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We investigate the role of optical nonlinearity in light propagation through two different one-
dimensional open QED lattices, namely a chain of qubits with direct coupling between the nearest
neighbors and a chain of connected resonators to each of which a qubit is side-coupled. Using
the more accurate truncated Heisenberg-Langevin equations method we show a reduction of light
transmission with increasing intensity in these lattices due to effective photon-photon interactions
and related photon blockade mediated by nonlinearity in qubits. In contrast to the direct-coupled
qubits, we find a revival in the light transmission in the side-coupled qubits at relatively higher
intensities due to saturation of qubits by photons. We find that in absence of bulk dissipation the
standard quasi-classical analysis fails to capture the reduction in light transmission due to effective
photon-photon interaction. We then devise a systemic method to modify the quasi-classical analysis
to give much better results.

I. INTRODUCTION

The physics of mesoscopic collections of quantum par-
ticles has been extensively explored in the past for in-
vestigating quantum effects such as size confinements,
interference, interactions, and band-topology [1]. The
quantization of conductances, persistent currents, and
Coulomb blockade are well-known examples of quantum
effects in lower dimensional systems. Though these phe-
nomena were particularly popular for mesoscopic electri-
cal devices, recent efforts in quantum photonics have also
demonstrated many interesting mesoscopic quantum ef-
fects in various cavity [2], circuit [3] and waveguide QED
[4, 5] set-ups. Some such recent discoveries are the pho-
ton blockade and quantum nonlinearity for propagating
single photons through an elongated ensemble of laser
cooled atoms in an optical-dipole trap [6, 7], a dissipa-
tive phase transition in a one-dimensional circuit QED
lattice [8], and the cooperative Lamb shift in a meso-
scopic array of ions suspended in a Paul trap [9]. Moti-
vated by these fantastic developments in experiments, we
here study nonlinear quantum transport of light through
one-dimensional (1D) QED lattices connected to radia-
tion fields at the boundaries. Particularly, we investigate
1D open QED lattices either (a) in the absence of optical
confinement (cavity) along the light propagation direc-
tion or (b) when the coupling to and from the cavity(ies)
dominating the internal system losses in the so-called
overcoupled regime [4, 10]. The above special features
of the 1D open QED lattices separate our study from
other recently explored cavity and circuit QED lattices
[8, 11–19].

Photons being charge-neutral do not interact with each
other and can have very long spatial and temporal co-
herence. An effective interaction between photons can
be realized through their coupling to matter. Since the

effective interaction is induced by the medium for pho-
tons, we also expect such interaction to affect/influence
the photon transmission differently than interaction in
electron transport. Our present study employs such light-
matter coupling to investigate the effects of interaction
in photons’ quantum transport in a 1D mesoscopic array
of qubits. These qubits can be considered to be made
of alkali atoms (e.g., rubidium atoms in [6, 7]) or super-
conducting qubits (e.g., transmon qubit in [8]) or ions
(e.g., Sr+ ions in [9]). The features of the above qubits
and their interactions with light can be very diverse. We
mainly choose two different models for the 1D lattice of
qubits; these are (a) a chain of qubits with direct cou-
pling between the nearest neighbors, and (b) a chain of
connected resonators to each of which a qubit is side-
coupled. While we do not have any confinement along
the light-propagation for the direct-coupled qubits, we
work in the overcoupled regime [4, 10] for the chain of
connected resonators with side-coupled qubits. In Fig. 1,
we show representative physical implementations of the
two 1D models considered here. The direct-coupled qubit
system (Fig. 1(a)) can be realized by placing qubits such
as nano-diamonds in a line-defect waveguide of a pho-
tonic crystal operating in the optical regime [20]. The
direct coupling between the qubits is generated by ex-
change of photons propagating through the waveguide
between the qubits. Here, we integrate out these photons
in the intermediate waveguide, and model the effective in-
teraction by a constant exchange term (e.g., Jx) for the
separation between the qubits being comparable to the
wavelengths of the photons [21]. The side-coupled qubit
system is routinely realized in superconducting photonic
circuits in the microwave regime [8] (Fig. 1(b)). A lat-
tice of resonators can be formed by a series of capacitive
gaps in the middle conductor of the 1D transmission line
waveguide.

The theoretical study of correlated quantum transport
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(a)

(b)

FIG. 1. Cartoons showing physical realizations of the direct-
coupled (a) and side-coupled (b) qubit systems. The direct-
coupled qubit system can be realized using quantum dot
qubits (shown as red circles) embedded in a line-defect waveg-
uide of a photonic crystal. On the other hand, the side-
coupled qubit system can be realized as an array of super-
conducting qubits (shown as red squares) coupled to a lattice
of resonators made of transmission lines (black rectangles in
the middle). We also show the sources of input photons and
the detectors at the left and right of the systems respectively
as well as the incident, reflected and transmitted (blue ar-
rows) light for each system.

of light is a nontrivial problem. Many different theoret-
ical approaches, including analytical [12, 15, 16, 22–37]
and numerical [38–42] methods, have been explored in
recent years. One major challenge in applying these the-
ories is the scaling of the system sizes from single or mul-
tiple qubits to a mesoscopic collection of qubits. We first
study the two models using the trunacted Heisenberg-
Langevin equations (THLE), which have been applied
in recent years for studying correlated light transmission
in a chain of two-level systems [42]. Next, we compare
the THLE approach to a quasi-classical analysis (QCA)
[43] recently used in the theoretical analysis of experi-
mental observation of dissipative phase transition in a
1D circuit QED lattice [8]. The system in [8] has rela-
tively large qubit relaxation as well as intrinsic photon
loss from every site of the medium. We are here inter-
ested in a 1D open QED system with negligible or no loss
from the middle sites of it as we wish to understand the
effects of interaction. It is surprising that such a QCA
badly fails, in the absence of internal losses in bulk, in
capturing inelastic scattering of the photons and the re-
lated effective interaction between photons generated in
our models. We specifically notice that contrary to the
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FIG. 2. Schematic diagrams showing the arrangement of the
direct and side-coupled qubits mediums through which the
photons are incoming and getting reflected on the left and
being transmitted to the right. The red circles represent
the qubits while the blue ones represent the resonators. For
each medium we show, in the parameter space of input in-
tensity (Iin) and inter-site coupling (Jx), the regions of high
transmission with the color gradient. With increasing inten-
sity we observe an initial increase in effective photon-photon
interaction followed by the saturation of qubits at very high
intensity. The saturation of qubits has opposite effect on
transmission in the two mediums, causing a complete reduc-
tion of transmission in the direct-coupled system while a re-
vival of full resonant transmission through the resonators for
the side-coupled one.

results from the THLE, there is always some frequency
that has perfect transmission within the QCA. The main
contribution of our work is a systemic modification of
the interaction parameter to the complex plane such that
we revive the QCA even in the absence of bulk dissipa-
tion. We develop a simple scheme to find the complex
interaction parameter for the modified QCA, which only
uses single qubit analysis. Quite remarkably, the mod-
ified QCA works quite well when it is compared to the
more accurate THLE even for larger systems. Unlike the
QCA, the modified QCA is able to cause dissipation in
the medium through the complex interaction parameter.
Which gives accurate results even at higher intensities at
a much less computational cost than the THLE.

At low intensities of the incident light, we find per-
fect resonant transmission in both the models, which can
be investigated by any of THLE, QCA, and modified
QCA. The interaction dominates light propagation for
increasing intensities in an array of direct-coupled qubits.
The transmission probability in this model falls with
an increasing power due to the photon-photon blockade,
which is generated by the nonlinearity (interaction) at
the qubits. This regime can be adequately analyzed only
by either THLE or modified QCA. For the side-coupled
qubits, the effect of interaction on light propagation is
non-monotonic with increasing intensity of input light.
The light transmission probability at resonant condition
first decays with growing power, and then it again en-
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hances with further increase in intensity when photons
saturate the qubits. Our work provides an insightful
understanding of the role of excitation blockade on the
transmission by proposing a simple calculation method to
capture their effects. The rest of the paper is organized in
the following sections and appendices. The models, anal-
ysis, primary results, and outlook are given in the next
four sections. We include the details of calculations, evi-
dences of inelastic scattering, results for inhomogeneous
side-coupled system, etc in the appendices.

II. MODELS

To study the transmission of light through the sys-
tem, we shine light from one end (left) using a laser or a
microwave generator depending on the experimental sys-
tem and observe them at the other end of the system
with a suitable detector. In the physical realizations of
these systems, the waveguides made of line-defect pho-
tonic crystals or transmission lines are much longer than
the typical wavelength of photons employed in that ex-
periment. Thus, the waveguide can be treated as in-
finitely long. Nevertheless, the length of the systems in
our effective theoretical modeling is finite and is the same
as the number of qubits or resonators. In our studied
Hamiltonians, the sources and detectors are modeled as
the left and right baths respectively.

The entire system including the baths is described by
the Hamiltonian

H = HM +HLB +HRB +HLM +HRM , (1)

where HM represents the Hamiltonian of the medium
which, in this paper, can be the direct-coupled qubits
(Hdirect) or resonator chain with side-coupled qubits
(Hside). HLB (HRB) is the left (right) bath and HLM

(HRM ) is the coupling between the chain and the left
(right) bath. The bath and the bath-medium coupling
Hamiltonians within the Markov and rotating-wave ap-
proximation are [42]

HLB(RB) =

∫ +∞

−∞
dk ℏωka

†
Lk(Rk)aLk(Rk), (2)

HLM =

∫ +∞

−∞
dk ℏgL(a†Lkχ1 + χ†

1aLk), (3)

HRM =

∫ +∞

−∞
dk ℏgR(a†RkχN + χ†

NaRk). (4)

The operators a†Lk and a†Rk are the creation operators
with wave number k in the left and right side baths re-
spectively. We set the ground state energy of the bath

to be zero and have [aLk′ , a†Lk] = [aRk′ , a†Rk] = δ(k− k
′
).

The bosonic operators χ1 and χN correspond to the left
and right most qubits/resonators of the medium, which

are coupled to the baths with strengths gL and gR respec-
tively. We use χj = bj (fj) for a direct-coupled (side-
coupled) array of qubits (see below). Both the baths
contain left- and right-moving photons; hence k can take
both positive and negative values representing photons
moving towards right and left respectively. However, be-
cause of our particular initial condition only right-moving
photons for the right baths are relevant. Here, we assume
a linear energy-momentum dispersion relation for the two
baths, i.e., ωk = vg|k| with vg being the group velocity of
photons. The k-independent couplings gL and gR within
the Markov approximation ensure that we can turn a set
of integro-differential Heisenberg-Langevin equations for
qubit variables into a set of differential equations (see
Sec. III).

The baths are kept at a temperature of 0K to ensure
a coherent light source. At time t0 the medium-bath
coupling is switched on and incoming light interacts with
the ends of the chain. For a weak bath-medium coupling,
we write the HLM and HRM within the rotating wave
approximation where we drop the counter rotating terms.
Assuming that a coherent light is incident from the left
and the initial state (at t = t0) for the coherent light
source is |Ep, ωp⟩,

aLk(t0)|Ep, ωp⟩ = Epδ(vgk − ωp)|Ep, ωp⟩, (5)

aRk(t0)|Ep, ωp⟩ = 0, (6)

where Ep is the amplitude of the incoming light while
ωp is its frequency. The initial condition converts the
noises from the bath into the Rabi frequency of the sys-
tem, given by ΩL = gLEp/vg, and medium-bath coupling
rates from the left and right baths given by, ΓL = πg2L/vg
and ΓR = πg2R/vg respectively. The noise terms can now
be replaced in the quantun Langevin equations for the
qubits/resonators with these constant terms. The Rabi
frequency appears in the system of equations either as a
constant source term or as prefactors to certain opera-
tors, while the bath-medium coupling rates only appear
as the latter. The incoming photon frequency (ωp) ap-
pears as time-dependent phase factors in the quantum
Langevin equations which are absorbed by suitable re-
definition of the operators.

A. Direct-coupled array of qubits

A simple Bose-Hubbard type model system that shows
correlated light propagation is a 1D array of qubits with
direct coupling between nearest neighbors [12, 14, 19]:

HM = Hdirect =

N∑
j=1

ℏωqj b
†
jbj + ℏUb†jbj(b

†
jbj − 1)

+

N−1∑
j=1

2ℏJx(b†jbj+1 + b†j+1bj). (7)

Here, b†j and bj are the bosonic creation and annihilation
operators at site j with ωqj being the qubit frequency
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and [bi, b
†
j ] = δi,j . The direct-coupled medium is coupled

to the two baths through χ1 = b1 and χN = bN . 2Jx
is the coupling strength between neighboring qubits. U
determines the strength of on-site interaction, which is
repulsive for positive U . In the limit U → ∞, the qubit
maps to a two-level system. The on-site interaction at
the qubits induces optical nonlinearity in the model by
preventing multiple excitations by photons, and is re-
sponsible for the inelastic light scattering studied in this
work.

B. Side-coupled array of qubits

The physical system investigated in [8] corresponds to
a chain of connected resonators to each of which a qubit
is side-coupled. In contrast to [8], we consider here no
photon loss from the resonators in the one-dimensional
open QED medium. The Hamiltonian of the model is

HM = Hside =

N∑
j=1

(Hq
j +Hr

j +Hrq
j ) +

N−1∑
j=1

Hhop
j , (8)

where,

Hq
j = ℏωqj b

†
jbj + ℏUb†jbj(b

†
jbj − 1),

Hr
j = ℏωrjf

†
j fj , Hrq

j = ℏgj(b†jfj + f†j bj),

Hhop
j = 2ℏJx(f†j fj+1 + f†j+1fj).

Similar to the directly coupled qubit chain, b†j and bj are
the creation and annihilation operators for the qubits
with qubit frequency ωqj and on-site interaction U . The
resonator chain is a 1D array of bosonic resonators with

creation and annihilation operators f†j and fj , respec-
tively, and resonator frequency ωrj . Each resonator in
the chain is coupled to its nearest neighbors, with cou-
pling strength 2Jx, and side-coupled with the qubit, with
resonator-qubit coupling strength gj . The side-coupled
medium is coupled to the two baths through χ1 = f1
and χN = fN .

III. ANALYSIS OF THE MODELS

A. Integrating out the baths

Following Manasi and Roy [42], we first integrate out
the baths. The Heisenberg equations for the photon oper-
ators of the bath, aLk and aRk are inhomogeneous linear
differential equations. The initial condition (at t = t0)
will set the direction of the incoming light in the system.
By solving the Heisenberg equations for the baths, we ob-
tain the time evolution of the bath operators [42] given

by,

aLk(t) = Gk(t− t0)aLk(t0)− igL

∫ t

t0

dt′Gk(t− t′)χ1(t
′),

(9)

aRk(t) = Gk(t− t0)aRk(t0)− igR

∫ t

t0

dt′Gk(t− t′)χN (t′),

(10)

where, Gk(τ) = θ(τ)e−ivgkτ is the retarded Green’s func-
tion of the baths. The bath solutions, Eqs. 9-10, are
substituted in the remaining equations of motion for
the qubits and give rise to the noise operators due to
the baths which are given as, ηL(t) =

∫∞
−∞ dk Gk(t −

t0)gLaLk(t0) and ηR(t) =
∫∞
−∞ dk Gk(t − t0)gRaRk(t0).

These noises coming from the baths can be converted to
constant numbers by considering an appropriate initial
condition.

B. Truncated Heisenberg-Langevin equations

As the qubits (resonators) are bosonic, each of them
can have any number of excitations. These excited states

appear as powers of bj and b
†
j (fj and f

†
j ) in the operators.

To describe the THLE, we need to consider every inde-
pendent boson operator for each qubit/resonator for each

site; which are {I, bj , b†j , b
†
jbj , b

2
j , b

†2
j , b

†
jb

2
j , b

†2
j bj , b

†2
j b

2
j , ...}.

However, as there are infinite number of possible opera-
tors, we must truncate the set of boson operators. If we
restrict our system to have only one excitation, then only
the first four of these operators would enter the equa-
tions. In this case, for example, to obtain the set of
equations for two qubits we consider every operator in

the set {I, b1, b†1, b
†
1b1} ⊗ {I, b2, b†2, b

†
2b2}, which gives 16

independent operators. The operator I⊗I is ignored as it
has no dynamics and we are left with 15 operators. The
number of operators increases exponentially as number of

qubits (N) increases and are given by {I, bj , b†j , b
†
jbj}⊗N .

Including more excited states in our operator set will
increase the accuracy of the results, however, for rela-
tively high on-site interaction (U), appropriate accuracy
can be achieved by considering a limited number of ex-
cited states. As more excited states per site (m) are
included, the number of operators increases with a poly-
nomial growth where the exponent is 2N , we denote m
as maximum number of bosons per site. For example, if
m = 2, the number of operators for a chain of two qubits
(N = 2) increases to 80 as the operator set becomes

{I, bj , b†j , b
†
jbj , b

2
j , b

†2
j , b

2
jb

†
j , bjb

†2
j , b

2
jb

†2
j }⊗2. Similarly, for

a chain with N qubits with m allowed excited states per
site, we shall get (m+ 1)2N − 1 operators.

We illustrate the THLE analysis by writing the equa-
tions of motion for the simplest system considered here,
namely a single qubit. The expectation values of qubit
operators after integrating the baths from the equations
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along with its phase factor are denoted as,

Skl = ⟨b†k1 bl1⟩e(−k+l)iωp(t−t0), (11)

where the phase factor has been chosen such that the
RHS of the equations of motion have no explicit time de-
pendence. A few examples can be, S01 = ⟨b1⟩eiωp(t−t0),

S22 = ⟨b†21 b21⟩. Applying this convention to our equa-
tions, and setting m = 2, we get the following set of
eight coupled differential equations:

Ṡ01 = −(iδωq1 + ΓL + ΓR)S01 − 2iUS12 − iΩL, (12)

Ṡ02 = −(δωq1 + 2ΓL + 2ΓR)S02 − 2iU(S02 + 2S13)

−2iΩLS01, (13)

Ṡ11 = −2(ΓL + ΓR)S11 − iΩL(S10 − S01), (14)

Ṡ12 = −(iδωq1 + 3ΓL + 3ΓR)S12 − 2iU(S12 + S23)

−iΩL(2S11 − S02), (15)

Ṡ22 = 2(2ΓL + 2ΓR)S22 − iΩL(2S21 − 2S12). (16)

here, δωq1 = ωq1 − ωp and the remaining equations are
the hermitian conjugates of the equations 12, 13 and 15.
In the truncation scheme with m = 2, we ignore all other
equations with higher values of k, l in Eq. 11. Note that
we still get the operators we have ignored due to the trun-
cation on the RHS of the above equation for example in
Eqs. 13-15 and their hermitian conjugates. We drop these
terms in the further analysis, and explicitly check the ac-
curacy of the truncation by considering various values of
m. As mentioned before, increasingm increases accuracy
of the results but also expands the set of equations.

The equations 12-16, and their hermitian conjugates,
can be re-written in a matrix form with the vectors
S(t) = {S01,S02,S10,S11,S12,S20,S21,S22}T and Ω =
{−iΩL, 0, iΩL, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0}T . The linear system of equa-
tions can be represented very compactly as

Ṡ(t) = ZS(t) +Ω. (17)

We analyse both models using the Heisenberg-
Langevin equations which is an exact calculation method
for an open quantum system within the Markovian ap-
proximation [4, 42, 44]. Since each component is modeled
as harmonic or anharmonic oscillators the local Hilbert
space is infinite dimensional. As a result we necessarily
have to perform a truncation in any numerical calcula-
tion. This truncation is a further approximation whose
correctness is checked explicitly by considering various
degree of truncation. Assuming the qubits in the ground
state before irradiation with photon, we solve the coupled
set of equations to get the steady-state results, which oc-
curs when t ≫ t0 after some transient time. We obtain

the long-time (t → ∞) steady-state solution by solving
dS(t)
dt = 0, which gives the time independent solution of

the equations as S(t→ ∞) = −Z−1Ω.

C. Integrating out the resonators

To model the side-coupled system of qubits, we first
solve the equations for the resonators coupled to the
baths and qubits, just as it was done in the case of baths.
For a single qubit-resonator pair, we denote the expec-
tation values of resonator operators after integrating the
baths similar to those of the qubits in Eq. 11 by:

Fkl(t) = ⟨f†k1 f l1⟩e(−k+l)iωp(t−t0). (18)

With this notation, the equation for the resonator vari-
able becomes the following equation:

Ḟ01(t) = −(iδωr1 + Γ)F01(t)− ig1S01(t)− iΩL. (19)

Here, δωr1 = ωr1 − ωp, Γ = ΓL + ΓR and S01(t) is the
qubit operator as mentioned in Sec. III B. Since the res-
onator has no non-linearity (it is modeled as a harmonic
oscillator), we note that Eq. 19 is an inhomogeneous lin-
ear differential equation which is not connected to any
other variables of the resonator apart from F01. We now
integrate Eq. 19 to obtain a formal solution of the equa-
tion as:

F01(t) =F01(t0)GA(t− t0)− iΩL

∫ t

t0

GA(t− t′)dt′

− ig1

∫ t

t0

GA(t− t′)S01(t
′)dt′, (20)

where, GA(τ) = e−Aτθ(τ) and A = iδωr1 + Γ. This
is quite analogous to integrating out the baths, except
that the last integral in Eq. 20 retains a memory of the
qubits’ time-evolution; thus, the Eq. 20 is non-Markovian
in nature. For simplicity, we now make the Markovian
approximation, and we replace S01(t

′) in Eq. 20 by S01(t).
This simplifies the equation by neglecting any retardation
effect. We can now write at long-time (t → ∞) steady-
state:

F01(t→ ∞) = −iΩL/A− ig1S01(t→ ∞)/A. (21)

The Eq. 21 is then substituted in the differential equa-
tions obtained after taking expectation of the equations
of the qubits, which for m=2 at long time (t→ ∞) gives
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Ṡ01(∞) = −
[
iδωq1 + g21/A

]
S01 − 2iUS12 − g1ΩL/A,

(22)

Ṡ02(∞) = −2
[
iδωq1 + g21/A

]
S02 − 2iU(S02 + 2S13)

−2g1ΩLS01/A, (23)

Ṡ11(∞) = −
[
g21/A+ g21/A

∗]S11 − g1ΩLS10/A

−g1ΩLS01/A
∗, (24)

Ṡ12(∞) = −
[
iδωq1 + 2g21/A+ g21/A

∗]S12

−2iU(S12 + 2S23)− g1ΩL2S11/A

−g1ΩLS02/A
∗, (25)

Ṡ22(∞) = −2
[
g21/A+ g21/A

∗]S22 − 2g1ΩLS21/A

−2g1ΩLS12/A
∗, (26)

and the rest of the equations are hermitian conjugates of
22, 23, 25. The Eqs. 22-26 and its hermitian conjugates
can be re-written in the matrix form and solved to obtain
the steady-state solution in the same way as mentioned
in Sec. III B.

For longer system lengths, similar to the system of
single qubit-resonator pair, we obtain N linear inho-
mogeneous equations for the resonators in an array of
N resonator-qubit pairs. Also similar to the single site
case, the above mentioned approximations can be ap-
plied to integrate the resonators’ equations and to obtain
the long-time steady-state relations between F ’s and S’s.
After integration, the steady-state relations between F ’s
and S’s are in turn substituted in the differential equa-
tions obtained after taking expectation of the equations
of the qubits. As the resonators can be integrated out,
the numerical complexity of the problem is determined
only by the qubits.

D. The quasi-classical analysis

The models studied here can also be investigated us-
ing a quasi-classical system of equations, which are ob-
tained by the classical limit approximation where the op-
erators are replaced by their averages (⟨bj⟩ = βj) for e.g.

⟨b†jb2j ⟩ = |βj |2βj [43]. This approximation limits the set
of equations in their first moment. For the direct-coupled
qubits system, we obtain

β̇j =− (iδωqj + Γj)βj − 2iU |βj |2βj
− 2iJx(βj−1 + βj+1)− iΩLδ1,j , (27)

where, Γj = 0 for 2 ≤ j ≤ N −1, Γ1 = ΓL and ΓN = ΓR.
If N = 1, Γ = ΓL+ΓR. We use open boundary condition
for the medium, i.e., β0 = βN+1 = 0.

The quasi-classical equations can be derived for the
side-coupled qubits in the same manner. For the res-
onator chain, let ⟨fj⟩ = αj and hence for N resonator-
qubit pairs in the side-coupled model we get 2N quasi-

classical equations which are

α̇j =− (iδωrj + Γj)αj − 2iJx(αj−1 + αj+1),

− igjβj − iΩLδ1,j (28)

β̇j =− iδωqjβj − 2iU |βj |2βj − igjαj , (29)

where, Γj = 0 for 2 ≤ j ≤ N −1, Γ1 = ΓL and ΓN = ΓR.
If N = 1, Γ = ΓL+ΓR. Again we use the open boundary
condition, i.e. α0 = αN+1 = 0.
These equations are solved using standard numeri-

cal differential equation solvers to obtain the long-time
steady-state solutions. At very low intensities when the
interaction and non-linearity in the system are not signif-
icant, the QCA has a perfect agreement with the THLE
results. However, with increasing intensity, the QCA fails
to capture any effects of inelastic scattering of the pho-
tons as predicted by the THLE analysis. The peaks in
transmission profile calculated using QCA starts shifting
towards higher frequencies as the intensity is increased.
This drastic failure of QCA is possibly a reflection of the
fact that the approximation is missing the inelastic scat-
tering of the photons due to interaction. If we consider
the Eq. 27 carefully we realize that the interaction term
is contributing as extra occupation dependent contribu-
tion to the oscillation frequency instead of a term that
can cause a decrease in oscillation amplitude. The block-
ade phenomena should have contributed the latter. In
particular, for the QCA, there is always some frequency
that has perfect transmission. In the case where input
intensity is very high, the shift can be so large that the
peak may go outside the range of input frequencies con-
sidered and it can be mistakenly interpreted as very low
transmission caused by interaction.

The non-linearity in the QCA due to on-site interac-
tion term can cause more than one steady-states, e.g.,
a multi-stability in the system which is absent in the
present THLE analysis with one-time variables. It is
also possible to find stable oscillating solutions for these
quasi-classical equations. These non-linear features of
the quasi-classical equations appear at high intensities,
while the QCA begins to fail even at much lower inten-
sity. We also carried out a self-consistent mean-field anal-
ysis of the system (see Appendix D) but it also fails to
capture the inelastic scattering of the photons at higher
intensities. Interestingly, both the approximate analy-
ses, namely QCA and self-consistent mean-field, give the
same incorrect results for a wide range of parameters.

E. Modified quasi-classical equations

In contrast to THLE analysis, the quasi-classical equa-
tions can be solved very easily as there are only N equa-
tions involved. The quasi-classical equations increase lin-
early with system size N and hence enables us to analyze
number of system with hundreds of qubits. A careful
analysis of the quasi-classical equations reveals that the
above mentioned shift in the transmission profile is due
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to the on-site interaction term (U). We observe that
we need to incorporate inelastic scattering of the pho-
tons and related reduction in the transmission within the
QCA. To highlight the fact that this inelastic scatter-
ing of the photons and the related reduction in photon
transmission are caused due to interaction, we modify the
interaction parameter U to become a complex number
(Ueff). We choose its value to match the THLE analysis
results for the single qubit case.

To calculate Ueff for the direct-coupled qubits, we
consider a truncated system of five operators ST =[
S01 S01 S11 S12 S12

]
and calculate their THLE which

are given by Eqs. 12, 14, 15 and the conjugates of Eqs.
12, 15.

By solving Eqs. 14 and 15, we obtain the steady-state
values S∞

11 and S∞
01 in terms of S∞

01

S∞
11 =

iΩL

(
S∞
01 − S∞

01

)
2Γ

, (30)

S∞
12 =

Ω2
L

(
S∞
01 − S∞

01

)
Γ (i(δωq1 + 2U) + 3Γ)

, (31)

where, Γ = ΓL + ΓR. The steady-state solutions are
substituted in Eq. 12 at steady-state which gives

S∞
01 (−Γ− iδωq1)−

2iUΩ2
L

(
S∞
01 − S∞

01

)
Γ (i(δωq1 + 2U) + 3Γ)

− iΩL = 0,

(32)

The Eq. 32 can be re-written in real and imaginary
parts of S∞

01 by substituting S∞
01 = Sx + iSy which gives

two equations for the two real variables. We solve these
two equations to obtain steady-state values of Sx and Sy

as Eqs. 33 and 34.

Sx = −
ΩL

(
(δωq1 + 2U)2δωq1 + 12UΩ2

L + 9Γ2δωq1

)
(δωq1 + 2U)2

(
Γ2 + δω2

q1

)
+ 4(δωq1 + 2U)UΩ2

L + 12UΩ2
Lδωq1 + 9Γ4 + 9Γ2δω2

q1

(33)

Sy = −
ΓΩL

(
(δωq1 + 2U)2 + 9Γ2

)
(δωq1 + 2U)2

(
Γ2 + δω2

q1

)
+ 4(δωq1 + 2U)UΩ2

L + 12UΩ2
Lδωq1 + 9Γ4 + 9Γ2δω2

q1

. (34)

For comparison with the QCA at steady-state, the
quasi-classical equation for the medium of single qubit
is given as

−2iU |βss
1 |2βss

1 − iΩL + βss
1 (−Γ− iδωq1) = 0. (35)

The transmission probability for the THLE and QCA for
N = 1 at steady-state is given by

TTHLE =
2ΓR

vgIin
S∞
11 , (36)

TQCA =
2ΓR

vgIin
|βss

1 |2. (37)

In order to match these transmission probabilities for the
THLE steady-state obtained above with the QCA steady-
state, we obtain the magnitude of βss

1 by demanding that
the transmission obtained in the two calculations are the
same, which gives

|βss
1 |2 = S∞

11 = −SyΩL

Γ
. (38)

Comparing transmission, however, does not give us the
phase of βss

1 but we choose it to be the same as that of
S∞
01 which yields

βss
1,r =

|βss
1 |Sx√
S2
x + S2

y

βss
1,i =

|βss
1 |Sy√
S2
x + S2

y

, (39)

where βss
1,r and βss

1,i are the real and imaginary parts of

βss
1 and |βss

1 | =
√
(βss

1,r)
2 + (βss

1,i)
2.

Finally, we re-define the U as Ueff and re-arrange
Eq. 35 to obtain

Ueff =
−ΩL + βss

1 (iΓ− δωq1)

2|βss
1 |2βss

1

. (40)

For a single qubit, we find almost perfect agreement
between THLE and the modified QCA from its incep-
tion, apart from small deviations due to truncation er-
ror. Quite remarkably, we find that the modified equa-
tions work well even for longer chains. The advantage of
using quasi-classical equations lies in its simplicity and
computational efficiency, which enables us to study the
transmission for much longer system sizes which are com-
putationally more challenging.
The correction for the on-site interaction can also be

carried out for the more realistic side-coupled system.
Again, for the side-coupled system, we try to replicate
the THLE results using the QCA and obtain a similar
expression for Ueff (see Appendix A for details). For a
single qubit-resonator pair, the complex on-site interac-
tion also nicely captures the inelastic scattering of the
photons and related reduction in transmission.
As Ueff was calculated using the single site case for

both the media, it does not depend on Jx. Nevertheless,
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we find a good agreement between the THLE and modi-
fied QCA for greater system sizes as long as relatively low
values of Jx (< ΓL = ΓR) are used. However, an increase
in Jx causes disagreements between the THLE and mod-
ified QCA. Albeit, the corrected QCA gives quite useful
results for a good range of parameters in both the media.

For the direct-coupled qubit array, within the limited
system sizes that we could explore using the THLE anal-
ysis, we find very little system size dependence of the
resonant transmission. This suggests that the inelastic
scattering of the photons and photon transmission re-
duction caused by on-site interactions seem to be domi-
nated at the two ends. This is also consistent with earlier
studies on two level atoms in absence of nearest neighbor
interactions [42]. However, we end up causing too much
of inelastic scattering of the photons and transmission re-
duction using a homogeneous complex on-site interaction
everywhere in the modified QCA. In fact, the resonant
transmission for a homogeneous complex on-site interac-
tion decreases with increasing system size and eventually
falls to zero. This mismatch can be surmounted by ap-
plying complex on-site interaction only at the two ends
of the medium while using its real part in the bulk of the
chain. With this fix, we obtain system size independent
transmission upto a chain of 300 qubits.

F. Transmission probability for the medium

To obtain the output transmission from the right end
of the medium, we calculate the solutions of the cou-
pled differential equations in the THLE analysis for the
medium. The intensity of incoming light from the left
side of the medium is Iin (= E2

p/2πv
2
g). For the direct-

coupled qubit medium, the transmission probability, at
time t, for a medium of N qubits is given as

TTHLE(t) =
2ΓR

vgIin
⟨b†NbN ⟩, (41)

where ⟨b†NbN ⟩ is the number operator expectation value
at the output qubit. We can similarly obtain the QCA
transmission probability by calculating the expectation
value of the qubit operator βN from the QCA. The QCA
transmission probability is given as

TQCA(t) =
2ΓR

vgIin
β∗
N (t)βN (t). (42)

For the side-coupled qubits, the output photons are
coming out from the resonator at the rightmost end and
not from the qubit as for the direct-coupled qubit system.
Hence, for a medium of N qubit-resonators pairs, the
transmission probability is given as

TTHLE(t) =
2ΓR

vgIin
⟨f†NfN ⟩, (43)

where ⟨f†NfN ⟩ is the expectation value of the number op-
erator of the rightmost resonator. It is found by substi-
tuting the steady-state solutions of the qubits’ variables

in the integrated output resonator’s equation at steady-
state. For example, for a single qubit-resonator pair, to
find the resonator number operator (F11), we multiply
Eq. 21 with its conjugate, to obtain the final relation as

F11 =
Ω2

L + g1ΩL(S01 + S10) + g21S11

AA∗ . (44)

Longer system sizes can also be dealt in a similar man-
ner. Similar to Eq. 42, we can obtain the transmission
probability for the side-coupled array of qubits using the
quasi-classical equations as

TQCA(t) =
2ΓR

vgIin
α∗
N (t)αN (t). (45)

The reflection probability in the THLE is given by

RTHLE(t) = 1 +
2ΩL

vgIin
Im[⟨χ1⟩] +

2ΓL

vgIin
⟨χ†

1χ1⟩, (46)

where χ1 is b1 for the direct-coupled qubits medium and
is f1 for the side-coupled qubits medium. We have explic-
itly verified numerically that T ∞

THLE +R∞
THLE = 1 (Fig.

10).

IV. RESULTS

A. Direct-coupled array of qubits

For the direct-coupled array of N qubits, we calcu-
late the steady-state solutions using THLE, QCA and
modified QCA. We first set vg = 1 and measure various
parameters in units of qubit frequency ωa. We assume
all qubits in their ground state before irradiation with
the photons, i.e. S(t → t0) = 0 and βj(t → t0) = 0. We
use the steady-state solutions of Eqs. 17 and 21 to ob-
tain the steady-state transmission probabilities: T ∞

THLE
and T ∞

QCA. For the modified QCA we replace the on-
site interaction U with Ueff and obtain the transmission
probability T ∞

MQCA.
We show in Fig. 3 the steady-state transmission for

a single qubit and a pair of two directly coupled qubits
using THLE, QCA and modified QCA analyses. For both
single qubit and two direct-coupled qubit mediums, all
the transmission results are calculated with maximum
six bosons per qubit (m = 6) for the THLE analysis.
For a single qubit, we show the transmission profiles, i.e.
T ∞
THLE, T ∞

QCA and T ∞
MQCA versus scaled frequency ωp/ωa

for different input intensities (Iin) in Fig. 3(a,d,g). At
low input intensity, the three analyses, agree completely
with each other.

The decrease in maximum transmission due to photon
blockade, at resonant input frequency ωp = ωa, is more
clear in Fig. 3(j), where we show lowering of transmission
with increasing intensity. The reduction of transmission
at very high light intensities is due to the saturation of
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qubits by photons, which completely blocks any trans-
mission of light to the other end. This results in no in-
teraction between the remaining photons. The observed
decrease in the QCA transmission is due to the shift-
ing of the transmission profile, and as mentioned before
there is always some frequency with perfect transmission
in this analysis, Fig. 3(m-o). We show the systemic vari-
ation of the entire transmission profile with intensities in
Fig. 3(m,p,s) for QCA, THLE and modified QCA respec-
tively. We observe that in all the single qubit transmis-
sion results, the QCA fails to match the THLE analy-
sis, while the modified QCA has perfect agreement with
THLE results for a large range of Iin. In the second
and third columns of Fig. 3, we present the results for
two directly coupled qubits at different inter qubit cou-
pling strengths (Jx). In the second column, which has
low inter qubit coupling strength (2Jx = ΓL = ΓR), we
observe a single peak in the low intensity transmission
profile, which is, in-fact due to the overlapping of the
two peaks appearing at resonance for the two qubits in
the system, Fig. 3(b). In the last column, we increase
Jx (Jx = ΓL = ΓR), which shifts the resonance peaks
away from each other and we observe the two peaks sep-
arately, Fig. 3(c). Again, for both QCA and modified
QCA at low intensity two peaks appear but at high in-
tensity they disappear.

We want to stress that Ueff is calculated by considering
only single qubit and no additional fitting has been done,
and still the modified QCA has captured the transmis-
sion reduction due to photon blockade fairly accurately.
However, there is larger disagreement between these two
analyses as Jx is increased. Even with a few limitations,
the modified QCA is able to capture the photon block-
ade effects predicted by the THLE analysis reasonably
well for a large set of parameters. Transmission from
the three analyses as function of Iin for two qubit model
at different Jx is shown in Fig. 3(k,l), where the trans-
mission decreases with increasing Iin. We see a slightly
larger disagreement between THLE and modified QCA
transmission at higher Jx. The overall variation in trans-
mission profile of the QCA, THLE and modified QCA
with intensity can be seen by comparing the last three
rows of Fig. 3, which shows the shift in the QCA trans-
mission similar to the single qubit and the effectiveness of
the modified QCA in matching the THLE transmission
results.

We further show a comparison of the transmission pro-
files for the three analyses for upto five directly coupled
qubits in Fig. 4. The three columns in Fig. 4 correspond
to increasing system sizes of three, four and five qubits
for the direct-coupled qubits medium. In the THLE anal-
ysis, the three, four and five direct-coupled qubits array
have truncations at m = 5, 3 and 2 respectively. The
truncation is larger, i.e. m decreases, for larger system
sizes due to the computational capacity being reached.
However, due to large on-site interaction U , we expect
the truncation errors to be negligible though we cannot
check this explicitly for the largest system size. In the
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FIG. 3. Single and two direct-coupled qubits steady-state
transmission results comparing between the THLE (T ∞

THLE),
quasi-classical (T ∞

QCA) and modified QCA (T ∞
MQCA) analyses.

First column shows transmission results for a single qubit
while the other two columns show transmission results for
two direct-coupled qubits at different values of Jx = 0.01ωa

and Jx = 0.02ωa. The first three rows show the effect of
increasing the input intensity Iin (in terms of ωa/vg) of pho-
tons as Iin = 1.12 × 10−6(a,b,c), Iin = 1.5 × 10−4(d,e,f) and
Iin = 0.01(g,h,i). The fourth row shows transmission with
increasing Iin at ωp = ωa(j,k) and ωp = 0.965ωa(l). The
last three rows show variation in transmission profile for a
range of Iin for the QCA, THLE and modified QCA anal-
yses respectively. Other parameters are: ωq1 = ωq2 = ωa,
ΓL = ΓR = 0.02ωa, U = 1.05ωa.
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FIG. 4. Longer direct-coupled system steady-state transmis-
sion for the THLE (T ∞

THLE), quasi-classical (T ∞
QCA) and mod-

ified QCA (T ∞
MQCA) analyses. The three columns show trans-

mission profiles for system sizes (N) of 3, 4, and 5 qubits
respectively. In the first four rows we show transmission
profiles with input intensity Iin(in terms of ωa/vg) increas-
ing on going down the columns as Iin = 1.12 × 10−6(a,b,c),
Iin = 1.5 × 10−4(d,e,f), Iin = 0.01(g,h,i) and Iin = 0.1(j,k,l).
The last row shows transmission with intensity at input fre-
quency ωp = ωa for N = 3, 5(m,o) and ωp = 0.978ωa

for N = 4(n). The remaining parameters are, ωqj = ωa,
ΓL = ΓR = 0.02ωa, Jx = 0.02ωa, U = 1.05ωa.

first four rows, we show the transmission profile with in-
creasing Iin down the column. At low Iin, Fig. 4(a,b,c),
we observe perfect resonant transmission with the num-
ber of peaks in the THLE transmission profile increase
as resonance points increases with the system size. As
the Iin is increased, similar to the single and two direct-
coupled qubits case in Fig. 3, the THLE transmission
profile shows the effect of photon blockade as maximum
transmission decreases with Iin, Fig. 4(d,e,f). On further
increase in Iin, the transmission further decreases and the
peaks disappear in the THLE analysis, Fig. 4(g,h,i).

B. Side-coupled array of qubits

For THLE we solve the system of qubits equations,
with resonators equation integrated out, to obtain the
transmission from the right end of the medium. We as-
sume all the qubits and resonators to be in their ground

state and set vg = 1. Unlike the direct-coupled case,
we observe a reduction of photon transport due to ef-
fective photon-photon interactions only at intermediate
intensities for the side-coupled system. At very large in-
tensities, the side-coupled system starts to behave more
like a resonator chain without any qubits. This is be-
cause the qubits get saturated by the photons and are
no longer able to create effective photon-photon inter-
actions blocking the photon transport through the res-
onator, which results in recovery of photon transport at
a high intensity.

We show the transmission results for the medium of
one qubit-resonator pair coupled to the baths in Fig. 5.
The two columns in the figure correspond to two dif-
ferent qubit-resonator coupling strengths (g1), which are
g1 = 0.02ωa on the left and g1 = 0.05ωa on the right.
The basic features of the side-coupled qubits’ transmis-
sion profile at low intensity can be seen in Fig. 5(a,b),
where we observe two transmission peaks with perfect
resonant photon transport separated by a large valley
with a minima in transmission at ωp = ωa. We have
chosen the resonator (ωr1) and qubit (ωq1) frequencies
to be equal in Fig. 5, however, when resonator and qubit
frequencies are not equal, the minima in transmission oc-
curs whenever ωp is equal to the qubit frequency. The
maxima in transmission at low intensities of incident light
are near the resonance frequencies (or normal modes) of
the isolated medium, and the minima in between the two
resonance frequencies is due to destructive interference
(see Appendix C). The effect of increasing g1, at low in-
tensity, can be seen in Fig. 5(b) where the two peaks have
now moved further apart and the dip between them has
become broader, which suggests an increased influence of
the qubit in the medium.

In the first four rows, Iin gradually increases on going
down the columns. The THLE analysis shows that the
increase in intensity initially causes disruption of pho-
ton transport and the transmission peaks to lower down,
Fig. 5(c)-(h), which is similar to lowering of transmission
observed in the direct-coupled qubits system. The reduc-
tion in transmission is again due to the effective photon-
photon interactions at higher intensities mediated by the
on-site interaction present in the qubits. Such effective
interactions block the propagation of light. We observe
that higher values of g1 in the second column causes a
greater reduction of transmission as the influence of the
qubits on generating the effective photon-photon interac-
tions has increased, Fig. 5(e,f). We see that with increase
in Iin, the valley between the peaks rises gradually un-
til it supersedes the lowering of transmission. At this
moment, the peaks disappear and we observe maximum
photon blockade and reduction of transmission. At even
higher intensity, Fig. 5(g,h), the rise of transmission at
ωp = ωa continues and the transmission profile starts to
look a bit like the one for a single resonator. This occurs
as the qubit gets saturated by photons and most incom-
ing photons pass through the resonator and transmitted
with very little influence of the qubit. Thus, there are no
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FIG. 5. Single qubit side-coupled to a single res-
onator transmission results showing comparison between
the THLE (T ∞

THLE), quasi-classical (T ∞
QCA) and modified

QCA (T ∞
MQCA) analyses. The first four rows show the ef-

fect of increasing input intensity Iin (in terms of ωa/vg) as
Iin = 1.12× 10−6(a,b), Iin = 7.1× 10−4(c,d), Iin = 0.034(e,f)
and Iin = 0.68(g,h) at two different resonator-qubit cou-
pling strengths of g1 = 0.02ωa and g1 = 0.05ωa in the two
columns respectively. Change in transmission on increasing
Iin is shown in (i,j) at, ωp = 0.98ωa(i) and ωp = 0.95ωa(j).
Variation of the entire transmission profile with increasing Iin
is shown in the last three rows for QCA, THLE and modified
QCA respectively. The other parameters are: ωr1 = ωq1 =
ωa, ΓL = ΓR = 0.02ωa and U = 1.05ωa.

longer effective photon-photon interactions and related
photon blockade in transmission at very high intensities.

We show the variation of transmission with intensity
in Fig. 5(i,j). We see that the QCA has matched the pho-
ton blockade of transmission as predicted by the THLE to
some extent, but the modified QCA results have matched
the THLE results perfectly. We must note that any low-
ering of transmission in QCA is due to shifting of trans-
mission profile and not due to an effective photon-photon
interactions. These results shows that the QCA is accu-
rate for some parameters in the side-coupled system but
not for all parameters, in particular when the transmis-
sion is low. On the other hand, for all parameters, the
modified QCA has shown perfect agreement. This is fur-
ther confirmed by the variation of the transmission pro-
file with the intensity as shown in the last three rows of
Fig. 5 for QCA, THLE and modified QCA respectively.
We observe that the QCA transmission profile is shift-
ing towards right with increasing intensity, Fig. 5(k,l)
and shows little agreement with the THLE results at in-
termediate intensities. The modified QCA, however, has
perfectly captured all the features predicted by the THLE
analysis, Fig 5(m,n,o,p).

We show the transmission results for a medium of two
qubits coupled to a chain of two resonators at different
inter-resonator coupling strengths (Jx) and resonator-
qubit coupling gj in Fig. 6. Each column has constant Jx,
where the first two columns have low Jx(= ΓL/2 = ΓR/2)
and the last column has high Jx(= ΓL = ΓR). Each col-
umn also has a constant gj with low gj(= 0.02ωa) in
the first column and high gj(= 0.05ωa) in the last two
columns. At low intensity and Jx, the transmission pro-
file from the THLE analysis shows perfect resonant pho-
ton transport with two peaks separated by a valley with
no photon transport at ωp = ωa, Fig. 6(a,b). Increas-
ing gj causes the resonance peaks to move away from
each other, Fig. 6(a,b). The individual peak splits as we
increase Jx which results into four peaks in the transmis-
sion profile with no transmission at ωp = ωa, Fig. 6(c).

The input intensity (Iin) is increased as we go down the
column in the first four rows. In all cases, from the THLE
analysis we observe disruption of photon transport with
increase in Iin due to effective photon-photon interaction
along with gradual increase in transmission at ωp = ωa.
At low Jx, the photon-photon interaction causes lower-
ing of transmission peaks, similar to the single resonator
qubit pair case in Fig. 5, where the transmission keeps de-
creasing till intermediate intensities, Fig. 6(d,e,g,h). At
even higher intensity, the qubits starts to get saturated
by photons and a large photon transport is restored in the
absence of inelastic scattering of the photons, Fig. 6(j,k).
At higher Jx, we observe from the THLE analysis that
out of four peaks the ones near ωp = ωa lose transmission
first as we increase Iin as shown in Fig. 6(f). With further
increase in Iin, the effective photon-photon interactions
and related photon blockade increase, and their effect is
seen in the entire transmission profile, Fig. 6(i).
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FIG. 6. Two side-coupled qubits transmission results showing
the effects of inter-resonator coupling (Jx) as well as a compar-
ison between the THLE (T ∞

THLE), quasi-classical (T ∞
QCA) and

modified QCA (T ∞
MQCA) analyses. The three columns have

(Jx/ωa, gj/ωa) = (0.01, 0.02), (0.01, 0.05) and (0.02, 0.05) re-
spectively. The first four rows show the effect of increas-
ing input intensity Iin (in terms of ωa/vg) as Iin = 1.12 ×
10−6(a,b,c), Iin = 7.1 × 10−4(d,e,f), Iin = 0.034(g,h,i) and
Iin = 0.68(j,k,l). Transmission with increasing Iin is shown
in (m,n,o) at ωp = 0.98ωa(m), ωp = 0.95ωa(n) and ωp =
0.965ωa(o). Variation of the entire transmission profile with
increasing Iin is shown in the last three rows each for QCA,
THLE and modified QCA respectively. The other parameters
are: ωrj = ωqj = ωa, ΓL = ΓR = 0.02ωa and U = 1.05ωa.

The overall effect of Iin on transmission is shown
in Fig. 6(m,n,o), which shows reduction of transmis-
sion peak due to effective photon-photon interactions
for the three analyses at various parameters. At low
Jx, Fig. 6(m,n), reduction of transmission predicted by
THLE is captured fairly accurately by the modified QCA.
The QCA does not capture the reduction of transmis-
sion accurately in Fig. 6(m) but shows agreement at
some intermediate intensities with the THLE analysis in
Fig. 6(n). We must note that reduction of transmission
in QCA is due to shifting of transmission profile and not
because of photon blockade. At higher Jx, Fig. 6(o),
modified QCA shows less accuracy in matching the low-
ering of transmission predicted by THLE analysis while
simple QCA has even larger disagreement with THLE.
We show the entire transmission profile with varying Iin
in the last three rows of Fig. 6 for the QCA, THLE and
modified QCA respectively. We can observe that for
both values of Jx the QCA fails to match the features
of THLE analysis results for a large range of parameters.
The modified QCA, however, is able to capture most of
the transmission features as predicted by THLE analy-
sis. The agreement between these two analysis is good at
low Jx, however, we also observe that the modified QCA
becomes less accurate as Jx is increased.

We show the effects of increasing system size in the
side-coupled qubits medium in Fig 7 where the left and
right columns are for three and four qubits respectively.
The first four rows correspond to increasing Iin in every
column. The THLE truncation is increased for two sys-
tem sizes in each column with m = 4 and m = 2 respec-
tively and large U ensures the stability of transmission
results. At low intensity, the side-coupled qubits medium
shows perfect resonant photon transport with two major
transmission peaks each having three smaller peaks for
N = 3 near maximum transmission, Fig. 7(a). Larger
system sizes have more peaks, however, in Fig. 7(b) for a
medium of four side-coupled qubits the middle two peaks
are merged and we can only observe three peaks dis-
tinctly in each major peak. Increasing resonant peaks
with system size can be observed distinctly at higher Jx.
When we increase Iin for each system size as we go down
the column, the THLE analysis shows a reduction in pho-
ton transport as well as total transmission due to the ef-
fective photon-photon interactions resulting into photon
blockade at intermediate Iin. The peaks closer to the
center show the reduction of transmission first. At even
higher intensity, Fig. 7(g,h), the qubits start to get sat-
urated by photons, which results in a revival of photon
transport in the medium, and the transmission profile
is primarily controlled by the features of the resonator
chain.

We show the transmission from the three analyses with
increasing Iin at one of the intermediate peaks (ωp =
0.95ωa) in the last row of Fig. 7. We observe interest-
ing non-monotonic behavior similar to Fig. 6(m,o) show-
ing a decrease in transmission due to effective photon-
photon interaction and then a revival of photon transport



13

0.0

0.5

1.0

T∞

N=3 (a)

T∞THLE T∞QCA

N=4 (b)

T∞MQCA

0.0

0.5

1.0

T∞

(c) (d)

0.0

0.5

1.0

T∞

(e) (f)

0.94 1.00 1.06
ωp/ωa

0.0

0.5

1.0

T∞

(g)

0.94 1.00 1.06
ωp/ωa

(h)

10-6 10-1
Iinvg/ωa

0.0

0.5

1.0

T∞

(i)
10-6 10-1

Iinvg/ωa

(j)

FIG. 7. Longer side-coupled system steady-state transmission
for the THLE (T ∞

THLE), quasi-classical (T ∞
QCA) and modified

QCA (T ∞
MQCA) analyses. The two columns show results for

system sizes (N) of 3 and 4 qubits respectively. The first
four rows show transmission profiles with input intensity Iin
(in terms of ωa/vg) increasing on going down the columns as
Iin = 1.12× 10−6(a,b), Iin = 7.1× 10−4(c,d), Iin = 0.034(e,f)
and Iin = 0.135(g,h). The last row shows transmission with
increasing intensity for the corresponding system sizes at ωp =
0.9872ωa(i) and ωp = 0.9896ωa(j). The remaining parameters
are, ωrj = ωqj = ωa, ΓL = ΓR = 0.02ωa, Jx = 0.01ωa,
gj = 0.02ωa, U = 1.05ωa.

through the resonator chain due to saturation of qubits
by photons. The QCA fails to predict the reduction of
transmission over a wide range of intensity, while the
modified QCA has shown good agreement with THLE
analysis in predicting this reduction.

C. Inhomogeneous side-coupled systems

Finally, in Fig. 8, we consider photon transport
through an inhomogeneous medium of side-coupled
qubits, where we introduce inhomogeneity in qubit fre-
quencies (δωqj ) and the qubit-resonator couplings (gj)
[11, 18, 45]. For an inhomogeneous or disordered system,
the coherent quantum behavior itself has the possibility
of showing reduced transmission due to Anderson local-
ization at low intensity as seen in Fig. 8(a,b). As Iin is
increased there is an initial loss of transmission due to
effective photon-photon interactions even for the inho-
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FIG. 8. Inhomogeneous side-coupled systems THLE trans-
mission profile for system sizes N = 3, 4 in the left and right
columns respectively. The first three rows show transmission
profiles with input intensity Iin (in terms of ωa/vg) increas-
ing on going down the columns as Iin = 1.12 × 10−6(a,b),
Iin = 9.4 × 10−3(c), Iin = 0.047(d) and Iin = 0.68(e,f).
The last row shows transmission with Iin, for homogeneous
and inhomogeneous qubits respectively, at ωp = 0.988ωa and
0.992ωa for N = 3(g), and at ωp = 1.01ωa for N = 4(h). For
the homogeneous medium, both system sizes have gj = 0.02ωa

and ωqj = ωa. For the inhomogeneous system N = 3 has
gj/ωa = (0.04, 0.01, 0.04), ωqj/ωa = (0.95, 1.0, 1.06) while
N = 4 has, gj/ωa = (0.05, 0.007, 0.02, 0.04), ωqj/ωa =
(0.92, 1.0, 1.06, 1.08). The remaining parameters are, ωrj =
ωa, ΓL = ΓR = 0.02ωa, Jx = 0.01ωa and U = 1.05ωa.

mogeneous system, 8(c,d). However, at high Iin, photon
transport re-emerges as qubits get saturated by photons
and qubits have less effect on photons transiting through
the resonators, Fig. 8(e,f). We observe that the trans-
mission profile for both homogeneous and inhomogeneous
qubits is very similar at high Iin as the resonators in the
medium are all identical. The small difference at high
Iin is due to non-identical qubits being at different sat-
uration levels. The non-monotonic reduction and rise of
transmission is observed in case of both homogeneous and
inhomogeneous qubits as shown in Fig. 8(g,h). A very
interesting effect is seen for the inhomogeneous system,
namely, the effective photon-photon interactions end up
resulting in a higher transmission than its photon trans-
port at low intensity, which is lowered due to Anderson
localization.



14

SUMMARY AND OUTLOOK

In this paper, we have explored transmission proper-
ties of photons through lattices of direct and side-coupled
qubits, where the qubits have on-site interaction. With
the increase in intensity of incoming photons in a coher-
ent state, both lattices develop effective photon-photon
interactions and related photon blockade mediated by
the on-site interaction at the qubits. For the direct-
coupled qubits, at single photon limit the transmission
line-shape shows resonance peaks equal to the number of
qubits in the system. With an increase in intensity the
photon blockade occurs, which causes lowering of reso-
nance transmission peaks until negligible transmission is
observed at a very high intensity when the qubits get sat-
urated by photons. The side-coupled qubits, at low inten-
sity, also show resonance peaks with maximum transmis-
sion and a transmission minima at the qubit frequency.
With an increase in intensity, the resonance peaks low-
ers due to photon blockade along with rise in transmis-
sion at the qubit frequency. At a very high intensity
the qubits get saturated and their effects start to dis-
appear resulting in a revival of photon transport in the
lattice of side-coupled qubits. A non-monotonic behavior
of transmission with increase in Iin is observed for both
homogeneous and inhomogeneous side-coupled qubits.

We also performed a quasi-classical analysis for the
two lattices, which completely fails to show any transmis-
sion reduction due to photon blockade. For both lattices,
the QCA shows agreement with THLE at single particle
limit but fails at higher intensities and shows a shift in
the QCA transmission profile. One of our main contri-
butions in this paper is to modify the QCA equations
by introducing a complex on-site interaction by match-
ing the THLE and QCA transmissions for the single site
case. The modified QCA is effective in capturing effective
photon-photon interactions for a wide range of parame-
ters even at larger system sizes.

At low Iin, both QCA and modified QCA matches
the THLE transmission profile. However, as we increase
the intensity, the on-site interaction (U) at the qubits
creates effective interactions or optical nonlinearities be-
tween photons mediated by the qubits’ excitations cause
photon blockade resulting in reduction of transport of
photons, which is observed in the THLE transmission
profile. The QCA only shows a shift in the transmission
profile while the modified QCA agrees with the THLE
results. For the side-coupled system, at very high in-
tensities we essentially observe transmission through a
harmonic chain of resonators with little effects from the
qubits. In this limit, the qubits can be thought of as
additional baths, and the photon transport is mainly by
the resonator chain. The modified QCA, however, shows
perfect agreement with THLE results for all Iin values
fairly accurately at low Jx. which is not surprising as the
correction (Ueff) was derived from the THLE for single
resonator qubit pair with enough truncation to capture
the photon blockade and saturation phenomena. How-

ever, with increase in Jx, the effectiveness of modified
QCA reduces. We hope that further studies will provide
more insight into improving this approach to work for an
even wider set of parameters.
The one-dimensional open QED lattices explored in

our work are complementary to an earlier experimental
work in circuit QED lattices [8], but we believe that the
transport features observed by us are within the reach
of recent experimental developments. Control over inter-
nal losses in the bulk of the lattice poses experimental
challenges, and the current theoretical study can readily
be extended to incorporate some intrinsic losses from the
qubits and resonators. It would also be useful to exam-
ine the effects of inhomogeneity and optical nonlinearity
systematically and explore the possibility of many-body
localization [18, 45–48] in these systems. On the analysis
side, there is room for further improvement with a more
systematic way of introducing the corrections such that
the modified quasi-classical equations are applicable to a
much broader range of parameters. Perhaps some renor-
malization procedure can also be developed that consid-
ers one qubit at a time with more variables and the rest
of the system as renormalized parameters. This method
can also be extended using the exact result of two site
system to be applicable at higher Jx also.
Further, it will be of interest to see how well the mod-

ified QCA is able to match the output spectra including
the phenomena such as the Mollow triplet which are ob-
served for this system in the quantum analysis. These
may lead to further insights for making better quasi-
classical approximations. An earlier work has extracted
an effective temperature by fitting the low frequency part
of the spectra in quantum spin chains [49]. Similar fitting
for Ueff may give important insights into more refined de-
tails of the blockade phenomena.
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Appendix A: Complex on-site interaction for
side-coupled qubits

To calculate the complex on-site interaction (Ueff) for
the side-coupled qubits medium, we match the transmis-
sion probabilities of the THLE and the QCA for a sin-
gle resonator-qubit pair. To calculate the steady-state
solutions of the THLE, we consider a truncated set of
the operators ST =

[
S01 S01 S11 S12 S12 S02 S02

]
.

The THLEs for these operators are given by Eqs. 22-25
and their conjugates. In contrast to direct-coupled qubits
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case, we require a larger operator set to calculate Ueff in
order to perfectly match the modified QCA results with
those from the THLE analysis.

After solving the set of seven coupled THLEs, we ob-
tain the expected steady-state solution for S∞

01 in terms

of S∞
11 as

S∞
01 = E1 + E2S∞

11 , (A1)

and the expectation value of S∞
11 is given as

S∞
11 =

−ΩL(A
∗E∗

1 +AE1)

g1(A+A∗) + ΩL(AE2 +A∗E∗
2 )
, (A2)

where,

E1 =
−g1ΩL(iδωq1AA

∗ + 2g21A
∗ + g1A+ 2iUAA∗)(iδωq1A+ g21 + iUA)(iδωq1A+ g21)AA

∗

(iδωq1A+ g21)
(
(iδωq1AA

∗ + 2g21A
∗ + g1A+ 2iUAA∗)(iδωq1A+ g21 + iUA)(iδωq1A+ g21) + 2iUg21Ω

2
LA

2
) ,
(A3)

E2 =
4iUg1ΩL(iδωq1A+ g21 + iUA)A∗

(iδωq1AA
∗ + 2g21A

∗ + g1A+ 2iUAA∗)(iδωq1A+ g21 + iUA)(iδωq1A+ g21)AA
∗ + 2iUg21Ω

2
LA

,

(A4)

where, A = iδωr1 + Γ and Γ = ΓL + ΓR. By integrating
out the resonators we have obtained the expected value
F∞
01 in Eq. 21
The quasi-classical equations for the side-coupled

medium at steady-state for N = 1 are

(iδωr1 + Γ)αss
1 + ig1β

ss
1 + iΩL = 0, (A5)

iδωq1β
ss
1 + 2iU |βss

1 |2βss
1 + ig1α

ss
1 = 0. (A6)

The transmission probabilities for the THLE and QCA
for N = 1 at steady-state is given by

TTHLE =
2ΓR

vgIin
F∞
11 , (A7)

TQCA =
2ΓR

vgIin
|αss

1 |2, (A8)

where F∞
11 is given by Eq. 44. Similar to direct-coupled

medium’s case, we match the steady-state THLE and
QCA transmission probabilities by demanding |αss

1 |2 =
F∞
11 . Again, we choose the phase of αss

1 to be the same
as F∞

01 which gives αss
1 as

αss
1 =

√
F∞
11F

∞
01

|F∞
01 |

. (A9)

The Eq. A5 also gives us the expression for βss
1 which is

βss
1 = −(ΩL + (δωr1 − iΓ)αss

1 )/g1. Finally, we replace U
with Ueff in Eq. A6 and solve for Ueff which is given by

Ueff = −δωq1β
ss
1 + g1α

ss
1

2|βss
1 |2βss

1

. (A10)

The transmission probability even for a single qubit-
resonator pair, given by Eqs. A7, 44, A1-A4, is a very
long cumbersome expression analytically. However, sev-
eral features of this system are present even at low inten-
sity which can be captured by single-particle calculation
presented in Appendix C.

Appendix B: Inelastic scattering of the photons

To investigate the elastic and inelastic components of
photon transmission, we first calculate the transmission
amplitude (tN (ωp)) for each of the mediums of size N
which is given by

tN (ωp) =
−2iπgR
Ep

⟨χN ⟩, (B1)

where, χN is bN for the direct-coupled qubits medium
and fN for the side-coupled qubits medium.
Interestingly, the mod-squared transmission amplitude

|tN (ωp)|2 does not give us the total transmission prob-
ability (TTHLE). It only captures what is called coher-
ent component of transmission [50] as opposed to an in-
coherent component that displays inelastic scattering of
the photons at higher intensity. To investigate the co-
herent and incoherent contribution in the transmission
probability, we compare the mod-squared transmission
amplitudes (|tN (ωp)|2) with the transmission probability
(T ∞

THLE), at m = 6, for the two mediums of size N = 2
in Fig. 9. At low light intensities, we find that |t2(ωp)|2
is equal to T ∞

THLE in Fig. 9(a,b), which indicates that
there is very little incoherent contribution to the trans-
mission due to the nonlinearities at such intensities. As
we increase the intensity, we find that the difference be-
tween T ∞

THLE and |t2(ωp)|2 increases, and the coherent
part |t2(ωp)|2 is less than the total transmission in Fig.
9 (c,d). The difference between T ∞

THLE and |t2(ωp)|2 pro-
vides an estimate of incoherently transmitted photons in
our mediums.
As only lossless systems have been considered in the

paper, the presence of inelastic components can be con-
firmed by evaluating the power spectrum of the trans-
mitted photons. In the direct-coupled qubits, it can be
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FIG. 9. Transmission profiles comparing the mod-square of
transmission amplitude (|t2(ωp)|2) with transmission proba-
bilities (T ∞

THLE) for two (N = 2) direct-coupled qubits (a, c)
and two side-coupled qubits (b, d). The incident photon in-
tensity Iin (in terms of ωa/vg) increases on going down the
column as Iin = 1.0 × 10−6(a, b) and Iin = 0.011(c, d). Pa-
rameters are: ωqj = ωrj = ωa, Jx = ΓL = ΓR = 0.02ωa,
U = 1.05ωa, gj = 0.04ωa.

0.0 0.4
(ω−ωqj)/ωa

0.05

0.10

P
in
c

tr
(ω

)

Iin = 0.0164

Iin = 0.412

0.00
−0.4

FIG. 10. The incoherent component of power spectrum show-
ing inelastic scattering of photons (the two side peaks at
higher intensity) for two direct-coupled qubits at resonant in-
put frequency. Intensity (Iin) is in terms of ωa/vg. Parameters
are: ωqj = 1.0ωa, Jx = ΓL = ΓR = 0.02ωa, U = 1.05ωa.

obtained by [37]:

Ptr(ω) = Re

∫ ∞

0

dτ

π
eiωτ ⟨a†Rk

(t)aRk
(t+ τ)⟩. (B2)

Under the initial condition as mentioned in the main text,
the above expression reduces down to

Ptr(ω) =
2ΓR

πvg
Re

∫ ∞

0

dτeiωτ ⟨b†N (t)bN (t+ τ)⟩. (B3)

The procedure to calculate the two-time correlation of

qubit operators ⟨b†N (t)bN (t + τ)⟩ for a single qubit is
mentioned in [37]. The procedure can be extended
to multiple direct-coupled qubits to evaluate the trans-
mission power spectrum having coherent and incoher-
ent components, i.e, Ptr(ω) = P coh

tr (ω) + P inc
tr (ω). For

a single qubit, the coherent component is P coh
tr (ω) =

(2ΓR/vg)|S01(t → ∞)|2δ(ω − ωp) while the incoherent
component is P inc

tr (ω) = (ΓR/π)Re(I3) where I3 is given
as

I3 =
|S01(∞)|2 − S11(∞)

µ1
+

Ω2
L(S10(∞))2 − Ω2

L(|S01(∞)|2 − S11(∞))µ2/µ1 − 2iΩLµ2S10(∞)S11(∞)

2µ1µ2µ3 +Ω2
L(µ1 + µ2)

, (B4)

where µ1 = −(ΓL+ΓR)+ i(ω−ωq1), µ2 = −(ΓL+ΓR)+
i(ω+ ωq1 − 2ωp) and µ3 = −(ΓL +ΓR) + i(ω− ωp). The
above expressions are also valid for larger system sizes
and their power spectrum can be obtained by replacing
the operators with the ones for the last qubit.

The incoherent part of transmission power spectrum

for two direct-coupled qubits is shown in Fig. 10. At
low incident intensity, we observe a single peak around
the qubits’ frequency. However, as the incident intensity
is increased, we observe three peaks. The three peaks
at high input light intensity are known as the Mollow
triplets. These triplets are characteristic of the inelasti-
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FIG. 11. The transmission and reflection probabilities along
with their sum with increasing ωp for a system of two direct-
coupled qubits (a, c) and two side-coupled qubits (b, d). Pho-
ton intensity Iin (in terms of ωa/vg) increases on going down
the column as Iin = 1.0 × 10−6(a, b) and Iin = 0.011(c, d).
Parameters are: ωqj = ωrj = ωa, Jx = ΓL = ΓR = 0.02ωa,
U = 1.05ωa, gj = 0.04ωa.

cally scattered photons [51].
Further, to demonstrate that the mediums considered

here are lossless, we numerically verify that the sum of
steady-state reflection and transmission probabilities is
unity in Fig. 11. This is true even at higher intensities,
Fig. 11 (c,d), where the effects of interactions are active.

Appendix C: Single-photon transport in a
side-coupled medium

To understand the single-photon transport dynamics
in a single resonator-qubit pair, we first write the side-
coupled qubits system’s Hamiltonian given in Section II B
in real-space in which the momentum space operators
are replaced by their Fourier transform. The real-space
Hamiltonian is thus given as

Hr

ℏ
=
Hside

ℏ
− ivg

∫
dx

(
a†Lx

∂

∂x
aLx + a†Rx

∂

∂x
aRx

)
+ (

√
2vgΓLf

†
1aL0 +

√
2vgΓRf

†
1aR0 +H.c.).

(C1)

Similar to the main text, we assume a photon is incom-
ing from the left of the medium. For the side-coupled
medium of a single qubit-resonator pair in the ground
state, the wave function of an incoming single photon is
given by

|ψ⟩in =
1√
2π

∫
dxeikxa†Lx|ϕ⟩ ⊗ |0⟩r ⊗ |0⟩q, (C2)

where k is the wave vector of the incoming photon and |ϕ⟩
denotes the vacuum of light field. |0⟩r and |0⟩q indicate

the ground state of the resonator and qubit, respectively.
An incoming single photon can excite the resonator and
qubit to their excited state |1⟩r and |1⟩q. Therefore, the
wave function of the system after the photon interacts
with the medium (|ψ⟩s) is given by

|ψ⟩s =
1√
2π

∫
dx{δ(x)[erk|ϕ⟩ ⊗ |1⟩r ⊗ |0⟩q

+ eqk|ϕ⟩ ⊗ |0⟩r ⊗ |1⟩q] + [ΦL
k (x)a

†
Lx

+ΦR
k (x)a

†
Rx]|ϕ⟩ ⊗ |0⟩r ⊗ |0⟩q}, (C3)

where eqk and erk are the amplitudes of the excited res-
onator and qubit, respectively. Here, ΦL

k (x) and ΦR
k (x)

are the amplitudes of the scattered photon in the left and
right sides of the side-coupled medium.
These amplitudes can be found by the time-

independent Schrödinger equation Hr|ψ⟩s = ℏωp|ψ⟩s,
which gives two coupled linear equations for the ampli-
tudes of the resonator and the qubit, and two more in-
homogeneous differential equations for the amplitudes of
photons. The two differential equations are

− ivg
∂

∂x
ΦL

k (x) +
√

2vgΓLe
r
kδ(x) = ωpΦ

L
k (x), (C4)

− ivg
∂

∂x
ΦR

k (x) +
√
2vgΓRe

r
kδ(x) = ωpΦ

R
k (x). (C5)

By following [42], the Eqs. C4 and C5 are regularized (at
x = 0) and we assume photon coming from the left of the
medium which gives

ΦL
k (0) = 1− i

√
ΓL

2vg
erk, (C6)

ΦR
k (0) = −i

√
ΓR

2vg
erk. (C7)

The initial states eq. C6 and C7 are then substituted in
the solutions of the medium elements. Therefore, we are
left with the equations of resonator and qubit amplitudes
which are written as

(ωr1 − ωp − i(ΓL + ΓR))e
r
k + g1e

q
k = −

√
2vgΓL, (C8)

(ωq1 − ωp)e
q
k + g1e

r
k = 0. (C9)

The transmission amplitude for this medium is given
by

ts1(ωp) = −i

√
2ΓR

vg
erk. (C10)

By using the solutions of Eq. C8 and C9, we obtain
the transmission amplitude for a single-site side-coupled
qubit medium ts1(ωp) as

ts1(ωp) =
2i
√
ΓLΓR(ωq1 − ωp)

(ωr1 − ωp − i(ΓL + ΓR))(ωq1 − ωp)− g21
.

(C11)
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The numerator of Eq. C11 explains the complete re-
duction of transmission at resonance with the qubit.
The mod-squared transmission amplitude for the qubit-
resonator pair |ts1(ωp)|2 shows two peaks at the photon
frequencies

ωp± =
(ωr1 + ωq1

2

)
±
√(ωr1 − ωq1

2

)2

+ g21 . (C12)

Appendix D: The self-consistent mean-field analysis
for the direct-coupled system

The propagation of photons through the medium can
also be studied using the mean-field approximation ap-
plied on the on-site interaction term in the Hamilto-
nian. In the case of direct-coupled qubits, after applying
the mean-field approximation the Hamiltonian of the the
medium becomes

Hmf
direct =ℏ

N∑
j=1

ωqj b
†
jbj + Ub†jbj(⟨b

†
jbj⟩ − 1)

+ ℏ
N−1∑
j=1

2Jx(b
†
jbj+1 + b†j+1bj). (D1)

The bath and bath coupling terms are also included in
the complete Hamiltonian of the medium. To obtain the
mean-field equations for the system, we derive a set of
N equations by using the Heisenberg equations for the
operators bj for each site given by

ḃj =− (iδωqj + Γj)bj − iU(⟨b†jbj⟩ − 1)bj

− 2iJx(bj−1 + bj+1)− iΩLδ1,j , (D2)

where, Γj = 0 for 2 ≤ j ≤ N −1, Γ1 = ΓL and ΓN = ΓR.
If N = 1, Γ = ΓL + ΓR. We use open boundary con-
dition for the medium, i.e. b0 = bN+1 = 0. Similar
to the quasi-classical equations, the mean-field equations
has no dependence on other excited states and, therefore,
N mean-field equations have all the necessary informa-
tion to model the medium.
By comparing the Eq. D2 with the quasi-classical equa-

tions, we observe that the on-site interaction term in
mean-field equations has missed a factor of 2 and has
an additional -1 as well. Therefore, we put the factor of
2 in the on-site interaction and remove -1 explicitly in
the numerical calculations.
Each of the mean-field equations has number opera-

tor (⟨b†jbj⟩) in the RHS. Therefore to solve these equa-
tions at steady-state, we multiply each of the N equa-
tions with its conjugate to derive a set of coupled equa-
tions for number operators at each site. For example, we
get the following self-consistent mean-field equations for
a medium two direct-coupled qubits

⟨b†1b1⟩ =
|δωq2 + 2U⟨b†2b2⟩ − iΓR|2Ω2

L

|4J2
x − (δωq1 + 2U⟨b†1b1⟩ − iΓL)(δωq2 + 2U⟨b†2b2⟩ − iΓR)|2

, (D3)

⟨b†2b2⟩ =
4J2

xΩ
2
L

|4J2
x − (δωq1 + 2U⟨b†1b1⟩ − iΓL)(δωq2 + 2U⟨b†2b2⟩ − iΓR)|2

. (D4)

In order to get numerical solutions of these equations
we run a self-consistent loop over the set of equations
for a large number of iterations and calculate the output

transmission using the formula

T ∞
mf =

2ΓR

vgIin
⟨b†NbN ⟩. (D5)

As mentioned in the main text, the self-consistent
mean-field after making the corrections mentioned above
agrees with QCA for a wide range of parameters.
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