It was theoretically suggested [16], and experimentally realized [17], that ultracold bosonic atoms can realize the
paradigmatic Mott-superfluid QPT. The insulating Mott phase cannot be correctly described with an effective few-
mode model, even though in 2D and 3D mean-field methods like the Gutzwiller approximation provide a qualitatively
accurate picture.

The many-body Hamiltonian for the ultracold atoms confined within the cavity was given by eq. (866), together
with the equations for the effective potentials, (867) and (868) for transverse and on-axial pumping respectively.
We recall here the approximations imposed in order to arrive at this Hamiltonian: we assume a JC type dipole
interaction between every atom and the quantized mode; we then turn to a rotating frame and adiabatically eliminate
the excited atomic level in the large detuning regime. The same approximations also lie behind the models describing
ultracold atoms in laser-induced optical lattices, and indeed we find such models by replacing the bosonic operators
by c-numbers, e.g. â†â is proportional to the laser amplitude. What is new here is that the periodic potentials
thus generated, given by eqs. (867) or (868), are dynamical. One early idea was actually to employ the dynamical
structure of the lattices in order to build quantum simulators that could realize ‘phonon-like physics’ [1899], i.e. the
particles would exchange momentum with the underlying lattice via scattering processes involving the vibrational
modes. However, in typical model Hamiltonians the matter field couples to a continuum of phonon modes, while
in the single-mode approximation of cavity QED there is only a single momentum component involved and the
interaction is completely non-local. Including many cavity modes is a way to, on the one hand realize purely quantum
many-body states, and, on the other hand construct models with a local atom-light interaction, as mentioned above
in terms of the proposal for realizing the Meissner effect [1854]. This direction was mainly initiated by the group
of Lev in 2009 [1069], and it has since then been greatly developed, both theoretically [1061–1063, 1900–1905] and
experimentally [832, 1903, 1906–1908]. Considering a Fabry-Pérot cavity, the modes can be arranged into the family
of Hermite-Gaussian modes, labeled TEMnm (Transverse Electromagnetic). The subscripts n and m denote the
number of nodes in the two transverse directions x and y. The fundamental mode, TEM00 has a simple Gaussian
transverse mode shape as mentioned in sec. I E 4, see eq. (286). Typically it is this mode considered in the cavity QED
experiments since it is more stable – the higher-order modes have a larger photon decay rate. The actual shape of the
cavity can be designed in order to control the photon frequencies; for a confocal cavity the TEM-modes are almost
degenerate, while a more planar cavity lifts this degeneracy and individual modes can be singled out [832, 1806].
As an example, for the cavity used at ETH for the observation of the Dicke PT, the frequency difference between
two consecutive modes, TEMnm and TEMn±1m, is ∆TEM = 18.5 GHz [75], while for the multimode cavity used at
Stanford it can be adjusted in the range ∆TEM = 0− 100 MHz [832]. For further parameter values and other details
of the specific cavities we refer the reader to the review [1806]. The atom-light coupling strengths depend on the
subscripts n and m, and they are now denoted by gnm(x, y, z); the multi-mode JC coupling term (252) can be written
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as

V̂ =

N∑
i=1

∑
n,m

[
gnm(xi, yi, zi)â

†
nmσ̂−i +H.c.

]
, (897)

where the first sum runs over the N atoms, and the second over the cavity modes. Combining many of the TEM-modes
gives rise to a complex potential landscape felt by the atoms. The normal-superradiant transition in this scenario
implies scattering of photons into a set of distinct cavity modes, a supermode [1903]. Due to the specific mode patterns,
the self-organized condensate will in this case display a complicated structure with, for example, matter-wave phase
slips. In addition, a strong transverse pump forms an optical lattice in this direction and the atoms move on effective
2D planes. Each plane has a somewhat different effective light-induced potential. The atoms can thereby self-organize
differently on the various planes. This is sometimes called a Brazovskii transition, and, since there are many possible
configurations in which the atoms can build up density modulations with almost the same energy, the system becomes
frustrated. This was suggested in ref. [1069] by deriving an effective low-energy action for the motional states of the
atoms (after integrating out the cavity and internal atomic degrees of freedom).

The complicated mode structure emerging when many modes are taken into account lends itself to the realization
of various disordered models. We mentioned that upon eliminating the cavity field one derives an effective model for
the atoms which – to the lowest order – comprises an Ising-type interaction, see eq. (352). The spin-spin coupling
between spins i and j has the form Jij ∝

∑
n,m gnm(xiyi, zi)g

∗
nm(xj , yj , zj) [1061, 1062]. In a ring cavity, where

travelling waves are sustained, we simply have g(xiyi, zi)g∗(xj , yj , zj) ∼ cos[k(xi − xj)], and such spin models can be
used in order to study a type of interaction called RKKY (Ruderman-Kittel-Kasuya-Yosida), which is thought to be
able to explain some unexpected observations, like the line broadening of some metals. For the more involved TEM-
modes, the quasidisordered coupling may result in a spin glass phase provided that sufficiently many cavity modes
contribute to the interaction. The number of modes can effectively be thought of as controlling the disorder strength.
As the number of modes is increased, the self-organized state (or the normal phase, depending on the strength of the
light-matter coupling) will go through a transition into the quantum spin glass phase. In fact, a set of different models
can be realized by simply adding more modes [1061]. In the language of “hard-core bosons” one can map the above
model to a disordered Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian, where the spin states represent empty or occupied sites. The above
references did not provide a detailed study on whether the glassy phases would actually survive fluctuations stemming
from photon losses, e.g. can the decay rate κ act as some effective temperature, and how will universality be affected
by the fluctuations? These questions were addressed in [1063] by implementing the Keldysh path integral method to
open systems [1874, 1909]. It was found that the glassiness may indeed survive photon losses, but the universality is
altered. The glassy phases have also been explored by starting from a Hubbard model of spinless fermions (obtained
from considering ultracold fermionic atoms in an optical lattice) and then inducing a long-range interaction among the
fermions via coupling to a cavity. Again, in the multimode configuration, this interaction will be quasidisordered, and
as a result various types of glassy phases are possible [1901]. A confocal cavity QED spin system is employed in [1910]
to show that quantum trajectories avoid a semiclassical energy barrier severely inhibiting passage to a low-energy
manifold of states in a dissipative spin glass, where a replica symmetry breaking occurs.

A pump is a transport mechanism, which can have topological origin, where a cyclic evolution of the potential
generates direct currents. An emergent mechanism of the kind for a quantum gas coupled to an optical resonator
has been realized without recourse to an external drive [1861]. Besides, a topological Thouless pump with fully
tuneable Hubbard interactions in an optical lattice has been recently realized in the experiment by A.-S. Walter
and coworkers [1911]. They observed regimes with robust pumping, as well as a breakdown of transport for strong
repulsive interactions. A dynamically tuneable superlattice is attained by superimposing phase-controlled standing
waves with an additional running-wave component and the experiment assesses the topological charge pumping in the
periodically driven, interacting Rice-Mele model.

As we have already pointed out, one of the initial motivations for studying these types of systems was to find pure
quantum many-body lattice systems, in which the lattices are somehow dynamical. What forms the background is,
of course, the inspiration drawn from real metals with the electrons coupled to phonon modes, e.g. Fröhlich-type
models [1912]. The single-mode case would be a small step in this direction, but it would not lead alone to some
Fröhlich Hamiltonian. In this respect, it is the cavity mode that provides the periodic potential for the atoms. This
was first studied in ref. [1913], and later elaborated in refs. [1827, 1828]. Below we will also study the many-body case
in which an external classical potential forms the lattice, and the cavity field is only additionally coupled to the atoms.
Furthermore, we assume that the cavity is pumped longitudinally (on-axis), such that the light-induced potential has
the form (868). Thus, the dynamics of the lattice potential depend on its amplitude â†â, and are therefore global.
Turning to the strongly coupled regime in which atom-atom interactions play a major role, it is no longer practical
to expand the atomic field operators (864) in terms of Fourier modes, but rather use the localized Wannier functions
wν,Ri

(x), see eq. (865). Recall that these are typically exponentially localized around the potential minima at Ri,
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and form an ON -basis. To derive a tractable low-energy model we impose the single-band approximation, i.e., we
limit the expansion to Wannier functions of the first band with ν = 1. Furthermore, for sufficiently deep lattices we
can impose the tight-binding approximation. This means that the overlap integrals satisfy

Jij =

∫
d3xw∗

1,Ri
(x)Ĥw1,Rj

(x) =


Eos, i = j,

J, i = j ± 1,

0, i ̸= j, j ± 1

(898)

Here, Eos is the onsite energy and J is the tunneling amplitude/rate. In addition to the above, the tight-binding
approximation usually also entails limiting the atom-atom interaction to occur only onsite, and not between neigh-
bouring sites. From the equation (866), we then find an interaction term in the language of second quantization
as

U

2

∑
i

ĉ†i ĉ
†
i ĉiĉi =

U

2

∑
i

n̂i(n̂i − 1), U = U0

∫
d3x |w1,Ri(x)|4. (899)

One could easily generalize (898) to more complicated lattices such that E and J have a spatial dependence, but
for the simple potential (868) we do not have such dependence. One important example of such a situation occurs
when one takes a harmonic trapping potential into account. Assuming that this potential is smooth on the scale of
the lattice wavelength, it is then justified to assume that the potential only shifts the onsite energies locally, while
it does not alter the tunneling amplitudes – the so-called local density approximation [1897, 1898]. This procedure
of expanding in a Wannier basis and imposing the single-band and tight-binding approximations is identical to the
standard procedure for describing strongly-interacting ultracold atoms in optical lattices [16]. What is new here is
that the lattice amplitude of (868), g20n̂/∆a depends explicitly on the photon number n̂. Since the Wannier functions
depend on the potential amplitude, they become ‘operator-valued’, wi,n̂(x), where we simplified the notation by
omitting the band index ν = 1 and in 1D we label the site by the index i. This, of course, implies that the coefficients
Eos = Eos(n̂) and J = J(n̂) also become operator-valued. This qualification was overlooked in the original work [1913],
but was handled with care in [1827, 1828]. It is especially when the cavity field is eliminated, under the assumption that
|κ−i∆| sets the fast timescale, that this may cause some technical problems. The problem arises from non-commuting
atomic operators. Once expressed in terms of the atomic operators, one may expand the results as a function of the
total atomic number N̂−1 (N̂ =

∑
i n̂i), and the resulting Hamiltonian has a Bose-Hubbard structure [1828]:

ĤcBH1 = −J(N̂)
∑
i

(
ĉ†i ĉi+1 + h.c.

)
+
U(N̂)

2

∑
i

n̂i(n̂i − 1)− µ(N̂)N̂ , (900)

with density-dependent coefficients J(N̂) and U(N̂), and we have included a chemical potential µ(N̂) (also depending
on N̂) which determines the number of atoms [the onsite energies proportional to Eos(N̂) are included into the last
term]. The N̂ -dependence of the coefficients is understood as a result of the cavity-induced infinite range atom-atom
interaction.

Bose-Hubbard models with density-dependent coefficients may result in exotic phases [1914], like charge density
waves (see more below). However, such phases were not found in [1827, 1828], which looked at the Mott insulators
with an integer number of atoms per sites and the superfluid phase. As we are dealing with a 1D model, pertubative
methods yield more accurate results than mean-field explorations. The resulting phase diagram, obtained using the
strong coupling expansion method [1915] is shown in fig. 83 for one set of physically relevant parameters. The “Mott
insulating lobes” show similar features as for the regular Bose-Hubbard model [16, 1915], with the exception that, given
a chemical potential, there might exist multiple solutions evidenced by the “overlapping” insulating phases. This is a
manifestation of the light-matter backaction, discussed earlier at the mean-field level as hysteresis and multistability.
Here it appears at the quantum level, and the true ground state in the overlapping regime is the one with the lowest
energy. The example of the figure is given for a positive pump-atom detuning ∆a, while for a negative ∆a (red vs.
blue detuning) the Mott lobes may be even more strangely shaped: disconnected, showing re-entrant behaviour, and
subject to a first-order PT [1828].

Another type of cavity Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian is obtained by forming the actual lattice by means of an external
optical lattice and confining it within the resonator, as realized in the experiment [1825]. This means expanding
the setup used for the realization of the Dicke PT [75, 1888] into the strongly-correlated regime where atom-atom
interactions get strong enough to localize the atoms. More precisely, in this scenario a 2D square optical lattice was
formed and the cavity field was aligned along one of the axes. Generalizing eq. (893), this potential takes the form

V (x, z) = V2D
[
cos2(kx) + cos2(kz)

]
+
g0η0
∆a

(
â† + â

)
cos(kx) cos(kz) +

g20
∆a

cos2(kx)â†â. (901)
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FIG. 83. An example of the phase diagram of the generalized Bose-Hubbard model of eq. (900), in the plane of the scaled decay
rate κ/η (η is the pump amplitude) and the chemical potential µ. The three gray shaded regions mark the Mott insulating
phases with n0 = 1, 2, 3 atoms per site, and hence the white region gives the superfluid phase. The spectacular feature of the
phase diagram is the regions in which the insulating phases overlap. The true ground state is the one solution with the lowest
energy. The parameters of the figure is taken to represent a gas of 87Rb atoms with the pump-cavity detuning ∆c = κ and
g20/∆a = 2κ, and the number of sites was taken as 50.

A reasonable assumption is that the classical optical lattice forms the main lattice felt by the atoms, and we can
thereby expand in its corresponding Wannier functions. Hence, the light-matter backaction is not taken into account
at this level, in contrast to what we discussed above, and the overlap integrals (898) will not depend on the cavity
properties. Within this regime one derives the 2D tight-binding model [1818, 1825, 1916, 1917]

ĤcBH2 = −J
∑
⟨ij⟩

(
ĉ†i ĉj + h.c

)
+
U

2

∑
i

n̂i(n̂i−1)+
g0η0
∆a

M0

(
â† + â

)(∑
i∈O

n̂i −
∑
i∈E

n̂i

)
−
(
∆c −

g20
∆aM1

N

)
â†â−µ

∑
i

n̂i,
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with the overlap integrals

M0 =

∫
dxdz w∗

i (x, z) cos(kx) cos(kz)wi(x, z),

M1 =

∫
dxdz w∗

i (x, z) cos
2(kx))wi(x, z).

(903)

After eliminating the cavity field one obtains the effective model for the atoms [1825]

ĤcBH2 = −J
∑
⟨ij⟩

(
ĉ†i ĉj + h.c

)
+
U

2

∑
i

n̂i(n̂i − 1)− U1

K

(∑
i∈O

n̂i −
∑
i∈E

n̂i

)2

− µ
∑
i

n̂i, (904)

where K is the number of sites, and E/O denotes even/odd sites. The separation into even/odd sites derives from
the superlattice structure induced by the second term in (901), while the cavity-induced infinite-range interaction
is captured by the term proportional to U1; by squaring this term one finds all combinations of density-density
interactions n̂in̂j . Whenever i, j ∈ O or i, j ∈ E , this interaction term is attractive/repulsive for U1 positive/negative.
The sign of U1 exhibits a particular dependence on the detuning ∆c [1825]. The attractiveness/repulsiveness is reversed
for i ∈ O and j ∈ E (or vice versa). It is this combination of attractive and repulsive interaction at infinite length
scales that makes the model qualitatively different from a regular Bose-Hubbard model – an interplay between short
and infinite range interactions emerges. The phase diagram was studied theoretically in [1917, 1918] and in [1919]
for finite temperature, and experimentally in [1825, 1826, 1918]. We already know from our discussion above that
in the superfluid regime, where the tunneling dominates over the onsite interaction (set by U), the system is either
in a regular superfluid or in a state reminiscent of a supersolid. These two phases correspond to the normal and
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superradiant phase respectively (In ref. [1826] they are actually referred to as normal superfluid and self-organized
superfluid). A natural question that arises is whether the insulating phase also displays some sort of self-ordering
transition, just like the superfluid. This happens indeed, and one finds four phases characterized according to table V.
The charge density wave state is a phase in which there is a population imbalance between even and odd sites, but

Phase U(1) Z2

Superfluid SF Broken Not broken
Supersolid SS Broken Broken

Mott insulator MI Not broken Not broken
Charge density wave CDW Not broken Broken

TABLE V. The different phases of the extended Bose-Hubbard model of eq. (904). For strong interaction the system is insulating,
with either an isotropic Mott insulator or in a charge density wave. In the latter, the long-range interaction causes the number
of atoms per site to vary from even to odd sites, and hence the translational invariance (Z2 symmetry) is spontaneously broken.
In the insulating phases the continuous U(1) symmetry corresponding to particle conservation is not broken. In the superfluid
phases, SF and SS, condensation of the atoms breaks the U(1), and beyond the superradiant transition also the Z2 is broken.

no superfluid order. Thus, this is the self-organized insulating phase. A word of caution is warranted here, since the
correctness of the phrasing “supersolid” and “charge density wave” is a matter of ongoing debate. Normally such phases
are connected to a breaking of translational invariance of the underlying lattice, e.g. if there is an imbalance between
consecutive sites, the period of the state is double that of the underlying lattice. However, in the present setup where
the atoms self-organize, the profile of the light-induced potential has the same period as that of the atomic state. In
both experiments [1825, 1826] the phase diagram was mapped out. The atomic condensate coherence shows up in a
time-of-flight measurement which is a standard experimental technique in cold-atom experiments [1898]. That is, at
some set time, the optical lattices together with the trapping potential are suddenly switched off and the atoms freely
expand as they fall in the gravity field and are being detected by a CCD camera. The expansion time is long enough,
ensuring that what is detected by the camera is actually an image of the atomic momentum distribution. In the
insulating phase, there is no long-range order coherence of the atoms, and the time-of-flight image lacks interference
structures. In the superfluid phase, as the atoms are condensed, long-range order is established and the detection
reveals coherences in terms of Bragg peaks. For the present experiments, such measurements are capable of detecting
the transitions between the insulating and the superfluid phase, i.e. the breaking of the U(1) symmetry. The breaking
of the Z2 symmetry is reflected in the build-up of the intra cavity field. We may note that both the theoretical [1917]
and the experimental [1826] works seem to have overlooked the presence of a regular Mott insulating phase with
preserved Z2 symmetry. The Bose-Hubbard model (904) with infinite-range interaction can be mapped onto a spin-
1/2 chain in the hard-core boson limit [1920, 1921]. In this limit the repulsive onsite interaction is taken so large that
no two atoms can populate the same site, and the number of atoms on each site is then limited 0 or 1. This can then
be described by a spin-1/2 particle per site, and one finds a 1D Heisenberg XXZ model accompanied by an infinite
spin-exchange interaction term akin to those of the Lipkin-Meshkov-Glick models, see eq. (331).

One essential aspect of many-body cavity QED is the openness arising due to photon losses. On the one hand,
losses induce noise and bring about decoherence which is felt by the atoms, but on the other hand they form an
output channel carrying with them information about the atomic state. We have met examples of this a few times
already in section II for single atoms, as for example the ‘atomic microscope’ where the out-put cavity field revealed
the presence or absence of an atom inside the cavity [833, 834]. This idea relies on the frequency shift of the light
field induced by the single atom in the cavity. Already back in 1997 this was extended to atomic many-body states
in terms of a condensate in a double-well potential [1923]. The atomic condensate trapped in a double-well potential
has been used to realize a bosonic analogue of the Josephson effect [1924], and the theoretical proposal of ref. [1923]
suggests using a cavity to non-destructively measure the coherent Josephson oscillations. The bosonic double-well
problem can be seen as a two-site Bose-Hubbard model, and when only two localized modes are considered in the
expansion (864) one derives a Lipkin-Meshkov-Glick model, see eq. (331). The homodyne detection scheme of [1923]
measures essentially the population of bosons in either potential well. This has not been demonstrated experimentally,
but instead a cavity QED non-demolition measurement of an atomic condensate undergoing Bloch oscillations has
been performed [1925, 1926]. The second-order coherence of the two bosonic modes alongside the emergence of
limit cycles in the phase-space profile for the Bose-Hubbard dimer were studied in [1927]. Of course, probing more
involved quantum many-body state requires that information beyond the atomic number/density can be extracted.
In the following analysis we will assume that the properties of the system to be probed are primarily determined
by cold atoms loaded in an optical lattice; the cavity acts as a probe and does not appreciably affect the atomic
dynamics [1922, 1928–1931]. For ultracold bosonic atoms in a 1D optical lattice, and for moderate interaction and
lattice strengths, the physical response can be accurately captured by a Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian (900) (with N̂ -
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FIG. 84. The setup for the cavity mediated measurement of many-body states [1922]. Interacting ultracold atoms are confined
to a horizontal optical lattice (blue balls). The field of a cavity is overlapping with the atomic gas, and it forms an angle θ
relative the optical lattice. Furthermore, the cavity may be longitudinally pumped by a classical field (dark blue arrow) or
from the side by another classical field (red arrow). These two act as probes, while the smaller dark blue arrow represent the
out-put field from the cavity that will be recorded by a detector. Due to the (cavity) light-matter interaction, the photons
escaping the cavity and being detected with contain information about the atomic many-body state.

independent J and U) and one is often interested in its possible ground states; i.e. the Mott insulating phase and
the superfluid phase [16]. In the former, the superfluid order parameter is ψ = ⟨ĉi⟩ = 0, with ĉi given in eq. (864),
where we assume an expansion in terms of Wannnier functions (865). To lowest order in the expansion in powers of
the ratio J/U , we may approximate the quantum many-body states by

|ΨMott⟩ =
K∏
i=1

|ni⟩i, |ΨSF⟩ =
1√

KNN !

(
K∑
i=1

ĉ†i

)N
[0⟩, (905)

where K is the number of sites and N the number of atoms. The system setup for the non-demolition detection is
sketched in fig. 84; the atoms are trapped in a horizontal optical lattice, surrounded by a cavity whose symmetry axis
forms an angle θ to the lattice potential. We can consider either transverse pumping of the atoms or longitudinal
pumping of the cavity, and in either case the photons leaking through the cavity are detected. As we have already
mentioned, the optical lattice, formed by a classical standing-wave laser field, mainly dictates the potential felt by
the atoms, which motivates the expansion of the atomic operators in terms of the Wannier functions, while imposing
the single-band and tight-binding approximations. If we consider transverse pumping, the many-body Hamiltonian
has a similar form to that of equation (866), but we have to take into account more than one dimensions, i.e. the
single-particle Hamiltonian in the present case reads

Ĥ0 =
p2

2m
+ Vcl(x) +

g20
∆a

â†â u2c(x) +
g0η0
∆a

(
â† + â

)
uc(x)up(x), (906)

where Vcl(x) provides the classical optical lattice potential, and uc,p(x) are the mode profiles for the cavity/probe
fields (taken to be real). We assume that the two last terms are smooth and weak compared to the classical field
Vcl(x) such that we can neglect any tunneling induced by them. These terms will, however, induce onsite energy shifts
ĥi in the Bose-Hubbard model that describes the atomic motion. That is, we should include additional terms

ĥi =
[
µiâ

†â+ νi
(
â† + â

)]
ĉ†i ĉi, (907)

with amplitudes

µi =
g20
∆a

∫
dx |wRi

(x)|2u2c(x), µi =
g0η0
∆a

∫
dx |wRi

(x)|2uc(x)up(x). (908)

If the optical lattice strongly localizes the atomic onsite states wRi
(x) on the scale of the mode profiles uc,p(x) we

can replace the integrals by uic,p ≡ uc,p(Ri). We can now follow the scheme above by assuming that the cavity field
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reaches steady state on a short time scale and, similar to eq. (874), we can write down the steady state solutions of
the field operators, which will now be slaved to the atomic operators, i.e âss = âss(b̂i, b̂

†
i ). Since the output cavity field

contains the information of the field operators âss it carries over information about the atomic state, and in particular
about the coherence of the atoms; i.e. whether they belong to an insulating or a superfluid state. Upon varying the
detuning, an insulating atomic state will typically display a single broadened resonance peak in the field intensity,
while a superfluid displays several peaks that reflect the number fluctuations [1922].

As mentioned, the loss of photons causes an indirect decoherence of the atomic states [1830]. Similarly, by recording
photons escaping the cavity we extract information about the atomic state, which must be updated accordingly. This is
a realization of a quantum non-demolition measurement first discussed in sec. I B. It turns out that this measurement-
induced backaction may lead to drastic effects [1930, 1932]. Utilizing such backactions in order to prepare non-classical
atomic states, like number squeezed and Schrödinger cat states was first suggested in [1930] in a quantum-trajectory
approach [443] where detection of a leaking photon updates the state as |Ψ(t)⟩ → â|Ψ(t)⟩ up to a normalization
constant. Between such jumps the system evolves according to the non-Hermitian Hamiltonian Ĥ − iκâ†â. The
photon detections are stochastic processes, and for a quantum trajectory labelled by n counts, the state |Ψn(t)⟩ is pure
and characterized by the applications of â at times t1, t2, . . . – see the photon counting records for a decaying even-cat
state in subsec. I C 2. In fig. 4 we explained how the shift of the atomic Bloch vector depends on the field intensity
(number of photons); the larger the field amplitude the larger the displacement of the Bloch vector towards the equator
of the Bloch sphere. Alternatively, in fig. 8 we turned things around and thought of the dispersive interaction from
the perspective of the photon field instead. If the latter is initially in a coherent state, the atom-induced shift will
effectively act as a coherent displacement operation. The same idea can be extended to many atoms – naturally the
displacement will get enhanced with increased atom number. Nevertheless, in the quadratic approximation, an initial
coherent field state will remain coherent even in the presence of photon loss [101]. Within this regime, it is possible
to find an analytic expression for the evolved state |Ψn(t)⟩, given, say, m detection events. Assuming the existence of
the superfluid phase, the atom-number fluctuations at a given site approximately follow a Poissonian distribution, but
consecutive photon detections narrow down the atomic distribution to become sub-Poissonian, much in the same way
as the filter functions [787] discussed in relation to eq. (493). In secs. I B and. II A 2 we explained a similar idea behind
trapping states [126, 127] for the photon field of the cavity. Hence, this localization (squeezing) bears similarities to
the trapping states but now for the atomic field instead. The measurement-induced backaction was further analyzed in
refs. [1932, 1933], extending the earlier works to dynamical studies. It was shown, for example, how initially localized
states undergo large-amplitude oscillations within the lattice, and how the information feedback into the system may
lead to a critical response. We conclude this subsection by mentioning that a continuous time crystal – in the form
of a temporally robust limit cycle – has been very recently reported for a transversely pumped atom-cavity system
with an optical pump lattice which is blue -detuned with respect to an atomic transition [1087]. Ergodicity breaking
holds the key to discrete time crystals, while the delaying of ergodicity is the source of several phenomena that share
many of the properties of discrete time crystals, including the ac Josephson effect, coupled map lattices, and Faraday
waves [1934].

3. Critical phenomena II – fermions

Fermions, contrary to bosons, obey the Pauli exclusion principle, i.e. any two fermions cannot occupy the same
quantum state. This, of course, has far-reaching consequences for several kinds of physical phenomena, and we may ask
how things change as we consider fermions instead of bosons, with reference to our previous section. Will, for example,
the superradiant PT occur in a system of ultracold fermionic atoms? That is, instead of populating predominantly
the k = 0 momentum mode at zero temperature, we now fill up a Fermi sea with a range of different momenta. For
a thermal gas, in which both bosons and fermions obey a Maxwell-Boltzmann distribution a superradiant transition
has been observed [1935], which is not, however, guaranteed to survive at lower temperatures in the fermionic case.

Considering spin-polarized fermions and the transverse pumping setup, the many-body Hamiltonian is Ĥ =

ℏδâ†â+
∫
dx ψ̂†(x)Ĥψ̂(x), with the single-particle Hamiltonian Ĥ given by (893). The atomic-field operators ψ̂(x)

obey now the fermionic anti-commutation relations, e.g.
{
ψ̂(x), ψ̂†(x′)

}
= δ(x− x′). For spin-full fermions we need

to add a subscript to the atomic operators in order to refer to their corresponding spin, and we may then have to
include also interaction terms between atoms with different spins. Since the potential is periodic, we expect a band
spectrum, but it must be remembered that, just like for bosons, the same backaction between the cavity field and the
atoms exists; the resulting equations become nonlinear and must be solved self-consistently. In fact, this nonlinearity
was the topic of one of the very first studies on many-body cavity QED with fermions [1829]. The cavity hysteresis
was studied, and the topology of the Fermi sea was also explored numerically; one would imagine that the light-matter
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nonlinear interaction could give rise to exotic Fermi surfaces including those which are not simply connected. This
was, however, not found. The cavity hysteresis was further considered in [1844] in the realm of optomechanics. The
light-induced potential, being expressed in terms of a few trigonometric functions, (893), will couple different mo-
mentum modes in a rather simple manner, especially in 1D (if we impose a tight transverse confinement). We will
see that this will have consequences for the phase diagram. In a sense, the fermionic problem becomes more complex
since we must include more momentum modes, i.e. the low-energy bosonic expansion (894) of the field operators is
not justified for fermions. Let us expand the field operator in plane waves

ψ̂(x) =
∑
q

ĉqe
−iqx, (909)

where the fermionic operators obey
{
ĉq, ĉ

†
q′

}
= δqq′ . The Hamiltonian in the second quantization (unscaled units)

becomes

Ĥ = ℏδâ†â+
∑
q

ℏ2q2

2m
ĉ†qĉq +

g20
4∆a

â†â
∑
n

ĉ†qĉq+2nkx
+
g0η0
4∆a

(
â† + â

)∑
n,n′

ĉ†qĉq+nkx+n′kz

 . (910)

In the ground state the Fermi sea is filled, i.e. ĉ†qĉq = 1 for the occupied momentum modes and 0 for the unoccupied
modes. The Fermi momentum kF marks the surface of the Fermi sea, which for the regular geometry indicates the
maximum momentum among the occupied modes. It should be clear that the Fermi momentum kF relative to the
lattice momentum k will play an important role for the possible phases, e.g. whether self-organization can occur for
incommensurate momenta. In the 1D setup, where the atoms are tightly confined in the transverse direction, the
last sum runs only over n. If the wave number of the lattice is exactly twice the Fermi momentum, k = 2kF , we
encounter a perfect Fermi surface nesting [1936], meaning that the shape of the Fermi sea is recovered upon a shift by
k. Alternatively, states at the Fermi surface undergo Umklapp scattering processes as momentum is exchanged with
the optical lattice [1937]. A result of this is that in 1D, and for a particular filling such that k = 2kF , the normal
phase is unstable and any pumping, no matter how weak, causes the state of the system to become superradiant.
This was demonstrated in refs. [1936, 1937] by analyzing the free energy in the thermodynamic limit with the mean-
field description of the cavity field, similar to the original analysis by Wang and Hioe for the Dicke-model phase
transition [70]. Photon losses will, however, stabilize the normal phase for small pump amplitudes [1937, 1938]. In
2D, perfect nesting is not obtained, yet the larger the nesting, the weaker the critical pump amplitude ηc for attaining
superradiance [1936]. Thus, the counterpart of the normal-superradiant transition found for bosons survives at T = 0
for the fermion case as well, and the Pauli exclusion even enhances superradiance. In refs. [1938], the same system
was analyzed also in terms of its free energy, and it was argued that the normal-superradiant transition can become
first order for certain cavity-pump detunings. This reference also considered fermionic fillings beyond the first band,
such that the second band gets partly occupied. The onsite orbitals on the second band are px and pz and, for an
isotropic square lattice, these are degenerate. However, in the general case they do not need to be degenerate, and
it was found that there is a crossing between them leading to a first-order transition connecting two possible phases
called high-field and low-field superradiant phase, where high/low refers to the cavity-field amplitude.

The above three references, [1936–1938], appeared back-to-back and were the first to demonstrate a fermionic
normal-superradiant phase transition. The following year, it was shown that the superradiant phase can be topolog-
ically non-trivial if the system is extended to include spin-full fermions [1939]. Let us recall the SSH (Su-Schrieffer-
Heeger) model [1131] of sec. I F, represented by the 1D tight-binding lattice model

ĤSSH =

N∑
i=1

(
vĉ†i,1ĉi,2 + wĉ†i,2ĉi+1,1 + h.c.

)
. (911)

This is a dimerized model with the unit cell comprising two lattice sites; v is the intra-cell tunneling rate and w
the inter-cell tunneling rate. It is straightforward to diagonalize the Hamiltonian by turning to the momentum
representation, as was done in sec. I F 4. The Bloch Hamiltonian is a 2 × 2 Hamiltonian and its eigenstates |θ±(k)⟩
can be represented on the Bloch sphere. As a function of the quasi momentum k, these states map out a curve in the
xy-plane; for w > v the origin lies within this curve, but not for w < v. One finds that the Zak phase

γ = i

∮
⟨θ±(k)|∇k|θ±(k)⟩dk (912)

equals either ±π or 0 in the two cases. In the first case, one says that the state is topologically non-trivial, and,
according to the bulk-boundary correspondence [1139] we know that in a finite system there are two E = 0 energy
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eigenstates localized to the edges of the chain, the so-called edge states. To realize the SSH model as an effective
low-energy model, we need a superlattice potential V (x) with two sites within every unit cell. This is what happens
in the superradiant phase with the self-contained potentials given by eq. (867). We remember that the Z2 symmetry
breaking is reflected in the sign ± of the amplitude α = ⟨â⟩, leading to the fact that even sites are either deeper
or shallower than odd ones. Such a superlattice gives a dimerized lattice model when we expand in the Wannier
basis (865) and impose the tight-binding approximation, but it will not be of the SSH form due to the energy offset
between the sites. However, this can be adjusted by flipping the sign of the atom-pump detuning ∆a, i.e. consider
blue instead of red detuning. In this case, the entire potential changes sign and is flipped upside-down. We thus obtain
a chain of double-well potentials, which is exactly what is required for realizing the SSH model. Such a model still
supports a Z2 symmetry, and any breaking of it would manifest in the double-wells being formed between even-odd
sites or between odd-even sites. We note that the SSH model may serve as a simple model demonstrating the Peierls
transition [1940]. For a 1D system at half filling, the Peierls instability occurs when the atoms in a crystal deform
such that the period is doubled, while a gap opens up in the lowest band at the Fermi momentum kF . By causing this
deformation (every second atom is slightly closer to its right than to its left neighbour), and the cavity-induced lattice
serves precisely that role. The deformation will result in tunneling amplitudes alternating between the neighbouring
sites, which is the characteristic of the SSH model. For the Peierls transition one needs a dynamical lattice (or possibly
long range interaction), but that we have in the present case with the cavity induced lattice.

In ref. [1939], the setup is pretty much the same as for the transversely-pumped configuration, but it is modified to
a Raman transition between two lower atomic Zeeman levels, such that the fermions possess two internal states which
are flipped upon scattering cavity photons. This coupling therefore realizes a spin-orbit type of coupling, similar
to that discussed in terms of synthetic gauge fields in sec. VII B 1. By again analyzing the free energy we find a
critical pump amplitude for the normal-superradiant transition, and furthermore that the superradiant phase may
either be topological or topologically trivial, i.e. the corresponding Zak phase is non-vanishing or zero, and there
exist zero-energy edge states. Such localized edge states are described by Majorana fermions, i.e. they are their own
anti-particles. The mean-field phase diagram was mapped out in the pump-Zeeman field plane, with the Zeeman
field marking the energy offset between the two atomic Zeeman levels. Apart from the two superradiant phases, the
normal phases split in two, one gapless metallic and one insulating.

It was later shown that in order to realize a topological superradiant phase it is not necessary to consider fermions
with internal degrees of freedom; it may also be realized with polarized fermions by using the aforementioned blue
detuning [1941]. In this situation, as soon as the system is subject to a spontaneous breaking of the Z2 symmetry
and becomes superradiant, the emerging effective potential will have the desired double-well structure akin to the
SSH model, for a Zak phase γ = ±π. As we have mentioned above, the Peierls instability depends on the filling, such
that the Fermi momentum kF becomes a relevant parameter in determining the phase diagram. For half filling, when
kF lies at the center of the Brillouin zone, a Peierls transition occurs as the pump amplitude is increased beyond a
critical value and the system transitions from a metallic Fermi gas to a superradiant insulator which can either be
trivial or topological. For other fillings, the superradiant phase is instead metallic, i.e. the bulk is gapless.

Topological states in fermionic many-body cavity QED systems were also studied in [1865, 1868]. A topological
insulator is characterized by a gapped bulk and conducting edges, by which we mean that in a finite (but large) system
with open boundary conditions one finds eigenstates localized in the bulk organized with a clear band gap separating
them, while in addition there are gapless states localized to the boundary. This does not contradict the Bloch theorem,
as the system is finite and translational symmetry has been broken. For a trivial, or non-topological, insulator there
will be no conducting edge states. The Haldane model is an example of a 2D topological model [831]. It describes
a hexagonal lattice with nearest and next nearest neighbouring tunneling. For nearest neighbour tunneling, i.e. the
tight-binding limit, one recovers a gapless spectrum where the two points meet in points of conical intersections or,
as they also are called, in the Dirac points. While the spectrum is not gapped as the Fermi surface, this is actually
not a true metal since the density of states at the Fermi surface vanishes (the Fermi surface reduces to single points
for unit filling). It is not an insulator either. To achieve an insulator one must open up a gap, which can be achieved
by inducing an energy offset between the neighbouring sites in the hexagonal lattice. This offset breaks the inversion
symmetry of the model, but, as it turns out, it is not enough for establishing a topological insulator. With real nearest
neighbouring tunneling rates, the model also possess a chiral symmetry, and this can be broken by adding complex
next nearest neighbouring tunneling rates, which is what happens in the Haldane model. Hence, breaking a chiral
symmetry can be accomplished by introducing a gauge field that makes the tunneling rates complex (this follows from
the Peierls substitution [831]). In refs. [1865, 1868] the gauge field is induced by the cavity field, following similar ideas
to those discussed above. The polarized fermions sit on a 2D lattice created by three standing-wave laser fields; in the
transverse direction it is a regular cos2(kz) potential, while in the longitudinal direction two lasers form a superlattice;
see fig. 85 for a sketch of the setup. As shown in the figure, the system comprises a set of ladders. Each ladder has
two legs and a large number of rungs. The sites along the two legs have an energy offset, and, employing a transverse
classical pump, a Raman transition is driven from sites along one leg to sites along the other leg. The two-photon
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FIG. 85. The system setup of refs. [1865, 1868]. Two classical standing-wave potentials form a square lattice in the xz-plane,
with the sites marked by red dots. An additional optical lattice along the x-direction creates an energy difference between
neighbouring sites along this direction. Tunneling in the transverse direction is real with a rate J∥, while the tunneling in the
longitudinal direction is approximately zero. A transverse classical pump, together with the standing-wave cavity mode, realize
a Raman transition between neighbouring sites in the x-direction (upper sketch), and by adjusting the phase of the pump laser,
the tunneling amplitudes J⊥ can be made complex mimicking a synthetic flux φ through every plaquette of the emerging ladder
lattices.

Raman transition involves the pump and the cavity mode, and with a plane-wave pump field one achieves a synthetic
gauge field representing a constant flux φ through every plaquette along the ladders. The synthetic flux translates
into complex tunneling rates J⊥ along the rungs, and also a broken chiral symmetry. This implies the formation of
edge currents, rotating clockwise or anti-clockwise, along the legs of the ladders and for certain fillings. Chiral states
appear for non-zero fluxes φ, which are in turn non-zero only after the onset of self-organization when the cavity field
builds up. This reflects the dynamic nature of the gauge field. The edge currents carry a non-zero momentum along
the z-direction, reminiscent of the shifted minima of the dispersion to non-zero momenta (see fig. 21 for an example
where the zero momentum is no longer at the origin). Depending on the filling, the superradiant chiral phase will
either be an insulator or a liquid, e.g. half filling results in an insulator given the flux φ = π/2, while a quarter filling
gives a liquid. The ladder formation was extended to interacting spin-1/2 fermions in [1942]. The focus was not on
the synthetic flux and chirality, but the appearance of a charge density wave state with a wavevenumber equal to
4kF . To treat an interacting many-body system of that sort, more sophisticated numerical methods were employed,
namely DMRG (density matrix renormalization group).

Our basic understanding of superconductivity relies on the BCS theory (Bardeen-Cooper-Schrieffer). The coupling
of electrons to nuclei (phonons) causes an effective positive electron-electron interaction between electrons in a small
momentum window around the Fermi surface. A small attractive electron-electron interaction gives rise to what is
called the Cooper instability; electrons with opposite spins, and momenta, k and −k, bind to form a Cooper pair.
Such Cooper pairs are bosonic and at low temperatures they may condense. [1115]. In its simplest form, the BCS
Hamiltonian is given by

Ĥ =
∑
k,σ

ϵ(k)ĉ†kσ ĉkσ −
∑
k,k′

Vkk′ ĉ†k′↑ĉ
†
−k′↓ĉk↑ĉ−k↓. (913)
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At the mean-field level, the quartic interaction is handled by introducing the order parameter

∆k =
∑
k′

Vkk′⟨ψ0|ĉ†k′↑ĉ
†
−k′↓|ψ0⟩, (914)

with |ψ0⟩ the ground state. The resulting Bogoliubov-de Gennes Hamiltonian

ĤBdG =
∑
k

[
ϵ(k)ĉ†kσ ĉkσ −

(
∆kĉk↑ĉ−k↓ +∆∗

kĉ
†
−k↓ĉ

†
k↑

)]
(915)

is then quadratic and analytically solvable. Such mean-field treatment is capable of identifying a critical temperature
at which the Cooper instability occurs, i.e. when the order parameter ∆ becomes non-zero [1115]. Thus, a weak
attractive interaction among ultracold fermions may cause the formation of Cooper pairs. The properties of the state
are determined by the k-dependence of the order parameter. Examples of a p-wave superconductor have

∆k =

{
α(kx + iky),

α(kx − ky),
(916)

where the first example preserves chiral symmetry but instead breaks time-reversal symmetry, and vice versa for
the second example. Only the first example gives rise to a topological superconductor. Examples of a d-wave
superconductor include

∆k =

{
α
(
k2x − k2y

)
,

α
(
k2x − k2y + ikxky

)
.

(917)

If the interaction between the fermions becomes strongly attractive, the BCS state formed by Cooper pairs will
not survive and instead fermions bind in pairs in real space as bosonic molecules, which can form a Bose-Einstein
condensate. This instance is called the BCS-BEC crossover [1898].

Ultracold atomic experiments are ideal for studying this crossover since the interaction between the fermionic atoms
can be largely controlled via the so-called Feshbach resonances [1898]. Neutral ultracold atoms scatter predominantly
via s-waves (with no angular dependence), and the interaction strength is determined by a single quantity, the s-wave
scattering length as. In the presence of magnetic fields, the atomic Zeeman levels can be Stark shifted, and one can
tune as across these resonances in order to move from weak to strong interaction, and from attractive to repulsive. The
quantity −1/kFas is usually taken as the knob controlling the BCS-BEC crossover; in the BCS limit −1/kFas → +∞,
while in the BEC limit −1/kFas → −∞. In these two limits, the gas obeys mainly fermionic or bosonic statistics,
respectively. It is interesting to explore how the cavity-induced long-range fermion-fermion interaction affects this
behavior, which was the topic of refs. [1943–1945]. For example, we have so far studied the bosonic and fermionic
versions of self-organization and the transition to a superradiant phase, but at the Feshbach resonance, when as
diverges, we have −1/kFas → 0 and the system cannot correctly be described by neither fermionic nor bosonic
statistics. In general, the critical pump amplitude at which the system becomes superradiant can be expressed
as [75, 1936, 1945]

ηc =
1

2

√
ω2
0 + κ2

−ω0χ
, (918)

where ω0 = −∆c − g20
∆a

∫
dx ⟨n(x)⟩ cos2(kx) is the shifted cavity detuning, and χ is a density-wave susceptibility.

Normally we have |χF | > |χB |, where χF and χB are the fermion and boson susceptibilities respectively, and the
superrariant transition occurs for weaker pump amplitudes in the fermionic case. In [1945], it was shown that the
susceptibility can be decomposed into a fermionic and a bosonic part, χ = χF + χB . On the BCS side, χ ≈ χF , on
the BEC side χ ≈ χB , while at the Feshbach resonance both terms contribute.

In ref. [1944] a different setup was considered (see also [1946]); two perpendicularly crossed ring cavities in the
xy-plane. The atomic cloud is located at the overlapping region of the two cavities and experiences a square lattice
potential; in addition it is pumped by a classical field. The cavity-induced long-range interaction causes exotic pairing
of the fermions, i.e. the order parameter ∆k attains an interesting momentum dependence. For a cubic lattice, it
was shown that s-, p-, and d-wave pairings are quasi degenerate. However, this degeneracy is lifted by symmetry-
breaking perturbations, like for example a contact interaction induced by Feshbach resonances, or a spin imbalance.
Such perturbations will determine the state of the system, and they may thereby also serve as control parameters for
switching between different phases. The chiral p-wave state is topological, contrary to the topologically trivial s-wave
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state. For a spin-balanced gas, with positive local interaction the ground state is a p+ id-wave superconductor which
is topological and hosts zero-energy Majorana edge states. These states are localized at the corners of the 2D lattice
in the xy-plane.

In the setup of a transversely pumped cavity, the mean-field Hamiltonian (corresponding to the Bogoliubov-de
Gennes Hamiltonian) becomes [1943]

ĤcBdG =
∑
k

[
ϵ(k)ĉ†kσ ĉkσ −

(
∆kĉk↑ĉ−k↓ +∆∗

kĉ
†
−k↓ĉ

†
k↑

)]
+

∑
k,k′=kL

S(k′)ĉ†k↓ĉk+k′↑, (919)

where kL is the optical-lattice wave vector. Here, ϵ(k) = ℏ2k2/(2m) is the free-energy dispersion, and S(k′) =

− gη
∆a

∑
k⟨ĉ

†
k↓ĉk+k′↑⟩ is a spin density-wave order parameter. Hence, the long-range interaction brings in an additional

term that will compete with the Cooper pairing; in particular, this term favours a spin density-wave. The mean-field
Hamiltonian must be solved self-consistently, since both order parameters depend on the system ground state. This
can typically be done iteratively. In ref. [1943] the analysis of the Hamiltonian (919) was complemented with exact
diagonalization in a bosonization procedure. The system was found to be either a superfluid or a spin density-wave,
depending on the sign of the effective interaction strength. On the experimental side, the first experiment achieving
a coherent coupling between a fermionic gas and an optical cavity was reported in [1947]. In this experiment, a
thermal gas of about 1000 171Yb atoms, with effectively two involved Zeeman levels, interacted with a single-mode
cavity. The single-atom cooperativity, (476), in the experiment is C ≈ 1.8, indicating coherent evolution. This work
revealed a very high degree of spin squeezing, see sec. I B 5, which, as an entanglement witness, signifies the presence of
entanglement between the two-level atoms forming the thermal gas. The first demonstration of coherent coupling with
a degenerate unitary Fermi gas, i.e. one where the states up to the Fermi energy are occupied, appeared one year later,
in 2020 [1948] (see ref. [1949] for technical details on the experiment). This work benchmarks the system, in the same
way as refs. [36, 1794] did for the bosonic case. The transition between two internal Zeeman levels of gas of 6Li atoms
was driven by a cavity field. Like in the squeezing experiment, the cooperativity exceeded unity, C ≈ 2.02. About
2× 105 atoms were coupled to the cavity mode, and the population imbalance between the two levels was tuned, such
that both the polarized and balanced cases could be studied. The transmission spectroscopy, i.e. pumping the cavity
longitudinally and detecting the output cavity-field intensity as a function of the atom-pump detuning, was used in
order to demonstrate the JC-like avoided crossing between the resonances (dressed states). That is, upon varying
the detuning, different bare states become degenerate, but due to the light-matter coupling the crossing becomes an
avoided crossing in the dressed basis. It was found that other modes, besides the fundamental TEM00, could play
a role, and their corresponding resonances were identified. The multi-mode contribution effectively scales the light-
matter coupling, as we discussed in sec. I G 2, which was further confirmed by ab initio numerical calculations. In the
balanced case, a few additional avoided crossings appeared, an effect that could be due to the transitions between
different Zeeman levels.

In a recent proposal to realize the Sachdev-Ye-Kitaev (SYK) model, a quasi-two dimensional cloud of fermionic
atoms is to be trapped at an antinode of a longitudinal mode supported by a multimode optical cavity, while a random
phase mask (speckle) is imprinted on a light-shift beam focused onto the atomic cloud to create a disordered intensity
distribution [1950]. Driving the cloud and subjecting it to a spatially disordered AC-Stark shift emulates the physical
behaviour of the SYK model characterized by random all-to-all interactions and fast scrambling. Data for the OTOC
and the spectral form factor have been obtained in [1950] for a system of 10 and 14 fermionc nodes at half filling,
averaged over 103 realizations governed by the SYK Hamiltonian with Cauchy-distributed interactions.

C. Polaritonic chemistry

Rydberg atoms (section II) or superconducting q-dots (section III), in conjunction with a high-Q cavity/resonator,
are ideal building blocks for realizing the JC model. The discrete energy level structure of such atoms/q-dots is simple
enough such that single transitions can be isolated and the two-level approximation, see sec. I G 3, is applicable. The
internal energies of molecules, comprising electronic, vibrational, and rotational contributions, are typically much more
complex (as briefly mentioned in sec. I E 4 when we discussed cavity cooling) and one would expect the light-matter
interaction to be too complicated to allow drawing any simple conclusions. In this section we will show that it is in fact
still possible to say much from rather simple models. We will focus on simple molecules, like diatomic and triatomic
ones, but experiments have demonstrated that many phenomena seen for very complex polyatomic organic molecules
coupled to quantized cavity fields can be explained with basic cavity QED knowledge, for example by invoking the
concept of Rabi splitting. Currently, the field has attracted much attention in both theory and experiment.

In the next subsection we provide a very short introduction to the Born-Oppenheimer approach as applied to
molecular physics. This is used once the molecules are coupled to the light field, as we did in the preceding subsection.
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We will recognize many steps in the derivations from earlier sections like I D and IE 4. We will, for example, see how,
in certain approximations, the resulting Hamiltonian shares the same shape as the one for an ultracold two-level atom
in a cavity, eq. (280).

1. Born-Oppenheimer theory

On several occasions in the monograph, we have talked about the Born-Oppenheimer approximation (BOA), see
e.g., sec. I D. In the JC setting it naturally emerges in the quadrature representation (51), in which the boson degree of
freedom is expressed in terms of a ‘position’ and ‘momentum’ operator rather than the creation/annihilation operators.
We then diagonalized the Hamiltonian within the spin subspace under the assumption that the field evolves on a much
slower time-scale than the spin. The origin of the BOA comes from molecular/chemical physics, where such separation
of time-scales arises naturally due to the large mass difference between the electrons and nuclei forming the molecule.
We will sketch the general method here, not because we will need the actual approximation so much, but since it
gives a representative idea about the structure of molecules.

We may assign coordinates R̂i to the nuclei and coordinates r̂j to the electrons, with corresponding masses mni

and me and conjugate momenta P̂i and p̂j (hence,
[̂
Rn, P̂m

]
= δnm and so on). The Hilbert space for the full system

can be written as H = Hslow ⊗Hfast, with the ‘slow’ and ‘fast’ parts comprising the nuclear and electron degrees of
freedom R̂i and r̂j respectively. We do not need to care about the spin for this demonstration, nor about the actual
shape of the potential V (R̂i, r̂j) capturing the interaction among all electrons and nuclei. The Hamiltonian becomes

Ĥmol =
∑
i

P̂2
i

2mni
+ ĥR =

∑
i

P̂2
i

2mni
+
∑
j

p̂2
j

2me
+ V (R̂i, r̂j), (920)

where we defined the electronic Hamiltonian ĥR which is parametrized with respect to the coordinates of the nuclei
R̂i. We assume that ĥR behaves well as R is varied (we omit the index i for brevity), i.e. we can parametrize its
eigenstates and eigenvalues with R;

ĥR|ϕn(R⟩ = εn(R)|ϕn(R)⟩, (921)

with ⟨ϕn(R)|ϕn′(R)⟩ = δnn′ . Note that the eigenstates and eigenvalues are truly many-body wavefunctions and
energies (for frozen nuclear coordinates R). The eigenenergies εn(R) are the adiabatic potential surfaces, to be
compared with, for example, eq. (218) which derives from diagonalizing the light-matter interaction term of the
quantum Rabi model, while here the corresponding quantities are eigenvalues of the electronic Hamiltonian ĥR.

We are seeking the solution to the full eigenvalue problem

Ĥ|ψm⟩ = Em|ψm⟩, (922)

with the corresponding wavefunction ψm(R, r) = ⟨R, r|ψm⟩. In the Born-Oppenheimer expansion the full wavefunc-
tion is expanded as

|ψ(R)⟩ =
∑
n

φn(R)|ϕn(R)⟩, (923)

such that the φmn (R) are R-dependent coefficients. Likewise, any eigenstate |ψm⟩ of the full Hamiltonian can also be
expanded as

|ψm(R)⟩ =
∑
n

φmn (R)|ϕn(R)⟩. (924)

Inserting this ansatz into (922), and multiplying from the left with ⟨ϕl(R)|, we derive [694, 831, 1951]

∑
l

[∑
n

∑
i

1

2mni

(
δmnP̂i −Amn

)
·
(
δnlP̂i −Anl

)
+ εm(R)δml

]
φl(R) = Emφm(R), (925)

where the matrix

Anl = i⟨ϕn(R)|∇R|ϕl(R)⟩ (926)
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is the synthetic gauge connection, which comprises the non-adiabatic coupling terms. It is in general non-diagonal,
which causes transitions between the various electronic levels εm(R). By introducing φ(R) = [φ1(R), φ2(R), . . . ]T ,
ε(R) = diag[εm(R)] we may write the above vibrational Schrödinger equation as

i∂tφ(R) =

[∑
i

1

2mni

(
P̂i −A

)
·
(
P̂i −A

)
+ ε(R)

]
φ(R). (927)

With the large mass difference between the electrons and the nuclei, we expect the electronic many-body eigenstates
|ϕn(R)⟩ to vary very smoothly with respect to the nuclear coordinates R, and the gauge connection (926) can be
neglected; in other words, we obtain the equation for the nuclear motion,

i∂tφ(R) =

[∑
i

P̂2
i

2mni
+ ε(R)

]
φ(R), (928)

which is diagonal in terms of the φm(R)’s. This is the molecular Born-Oppenheimer approximation (BOA) that
was discussed first in sec. ID for the quantum Rabi model, and later in, for example, sec. I E 4 for the ultracold
cavity QED setting. The validity of this approximation relies on the separation of characteristic time-scales. It is
important to note that despite the large mass difference, (or other differences, like for the quantum Rabi model), it
might break down for certain nuclear distances R, typically when the energy separation between the neighbouring
electronic energies εn(R) becomes close to zero. In sec. I E 4, the gauge connection is explicitly written out for the
JC model with quantized atomic motion and, provided that the light-matter coupling g(z) is not varying too rapidly,
we see that A→ 0 in the large-detuning limit |∆| → ∞, i.e. when the bare/dressed energies are well separated.

Within the BOA, A ≡ 0, according to eq. (928) we find that only the eigenstates of ĥR are needed in order to solve
for the nuclear wavefunction φ(R). In practice, well-developed quantum chemistry codes are typically used for solving
for the eigenvalues εn(R), and these codes need not be efficient in order to extract the eigenstates |ϕn(R)⟩ required
for calculating A(R). Hence, in quantum chemistry numerics, it is often the adiabatic Schrödinger equation (928)
that is given, while in quantum optical systems one often has access to the diabatic Hamiltonian, e.g. the JC one. If
we are to solve the full problem beyond the BOA, we must somehow also determine A(R).

To build a better understanding of the molecular system, as presented in the Born-Oppenheimer approach, let us
consider the most simple configuration, namely a diatomic molecule where we truncate the electronic configuration
space to only two states |ϕ1(R)⟩ and |ϕ2(R)⟩. Hence, we invoke the correspondence to the two-level approximation
discussed in sec. IG 3. Turning to spherical coordinates (assuming Coulomb interactions) we simplify the nuclear
problem with a single coordinate R labeling the distance between the two nuclei, while mni becomes now the reduced
mass µ. The rotation and central motion of the molecule are constants of motion and we leave them aside. We thereby
obtain

i∂t

[
φ1(R)

φ2(R)

]
=

 1

2µ

(
−i∇R −

[
0 A12(R)

A12∗(R) 0

])2

+

[
ε1(R) 0

0 ε2(R)

][ φ1(R)

φ2(R)

]
, (929)

with A12(R) = i⟨ϕ1(R)| ddR |ϕ2(R)⟩, and the centrifugal term has been absorbed into the adiabatic potentials ε1,2(R).
In fig. 86, we give an example on how the adiabatic potential curves and the amplitude of the non-adiabatic coupling
may look like as a function of the internuclear distance R. Loosely speaking, the Hamiltonian in eq. (929) is our
molecular counterpart of the bare atomic term Ωσ̂z/2 in eq. (9) giving the definition of the JC Hamiltonian. If R is
considered to be frozen, the kinetic term vanishes, and so do the off-diagonal terms A12(R); the system thus obtained
is equivalent to the atomic two-level case. Remember, though, that the electronic potential curves ε1,2(R) and the
states |ϕ1,2(R)⟩ are true many-body states, while for a Rydberg atom the two electronic states can (approximately)
be thought of as single-particle states. The fact that the nuclei are not static causes the bare system to become
dynamic, and it is this change that gives rise to non-adiabatic transitions between the adiabatic states with energies
ε1,2(R). In the figure we picture two curves; one which supports bound vibrational states and one purely dissociative.
In the former, when localized discrete states are present, the molecule can be bound and oscillate around the potential
minima R0. In the latter, the molecule is dissociative and the distance R between the two nuclei will grow as time
evolves. However, we also imagine that the two curves cross at Rcr; in the vicinity of that point, the amplitude of
the non-adiabatic coupling term becomes non-negligible. For a localized wavepacket ψ(R), when we approach the
crossing region around Rcr there will be a population transfer between the levels [694].
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FIG. 86. Schematic of the adiabatic potential curves ε1,2(R) and the non-adiabatic coupling |A12(R)| for a diatomic molecule
where R gives the distance between the two nuclei. The adiabatic curve ε1(R) shows how bound molecular vibrational states
may exist; given a not too high energy, the molecule will vibrate around the internuclear distance R0. The molecule eventually
dissociates with growing excitation strength. A molecule in the electronic state corresponding to ε2(R) instead will dissociate;
there are no bound vibrational states. At Rcr the two potentials cross (become degenerate), i.e. their energy difference vanishes
and here the non-adiabatic coupling |A12(R)| becomes non-negligible. In the vicinity of the crossing the BOA breaks down and
transitions between the electronic states take place. The vertical red arrow shows some internuclear distance Rg for which the
electronic transition becomes degenerate with the cavity mode, ε2(Rg)− ε1(Rg) = ω.

2. Molecular JC Hamiltonian

Next we wish to couple the molecules to the quantized radiation of an optical resonator, whence we are dealing
with some Hamiltonian of the form

Ĥmc = Ĥmol +
∑
k

ωkâ
†
kâk + Ĥint, (930)

with the bare molecular Hamiltonian Ĥmol of eq. (920), and Ĥint capturing the light-matter interaction. Like for the
atoms, the molecule will be dressed by the photons to form polaritons. Let us for simplicity impose the single-mode
approximation, see sec. I G 2 (its validity is, of course, more questionable in this more complex molecular setting). In
the quadrature representation, eq (51),

x̂ =
1√
2

(
â† + â

)
,

p̂ =
i√
2

(
â† − â

) (931)

and it becomes clear that the photon field introduces an additional continuous degree of freedom. Following the
Born-Oppenheimer approach of the previous section we now split the system into the subsystems formed by the
vibrational, electronic and photonic degrees of freedom. Refs. [336, 1952] discuss the Born-Oppenheimer treatment
in the presence of a quantized photon field, labeled cavity Born-Oppenheimer approximation. The idea is to treat the
quadrature photon degrees of freedom like the coordinates P̂i and R̂i for the nuclei, while the electronic Hamiltonian
ĥR,x will be parametrized by R and the x-quadratures of the boson fields (it may also depend on the p-quadratures,
e.g. in a RWA). The interaction term in the dipole approximation (see sec. IG 1) becomes

Ĥint =
∑
k,i

ωkλk,i · ri +
∑
k,j

ωkλk,j ·Rj , (932)

where the λk,i’s give the coupling strengths as discussed in section I G. Here we have not included the diamagnetic
self-energy term (441). Following our discussion in secs. I E 5 and I G 5, this term is expected to conceptually alter the
system properties beyond the ultrastrong coupling regime, see tab. I. This was also numerically verified in [1952] by
diagonalizing the full Hamiltonian Ĥmc for a diatomic system with two electrons and a single photon mode. It has also
been argued that this term may be important for the complete understanding of some experimental results [1953].
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Within the cavity Born-Oppenheimer treatment, the dimension of the adiabatic potential surfaces obtained from
diagonalizing the electronic Hamiltonian ĥR,x will now be increased to include the photon degrees of freedom, whence
we write the eigenvalues as εn(R,x) [336, 1952]. In molecular physics, the coordinates Ri are cleverly chosen in
order to decouple as many of them as possible, i.e. block-diagonalize the vibrational Hamiltonian. Such coordinates
describe the normal modes; for a diatomic molecule there is only a single vibrational mode, but already for a triatomic
molecule one finds more vibrational modes. The cavity Born-Oppenheimer approach shows how the normal modes
will couple the vibrational excitations (phonons) of the molecule to the photons. Like a classical field, the coupling to
a quantized field may break some symmetries and therefore qualitatively affect the system. As an example, triatomic
molecules X3 (all three atoms identical) support a 2π/3 rotational planar symmetry, while it is common to find conical
intersections among the lower adiabatic potential surfaces in such systems [831]. These are point degeneracies of two
adiabatic potential surfaces at some nuclear configuration R∗, εn(R∗) = εn(R

∗). We have already discussed conical
intersection in some depth in sec. I E 2 for the E× ε Jahn-Teller Hamiltonian (244), with the corresponding adiabatic
potential surfaces depicted in fig. 21. In that setting it described a two-level atom coupled to two boson modes. For
a triatomic molecule, the E × ε model may derive from expanding the vibrational Hamiltonian to linear order in Ri.
Note that if one is interested in the breakdown of the BOA, such a linear expansion may be sufficient, and, furthermore,
for the topological properties only the presence or absence of the conical intersection matters; a conical intersection
always hosts a synthetic magnetic π-flux penetrating it. There exists also glancing intersections, or Renner-Teller
models, where the linear term vanishes while the quadratic term is non-zero [831]. Here the two surfaces touch, but
not intersect, and in this case the geometric phase related to the sysnthetic magnetic flux is trivial, i.e. a multiple
of 2π. In the triatomic molecular system the potential surfaces are actually 3D, but one direction, representing a
symmetric stretch vibrational mode, is trivial – for any plane perpendicular to this one finds a conical intersection.
The remaining two coordinates are called reaction coordinates. Now, if such a triatomic molecule supporting a conical
intersection is coupled to a single cavity mode, the field polarization will determine whether the conical intersection
survives or not [1952, 1954]. As such, lifting the intersection off implies a decrease in the non-adiabatic couplings,
which can, in principle, restore the BOA.

Many works do not approach the problem from the cavity Born-Oppenheimer point of view, but instead add the
coupling to the photon field once the standard molecular separation has been performed. Hence, the bare Hamiltonian
for the molecule in this case is the vibrational term of eq. (927). If, furthermore, one imposes the two-level, single-mode,
and dipole approximations together with the molecular BOA, one finds the full Hamiltonian [1955–1957]

Ĥmc = −
1

2µ

∂2

∂R2
+ ωâ†â+

Ω(R)

2
σ̂z + V (R) + g(R)

(
â† + â

)
σ̂x, (933)

where Ω(R) = ε1(R) − ε2(R) and V (R) = (ε1(R) + ε2(R))/2. By including the non-adiabatic coupling terms (i.e.,
by giving up the BOA) we get an R-dependent term proportional to σ̂x,y, which – in our language of sec. I C –
represents a drive of the two-level system. Apart from the constant potential term V (R), note how the Hamiltonian
has the same form as the JC model with quantized atomic motion (280). We have not performed the RWA in
the above equation though. The physical meaning is different for the two cases: in (280) the additional degree of
freedom corresponds to the atomic motion, while in the cavity-molecular Hamiltonian (933) it describes the molecular
vibrations. Furthermore, the main spatial dependence is in the transition frequency Ω(R) and not in the light-matter
coupling amplitude g(R) as is the case for the moving atoms. In sec. I E 4 we introduced the concept of well-dressed
states, and the same could be considered here. The two-level system is then dressed by both photons (polariton)
and phonons. In the above Hamiltonian, we consider a coupling between the electronic states corresponding to the
adiabatic potentials ε1,2(R). We could also imagine a situation in which the lower adiabatic potential supports a set
of molecular bound states separated by some characteristic energy scale ν. If the photon frequency is such that ω ∼ ν,
and at the same time the first excited electronic state is far off in energy, one can adiabatically eliminate the latter, as
we have done for the JC model in sec. I A, and we are then left with an effective model coupling phonons to photons.
However, let us instead consider Hamiltonian (933), and assume that there exists some internuclear distance Rg such
that Ω(Rg) = ω. In fig. 86 we mark such distance with the green arrow. For this distance Rg, the transition becomes
resonant with the photon energy.

Returning to the example of fig. 86, as we have already mentioned, the breakdown of the molecular BOA implies
population transfer between the adiabatic states. The vibrational motion of the molecule can thereby become very
complex if the potentials εn(R) display many crossings; interference between the different paths will occur, and for
unbound dissociative states the molecule might break apart. Understanding such evolution may be necessary in order
to correctly describe chemical reactions. The coupling to the photon field will modify this energy landscape and will
affect the reactions [906, 1954–1960]. We could in principle perform an adiabatic diagonalization of (933), and we
would then find that the corresponding non-adiabatic coupling terms will be non-vanishing around Rg meaning that
the main population transfer between the two internal states occurs at that point. However, depending on all the
involved timescales, the picture might well be more involved than such simple arguments, e.g. if the light-matter
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coupling g is small compared to the characteristic vibrational frequency, the cavity has a small influence over one
oscillation period. In ref. [1955], the authors numerically solved for the evolution generated by the Hamiltonian (933).
Computationally it appears favorable to propagate the state in the quadrature representation (931) rather than
expanding in photon Fock states. They considered the diatomic molecule NaI, and obtained the adiabatic potential
curves ε1,2(R) from quantum chemistry calculations. The actual potentials ε1,2(R) are similar in shape to those of
fig. 86 depicting the crossing between a bound and a dissociative potential. The analysis focused on the survival
probability of the molecule; we recall that the molecule breaks apart as it oscillates and populates the dissociative
level. It was found that the coupling of the cavity mode to the material system could stabilize the molecule. Similar
potential curves have also been found for the LiF molecule [1957]. By analyzing the adiabatic potential surfaces
when the photon degree of freedom is taken into account, giving rise to ε1,2(R, x), the crossing of the curves ε1,2(R)
becomes a proper conical intersection. Again the influence of the cavity field on the dissociation rate was considered,
and like for the NaI molecule it was found that the survival time could be controlled and enhanced by the dressing
of the photon field. Another exploration into how the chemical reactions are modified due to the cavity field was
presented in [1958]. This study did not involve any ab initio chemical calculations, but the arguments were based on
a toy model in which the adiabatic potentials were given by displaced harmonic oscillators, coupled via the cavity
field. In particular, N molecules identically coupled to the cavity mode were considered. It was shown, using the
polaron transfomration (19), similar to what was employed for a mean-field decoupling in refs. [1071, 1072] for the
Jaynes-Cummings-Hubbard models, that in the ultrastrong coupling regime the system decouples into a symmetric
P and non-symmetric Q manifold. The symmetric manifold is spanned by the product state with all molecules in the
lower electronic level, |g1, g2, . . . , gN ⟩, and the symmetric state with one molecule with an excited electronic state, i.e.
the first excited Dicke state (61). In this regime where the Rabi frequency dominates over the molecular vibrational
frequencies, the phonon degrees of freedom decouple from the electronic ones, and the effective model becomes a
simple JC model, that parametrically depends on the phonon degrees of freedom such that a self-consistent solution is
called upon. It was argued that this decoupling will actually influence chemical processes within the molecular cloud.

As we have seen, vibrational degrees of freedom are crucial for the proper description of organic molecular cavity
QED systems. This introduces additional phonon modes and qubit–phonon couplings in the Tavis-Cummings Hamil-
tonian, yielding the Holstein-Tavis-Cummings (HTC) model describing phonon sidebands in absorption or emission
spectra. At the same time, for molecules placed inside a cavity, inhomogeneities in the material, different levels of
aggregation, or solvent fluctuations are sources of disorder in the molecular energy levels. Using the disordered Tavis-
Cummings model, Gera and Sebastian report on a disorder-induced width of the polaritonic peak, presenting results
for several densities of states and the absorption spectrum. The authors conclude that the variation of the width of
the polaritonic peaks as a function of the Rabi splitting indicates the distribution of molecular energy levels [1961].
Moreover, Sun and collaborators report on the dynamics of the TC model and the HTC models in the presence of
diagonal disorder and cavity-qubit coupling disorder [1962].

The current experiments do not operate at the level of individual molecules, contrary to what has been achieved with
atoms in cavity QED, see section II. Instead, ensembles (or thin films) of polyatomic organic molecules are coupled
to low-Q optical cavities formed for example by metallic plates. Both the strong [1959, 1963–1967] and ultrastrong
coupling [1968–1971] regimes have been demonstrated. It should be clear that for such complex molecules the model
Hamiltonian is not as simple as (933), yet coherent Rabi oscillations have been verified [1969] alongside the modification
of the dissociation and other reaction rates [1959, 1971]. It’s worth remarking here that the Franck-Condon principle
has been recently incorporated into a nonadditive master equation [473] – see subec. I C 4.

Another interesting aspect related to molecular cavity QED is the photonic Bose-Einstein condensate. Photons are
massless and their chemical potential which fixes their number vanishes. As a result, the number of photons is not
preserved and, as the temperature is lowered or the density is increased, the photons should not go through a critical
point and condense. Nevertheless, by using a cavity filled with dye molecules, an effective mass can be ascribed
to the photons and condensation becomes possible. This has been experimentally verified in the group of Martin
Weitz [1972]. Their results sparked numerous discussions since these are manifestly nonequilibrium systems and the
fluctuations due to photon losses could prohibit condensation [1873, 1874, 1973].

CONCLUSIONS – A PROJECTION FOR THE COMING DECADES

Upon reading the historical note by Cummings on how it all started and how the JC model came about [18], it
is evident that the impact of the model was not anticipated at that stage. The present monograph, celebrating the
model and exploring its numerous ramifications, attempts to provide an account on what has emerged in the wake of
the 1963 report whose principal aim was “to clarify the relationship between the quantum theory of radiation, where
the electromagnetic field-expansion coefficients satisfy commutation relations, and the semiclassical theory, where the
electromagnetic field is considered as a definite function of time rather than as an operator” [19]. Like any process, it
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is hard to predict how things would have turned out differently if the setting had been changed, “What if...”? Hence,
we cannot with certainty pinpoint the significance of the JC model in deterministically shaping the development of
quantum optics and related fields. Nevertheless, it should stand clear that it has been one of the most paradigmatic
models in the development of modern quantum mechanics—one that initiated a progressive yet visible shift from the
laser (maser) it was supposed to describe—and that it will carry on serving that purpose over the coming half-century
as well. It is also clear that the initial focus has been de facto reappraised since 1963, as the JC report laid more
emphasis on the successes of semiclassical theory rather than on the need for a treatment which is fully quantum [331].

Quantum optics as a research field is rather young compared to other branches of quantum physics. The interaction
between light and matter is as old as other fields, but the systematic studies on the importance of the quantum
nature of the electromagnetic field were established primarily in the course of the last 50-60 years. Glauber, Klauder,
Sudarshan, Eberly and others started exploring the quantum nature of the light fields in the first half of the 1960s, but
the emphasis was not so much laid on the importance of such a quantization in conjunction with single atoms in their
idealized two-state form – the JC model. Even if Jaynes and Cummings did not foresee the potential of their model
and its exemplary nonlinearity to reveal quantum coherence, it actually became quickly the theoretical workhorse in a
subfield of quantum optics where tailored processes were devised. Today, the study of multiphoton quantum-nonlinear
optics is a topic that has been subject of extensive research due to the exquisite control acquired over cavity and circuit
quantum electrodynamics architectures; some of them have been extensively visited in the corresponding sections. In
addition, other quantum optical systems like ultracold atoms and optical lattices (not ab initio in need of a quantized
field theory) are key players in the study of coherent quantum processes. Nevertheless, in the late 1980s and early
1990s, cavity QED advanced to such degree such that the JC model and its predictions became most relevant, as
discussed in section II. In some sense, this takes us back to the 1920s and the heydays of quantum physics. The
thought experiments of the pioneers of quantum mechanics with, at best, quasimonochromatic blackbody radiation
at their disposal, were no longer an unattainable vision. Isolated quantum processes, working deep in the quantum
regime where quantum fluctuations cannot be overlooked nor reduced to classical noise, were demonstrated. This
marks the departure from the theory developed for the laser in the late 1960s and the representation of two-level atoms
by means of a characteristic function and a corresponding distribution by Haken and others [106, 183]. In addition,
sustainable coherence was achieved in order to demonstrate the first quantum logic gates. These demonstrations
signal the breakthrough of reaching the strong-coupling regime of cavity QED. About the same time, in the quest
for quantum information processing (QIP), the trapped ion physics also demonstrated isolated coherent evolution
at the single particle(s) level, see section IV. In fact, as we explained in this section, the first two-qubit logic gate
was demonstrated in a trapped ion system relying on JC physics. The discovery that classically driven harmonically
trapped ions could realize JC physics was also a first example in which the model goes beyond light-matter interactions;
matter coherently coupled to phonons. In this monograph we have seen other examples of this, specifically in sec. III
which demonstrates how the JC model can be realized in a solid-state setup comprised of superconducting quantum
dots coherently coupled to transmission lines. Here, the two-level systems emerge from collective electronic states of
quantum dots.

As Wiseman and Milburn remark in their book [1974], projective measurements on their own are insufficient for
describing real measurements since an experimenter never measures directly the system of interest. Rather, the system
under study, say a two-level atom or a laser, interacts with its environment which is a continuum of electromagnetic
field modes. To substantiate this interaction, P. Rice, in his pedagogical account on quantum optics, defines the
photon as “click in an absorptive detector...It is not a particle, or a wave, but an excitation of a bosonic field. So, how
[does one] tell whether the light is coming from an incandescent bulb or a He-Ne laser? Glauber [138] taught us that
the difference is in photon correlations. One must look past expectation values and examine two-time correlations at
the least....”

When collecting data to determine these correlations, the experimenter, in fact, observes the effect of the system
on the radiated field or rather the field interacting with the photodetector, with an observable sequence of stimuli
leading to the decision on the result of measurement. This chain of systems is known as a von Neumann chain [1975].
What is essential to note is that, at some stage before reaching the mind of the observer, one needs to cut the chain
by applying the projection postulate. This cut is termed the Heisenberg’s cut, the instance at which one considers
that the measurement has been effected [1976]. A direct application of the projection postulate directly to the system
would yield wrong predictions. However, assuming a projective measurement on the field will generate results which
are negligibly different to those obtained by performing a projective measurement at any later stage. This is due to
the rapid decoherence of macroscopic objects such as photodetectors. It is therefore sufficient to consider the field to
be measured projectively. Since the field has interacted with the system, their quantum states are correlated. The
projective measurement on the field is then effectively a measurement on the system. This type of measurement,
however, is not projective, whence we are in need of a more general formalism to account for it.

We have already mentioned that the JC physics, expressed in the guise of cavity QED, trapped ions, and later
circuit QED, enabled the study of ‘textbook quantum mechanics’ in the lab at a level not envisaged so far. But it also
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went further, to traverse a long path with exploring the meaning of quantum measurements and the appearance of a
‘classical world’ within quantum mechanics. Especially the seminal work on the in situ measurement of the progressive
decoherence of the Schrödinger cat state as discussed in sec. II C 2, took the field into a new direction. This was
followed by many theoretical and experimental works, including quantum jumps and quantum trajectories, interaction-
free and quantum non-demolition measurements, quantum Zeno measurements, weak measurements, decoherence and
the quantum-to-classical transition. In short, the field has given us glimpses into what is usually known as the
“measurement problem” or the “state collapse”. In more recent years, the inherently open character of quantum
systems has raised a plethora of new research problems, like the manifestation of criticality in driven-dissipative
configurations and the role of a strong-coupling “thermodynamic limit” in zero dimensions, as well as the requirement
for a formalism with a new conceptual outlook. Photon antibunching advocates the discrete nature of light (particles),
in contrast to amplitude squeezing, which speaks of the continuous (waves). One hundred years after Planck stated
his law for the blackbody radiation for the first time in public, the tension between particles and waves was found
at the focus of experiments which combined the measurement strategies used to observe these nonclassical behaviors
of light [462]. Moreover, the quantum trajectory theory accounts for many possible unravelings of an open system
evolution, each one matched to the nonlocal action of the system in question upon a specific environment – the crux
of Bohr’s complementarity [443, 456]. These aspects are briefly discussed in secs. I C and II F.

Another fundamental topic, brought up in sec. I G and concerning a more fundamental aspect, concerns the gauge
invariance of the JC model and the truncation of the material system to two levels. Keeping in mind the importance
of the model, it is surprising that it took more than half a century to thoroughly appreciate this issue. Naturally, it
is only in the advent of circuit QED that the approximations stemming from truncation of the Hilbert spaces were
cast into doubt. It was the development of this new field since the early 2000s that drove the interest in the facets
of gauge invariance. The last word has not been said on this topic, since there is no consensus on the problem, i.e.,
which is the most accurate low-energy effective model within some two-level and single/few-mode approximations?

On the theory side, we must also alight to the work of Braak on the integrability/solvability of the quantum Rabi
model, see sec. I D 3. His report not only initiated a debate on the completeness of its solution, but an avalanche of
studies on generalizations of the solution to other systems. The work has gained much attention in the community,
but it has also made researchers interested in integrable models to open their eyes up for fully- connected quantum
optical models. Braak’s results are not so much of practical interest, as they are important from a fundamental point
of view. The meaning of ‘quantum integrability’ is debated, and the solvability of the driven quantum Rabi model,
which lacks any avoided energy crossings, “..signifies that integrability and solvability are not equivalent in the realm
of quantum physics”.

Let us try to summarize the developments related to the JC model during the last 50-60 years in some general
terms. The field has been driven much by technological advancements in cavity QED and trapped ions, and later in
other systems. Early on, QIP was a key factor motivating this progress, but, as we have already mentioned, other
aspects emerging from the investigation of isolated quantum systems constituted an additional drive. In later years,
we have witnessed a clear tendency towards larger system sizes, primarily by increasing the number of degrees of
freedom. Many trapped-ion experiments go towards quantum simulators, where Coulomb crystals of trapped ions are
prepared, focusing primarily on their evolution. In cavity QED, single two-level atoms have been replaced by atomic
Bose-Einstein condensates, and, once again, collective phenomena rather than an evolution at the level of individual
quanta are considered. One motivation with circuit QED, apart from achieving desirable system parameters, was
the scalability of these systems. It is much easier to increase the number of qubits, and keep control and access to
individual ones, in such systems than in, say, cavity QED. This is also what is envisioned by commercial companies,
like Google and IBM, in their striving towards quantum supremacy and building reliable quantum computers. We
have also seen how new physical systems are entering the game in sec. VI. In general, on the experimental side, much
has been about “pushing boundaries”, with the goal of tackling either questions of fundamental quantum nature, or
finding applications in QIP or quantum simulations.

One can only speculate on what the coming decades will bring in the footsteps of the JC physics. One trend lately
is going towards hybrid systems. The idea is to ‘make the best out of several worlds’ and combine them; e.g. photons
can transmit information between remote places, and matter can store information. The JC-type models will keep
showing up in other fields. Already today, the boundaries between different communities have become fuzzier. We
have seen numerous examples of this in our monograph, especially as JC physics moves in the direction of many-
body problems which have a much longer history in condensed-matter physics than in quantum optics. Techniques
and knowledge are bound to become more universal than community based. Technological advancements are still
partly driven by QIP - faster gates, higher fidelities, implementing error correction codes, larger system sizes and
the like. Yet, after three decades of QIP, we see a broadening of perspective from universal digital QIP to analog
systems like quantum simulators. Phenomena like quantum thermalization and scrambling, quantum chaos, many-body
localization, and quantum scarring have become of interest in the community during the last years, intertwined with
critical nonequilibrium phenomena. While we already have experimental results at hand along these lines, one can
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question whether a quantum simulator in its proper sense has been realized. The idea of a quantum simulator is to
provide answers to open questions or give insight beyond present understanding. We might not be there at this stage,
but it should only be a question of time until we are.

Other young fields gathering much momentum at the moment include quantum thermodynamics, quantum machine
learning, and quantum feedback control. We have met some examples of these fields in our monograph, but we expect
many more to appear in the near future. The JC systems, being highly and precisely controllable as well as versatile,
are natural candidates for implementing diverse schemes in these disciplines. Such configurations typically need to
include a very large number of degrees of freedom, but most theoretical proposals are dealing with small systems at the
moment. There are still many gaps in our fundamental understanding, and we do not yet know all possible applications
that may emerge. Related to our partial understanding is the ever-unresolved problem of quantum measurement that
we touched upon before. The JC physics, lying at the core of low-energy light-matter interaction, has proved so far a
very suitable framework for addressing this problem, and we may expect new insights particularly when investigating
the nature of quantum jumps.
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