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A much-needed solution for the efficient modeling of strong coupling between matter and optical cavity modes is
offered by mean-field mixed quantum–classical dynamics, where a classical cavity field interacts self-consistently with
quantum states of matter through Ehrenfest’s theorem. We previously introduced a modified mean-field approach,
referred to as decoupled mean-field (DC-MF) dynamics, wherein vacuum fluctuations of the cavity field are decoupled
from the quantum-mechanical ground state as a means to resolve an unphysical drawing of energy from the vacuum
fluctuations by a two-level atom. Here, we generalize DC-MF dynamics for an arbitrary number of (nondegenerate)
atomic levels, and show that it resolves an unphysical lack of emission from a three-level atom predicted by conventional
mean-field dynamics. We furthermore show DC-MF to provide an improved description of reabsorption and (resonant)
two-photon emission processes.

In recent years, strong light–matter coupling has come un-
der increased scrutiny as a viable means to modify the phys-
ical and chemical properties of matter.1–10 Coupling atoms,
molecules, and materials to confined optical modes inside cav-
ities gives rise to hybrid light–matter excitations called polari-
tons, which have experimentally been demonstrated to impact
chemical reactions,11–14 energy transfer,15–19 and other phe-
nomena. However, the basic principles governing such polari-
tonic effects remain debated. In order to further unravel such
principles, there is a particular need for theoretical models
that realistically capture cavity fields beyond the commonly-
adopted single-mode representation.20,21 For decades, classi-
cal dynamics has proven to provide an inexpensive yet ac-
curate means to realistically describe optical fields and their
interaction with matter, in the form of finite-difference time-
domain22 and finite element methods23,24 where matter is ac-
counted for by means of a dielectric. Such approaches have
also been combined with quantum master equations in order to
phenomenologically account for the quantum-mechanical be-
havior of matter.25–27 Only in recent years, however, has there
been significant effort in developing a fully self-consistent
mixed quantum–classical28,29 and semi-classical30,31 frame-
works for the modeling of matter embedded in a cavity. It has
been shown that within the mixed quantum–classical frame-
work, the self-consistent interaction between classical light
and quantum matter is preferably described through Ehren-
fest’s theorem,29 employing a mean-field (MF) approximation
for the quantum force acting on the classical coordinates.

In spite of its success, such MF modeling has its short-
comings. Perhaps most notably, it suffers from an unphysi-
cal transfer of energy out of cavity vacuum fluctuations. The
reason for this behavior is that vacuum fluctuations described
by classical dynamics are not automatically kept from donat-
ing energy, as is the case when describing such fluctuations
in terms of quantum-mechanical Fock states. Recently,32 we
highlighted this issue for a two-level atom inside a cavity.
When prepared in its lower level, the atom was shown to ab-
sorb energy out of the cavity vacuum fluctuations, giving rise
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FIG. 1. a) Atomic populations and b) cavity photon number of a
symmetric three-level atom initiated in its middle level. Shown are
results calculated with CISDT (black), MF dynamics (red), and DC-
MF dynamics (blue). Atomic populations are shown for the highest
level (solid), middle level (dashed), and lowest level (dash-dotted).
The time axis is broken into shorter and longer times for ease of
demonstration.

to “negative” wavefronts in the cavity field emanating from
the atom, concomitant with the atom attaining a population
in its higher level. Moreover, we introduced a modified MF
method wherein vacuum fluctuations are represented by sepa-
rate classical coordinates which are explicitly decoupled from
the lower level of the atom.32 The resulting method, referred
to as decoupled mean-field (DC-MF) dynamics, was shown to
yield results with radical improvements in accuracy over tra-
ditional MF modeling, in addition to rigorously resolving the
drawing of energy out of vacuum fluctuations.32

In the present article, we generalize DC-MF dynamics to
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the case of an arbitrary number of (nondegenerate) atomic lev-
els, and apply it to a three-level atom inside a Fabry–Pérot
cavity. In doing so, we uncover further manifestations of the
shortcomings of the conventional implementation of MF dy-
namics. In particular, we show that a three-level atom with
equal transition energies and transition dipoles between sub-
sequent levels (referred to as a “symmetric” three-level atom)
will not emit when initiated in its middle level, but instead
will distribute excitation energy among all three levels with-
out exchanging energy with the cavity field, as demonstrated
in Fig. 1. The complete lack of emission can be qualitatively
understood based on the upward transition yielding negative
wavefronts (as found previously32) that cancel out against
the positive wavefronts produced by the downward transition.
The DC-MF method, by decoupling upward transitions from
vacuum fluctuations, resolves this unphysical behavior while
consistently providing significant improvements in accuracy.

We consider a multi-level atom described by the Hamilto-
nian

ĤA =
∑

k

ϵk |k⟩⟨k|, (1)

where k runs over the atomic levels, and where the associated
energies are denoted ϵk. The atomic levels are assumed to be
nondegenerate, and ordered such that ϵk < ϵl for any k < l.
In the conventional implementation of MF dynamics28 (see
Supplementary Material for details), the interaction between
the atom and the cavity field is described by the Hamiltonian33

ĤAF =
∑

α

∑

k<l

ωαλαµklQα|k⟩⟨l| + H.c., (2)

where α labels the cavity mode, λα is the coupling strength
of the mode to the atom, and ωα = πc0αL−1 the associated
mode frequency, where c0 and L are the speed of light and the
cavity length, respectively. The classical coordinate Qα repre-
sents the electric field amplitude of cavity mode α, while µkl
denotes the transition dipole moment between atomic levels k
and l. Here, it is assumed that all atomic transition dipoles are
aligned with the optical polarization direction. The classical
coordinates are treated as harmonic oscillators, governed by
the Hamiltonian function

HF =
1
2

∑

α

(
P2
α + ω

2
αQ2

α

)
, (3)

with the momentum-like coordinate Pα being associated with
the magnetic component of mode α.34

From Eq. 2 it is evident that the interaction between the
atom and the cavity field vanishes in the absence of fluctua-
tions of Qα. Such fluctuations may arise due to external pump-
ing of the cavity field or due to thermal motion. In the absence
of external pumping, and at low temperatures, the dominant
source is vacuum fluctuations instead. Within the conven-
tional implementation of MF dynamics,28 this is accounted
for by sampling the classical coordinates from a Wigner dis-
tribution, yielding finite fluctuations even in the limit of van-
ishing temperature. The subsequent dynamics of Qα and Pα is
governed by Hamilton’s equations of motion, which represent

a mode-resolved form of Maxwell’s equations, and which in-
volve a “feedback” force due to the quantum state of the atom,
given by

Fα = −
〈
ψ

∣∣∣∇Qα
ĤAF

∣∣∣ψ
〉
. (4)

The quantum state is expanded in terms of the energy levels
as

|ψ⟩ =
∑

k

ck |k⟩ . (5)

Its time evolution is governed by the time-dependent
Schrödinger equation,

|ψ̇⟩ = − i
ℏ

(
ĤA + ĤAF

)
|ψ⟩. (6)

Substitution of Eqs. 2 and 5 into Eq. 4 yields

Fα = −ωαλα
∑

k,l

c∗kcl µkl. (7)

When considering a symmetric three-level atom, with equal
transition energies and dipoles between subsequent levels, we
have µ12 = µ23 = µ, µ13 = 0, ϵ1 = −ϵ3 = −ϵ, and ϵ2 = 0. Upon
initiating the atom in its middle level, c2 = 1, and c1 = c3 = 0.
(Here, we arbitrarily associate the zero point of energy with
the middle level and c2 with the real gauge, which does not
affect the outcome of our analysis.) After a time increment
∆t, sufficiently short so that the classical coordinates can be
assumed to be invariable, the expansion coefficients to second
order in ∆t are given by

c1 = −c∗3 = −
(∆t)2

2ℏ2 ϵ Γ − i∆t
ℏ
Γ

c2 = 1 +
(∆t)2

ℏ2 Γ
2, (8)

with Γ ≡ µ
∑
α ωαλαQα. This implies that the middle level

is antisymmetrically coupled to the lowest and highest levels,
respectively. It is straightforward to verify that c1 = −c∗3 con-
tinues to hold at all times while c2 remains real-valued. In ac-
cordance with Eq. 7, this in turn yields Fα = 0. The complete
absence of any feedback force prevents the atom from donat-
ing energy to the cavity field, explaining the lack of emission
observed for MF dynamics in Fig. 1.

DC-MF,32 rather than sampling the classical coordinates
from a Wigner distribution, represents vacuum fluctuations
by a distinct set of coordinates that are drawn from a Gaus-
sian distribution resembling the ground state wave function
of the cavity field in Wigner phase-space, and which comple-
ments another set representative of thermal fluctuations that
are drawn from a Boltzmann distribution (see Supplementary
Material for details). It was first introduced for a two-level
atom, for which vacuum fluctuations were explicitly decou-
pled from the lowest level of the atom, as a pragmatic means
to avoid the aforementioned drawing of energy by the atom.
Here, we generalize DC-MF by decoupling vacuum fluctua-
tions from the lowest of the involved levels for every transi-
tion contributing to the atom–field Hamiltonian. Accordingly,
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Eq. 2 is replaced by

ĤDC
AF =

∑

α

∑

k<l

ωαλαµkl

(
Qα + ρlQ̃α

)
|k⟩⟨l| + H.c. (9)

Here, Q̃α represents the vacuum fluctuations whereas Qα rep-
resents the thermal fluctuations, each of which are governed
by their own set of Hamilton’s equations of motion, and in-
volving their own feedback forces.32 Furthermore, ρl ≡ |cl|2 is
the quantum population of level l, the inclusion of which gives
rise to the aforementioned decoupling.

With regard to the symmetric three-level atom, it is the in-
troduction of the term ρl in Eq. 9 that breaks the antisymmetry
of the couplings between the middle level and the upper/lower
level, as a result of which c1 , −c∗3, and Fα , 0. This in turn
implies that DC-MF allows for emission from a symmetric
three-level atom when prepared in the middle level, as further
discussed below.

It should be noted that the DC-MF formalism as outlined
in the above does not rigorously conserve total energy, unless
the time-dependence of the atomic population (ρl) can be ex-
pressed as a dependence on the classical coordinates, which
is nontrivial.32 In the present study, deviations of the total
energy are within 2% of the energy transferred between the
quantum and classical subsystems. It is also worth noting that
violations of energy conservation occur exclusively during in-
stances of energy exchange between the cavity field and the
atom. As such, special care should be taken especially when
considering the long-time dynamics of small cavity systems
with frequent interactions.

The calculations presented in this work invoke a single
atom located at the center of the cavity. Accordingly, the cou-
pling strength between the atom and the cavity field is given
by

λα =

√
2
ϵ0L

sin
(
πα

2

)
, (10)

where ϵ0 is the vacuum permittivity. Our parametrization is
based on previous work by Hoffmann et al.,28 which con-
sidered a three-level atom consisting of the lowest three lev-
els of one-dimensional hydrogen.35 However, we modified
the transition dipole moments and transition energies asso-
ciated with the third level in order to produce the symmet-
ric atom from Fig. 1, and to generally assure convergence
of the numerically-exact reference calculations (as discussed
below). As before,28,31,32 the cavity length was set to L =
2.362 × 105 a.u. = 12.5 µm, and the cavity field is repre-
sented by its 400 lowest modes, each of which was initiated at
zero temperature. For MF and DC-MF dynamics, all observ-
ables shown were obtained through the procedure described
previously32 (see Supplementary Material for details), while
taking an average over 105 trajectories.

The numerically-exact reference calculations involved con-
figuration interaction singles, doubles, and triples (CISDT; see
Supplementary Material for details), while convergence was
assured through a comparison with configuration interaction
without triples. We note that an inclusion of triples is unnec-
essary when assuring convergence for a three-level atom ini-

tiated in its highest level,28 but that an initiation in the middle
level renders convergence much more challenging.

The symmetric three-level atom from Fig. 1 was
parametrized as ϵ1 = −0.6738 a.u., ϵ2 = −0.2798 a.u.,
ϵ3 = 0.1142 a.u. (yielding equal gaps between subsequent lev-
els), and µ12 = µ23 = 1.034 a.u. (and with µ13 = 0 a.u.), and
was initiated in the middle level. As noted before, within MF
dynamics the atom redistributes its excitation energy between
all three levels. Throughout this process, the photon num-
ber is invariably zero, implying a complete lack of emission
into the cavity, as rationalized by the antisymmetric couplings
between the middle level and the lowest and highest levels,
respectively.

DC-MF, on the other hand, by breaking the antisymmetry
among the inter-level couplings, resolves the unphysical lack
of emission by the symmetric three-level atom, yielding a sub-
stantial photon number, as shown in Fig. 1. Perhaps more sur-
prisingly, it yields substantial improvements in overall accu-
racy, generating results in reasonable agreement with the ref-
erence calculations. Most notably, it reproduces a complete
depletion of the middle level. It also reproduces the reabsorp-
tion event arising from optical wavefronts reappearing at the
atomic location after cycling through the cavity, although the
magnitude of this effect is underestimated. Perhaps the most
obvious shortcoming of DC-MF is that it predicts a finite –
albeit modest – population of the highest level not seen in the
reference calculations.

We now proceed to consider a three-level atom more
closely resembling one-dimensional hydrogen, initiated in
its second and third levels, adopting the parameters ϵ1 =

−0.6738 a.u., ϵ2 = −0.2798 a.u., ϵ3 = −0.1547 a.u., µ12 =

1.034 a.u., and µ23 = −1.5 a.u. (and with µ13 = 0 a.u.).
Note that µ23 has been adjusted compared to the standard one-
dimensional hydrogen values,35 which was necessary in order
to assure convergence of the reference calculations for the par-
ticular case when the atom is initiated in its middle level. For
completeness, we included results employing the original pa-
rameters in the Supplementary Material, where it should be
stressed that configuration interaction results for the middle
level may not be converged.

Shown in Fig. 2(a) and (b) are results for the quasi-
hydrogenic three-level atom initiated in its middle level. This
level is no longer antisymmetrically coupled to the lowest and
highest levels, respectively, even within MF dynamics, due
to the parametrization of the atom. Indeed, for MF dynam-
ics we observe a transient rise in the photon number, implying
emission of the atom into the cavity field. However, this emis-
sion is still severely underestimated by MF dynamics, which
generally remains lacking in quantitative accuracy. In partic-
ular, it yields finite asymptotic populations of the middle and
highest levels not seen in the reference calculations. DC-MF
dynamics, on the other hand, reaches near-quantitative accu-
racy, including vanishing populations of the middle and high-
est levels, while capturing the full extent of the reabsorption
events. The breaking of the resonance between the lowest-to-
middle and middle-to-highest transitions suppresses pathways
towards the highest level, as a result of which DC-MF dynam-
ics and the reference calculations resemble the two-level atom
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FIG. 2. Same as Fig. 1 but for a three-level atom resembling one-dimensional hydrogen initialized in a) and b) its middle level and c) and d)
its highest level.

results from our previous work.32

Results for the quasi-hydrogenic three-level atom initiated
in its highest level are shown in Fig. 2(c) and (d). This case
closely resembles the scenario considered previously by Hoff-
mann et al.28,29 and subsequently by Saller et al.,31 and repre-
sents a resonant two-photon emission process whereby a tran-
sient population of the lowest level is accompanied by a pop-
ulation rise and fall of the middle level. MF dynamics was
previously seen to capture the rise, but not the fall, of the mid-
dle level,28 which is confirmed by Fig. 2(c). DC-MF dynamics
radically improves upon this behavior, once more yielding sig-
nificant enhancements in accuracy and reaching a total photon
number close to the asymptotic value of 2, although it notice-
ably underestimates the rate of the overall process. The lat-
ter can be rationalized when considering that the middle level
population rises at similar rates for DC-MF and MF, but for
DC-MF takes comparatively longer to complete. This in turn
slows down the transfer towards the lowest level, which has to
proceed through the middle level. Ultimately, this results in a
delayed reabsorption peak.

Recent studies have benchmarked a variety of mixed
quantum–classical and semiclassical methods based on the
three-level hydrogen atom as well as a two-level atom.29–31 In
these studies, the modified linearized semiclassical (mLSC)
has emerged as perhaps the most promising method in terms
of its accuracy and computational feasibility.31 When compar-
ing results from DC-MF against those from mLSC results for
the three-level hydrogen atom, the latter can be seen to better
capture the timing of the reabsorption peaks, whereas DC-MF

improves upon the overall emission and reabsorption efficien-
cies.

To summarize, we have presented a generalization of DC-
MF dynamics to the case of an arbitrary number of atomic
levels. This generalization relies on a decoupling of upward
transitions from vacuum fluctuations of the optical field. We
have applied the resulting approach to the case of a three-level
atom embedded in a Fabry–Pérot cavity, and have shown that
it resolves the unphysical lack of emission from a symmetric
three-level atom initiated in its middle level predicted by (con-
ventional) MF dynamics. It furthermore leads to remarkable
improvements in accuracy when compared to numerically-
exact results, capturing reabsortion events as well as (reso-
nant) two-photon emission.

In line with previous works,28,31,32 the atom in a 12.5 µm
cavity considered in the present work serves well to uncover
the fundamental shortcomings and potentials of MF and DC-
MF dynamics. It should be noted that the results presented
here can readily be “rescaled” to the energetic regimes of
molecular electronics and vibrations, by adjusting the cavity
size accordingly. For the vibrational regime, the cavity size
would amount to approximately 400 µm which is markedly
larger than the half-wavelength cavities oftentimes employed,
but significantly smaller than centimeter-sized cavities used in
other studies.36

Moving forward it will be of interest to assess the accuracy
of DC-MF dynamics for cavity-embedded atoms, molecules,
and materials beyond three-levels representations. Seeing
that configuration interaction becomes computationally pro-
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hibitive for such cases, this prompts the need for alterna-
tive numerically-exact methods with improved scalability. It
should furthermore be noted that the appearance of quan-
tum populations in the atom–field Hamiltonian, as embod-
ied by Eq. 9, can be regarded as a functional dependence of
the Hamiltonian on the quantum state. Although it can be
argued that the currently-applied “functional” represents the
most straightforward choice, exploring alternative functionals
may open opportunities to further improve the quantitative ac-
curacy of DC-MF dynamics. It will be of particular interest to
consider degenerate levels, and how to best incorporate these
into a DC-MF scheme. It will also be interesting to formulate
a free-field version of DC-MF, which may be able to capture
phenomena such as Raman scattering,37,38 and to incorporate
dissipation into the DC-MF formalism. The latter can be in-
corporated by means of a rate term, following early examples
in the quantum optics community,39 or through an auxiliary
(semi)classical bath.40 As things stand, DC-MF seems to offer
a rather promising route towards the merging of classical field
descriptions and quantum models of matter, with the potential
to bridge between established techniques from both realms,
including finite-difference time domain and density functional
theory, respectively. We therefore anticipate exciting further
developments in the near future.

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

Methodological details of CISDT, MF dynamics, and DC-
MF dynamics and results for one-dimensional hydrogen
(without adjusting the parameters).
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S1. METHODOLOGICAL DETAILS

Here, we present a quick review of the methods applied in the main text. Where applicable, we

refer the reader to previous literature for further details.

A. Configuration interaction singles, doubles, and triples

Within configuration interaction singles, doubles, and triples (CISDT) the cavity field is de-

scribed fully quantum-mechanically. As such, the following total Hamiltonian is considered,

Ĥ = ĤA + ĤAF + ĤF, (S1)

with ĤA given by Eq. 1 of the main text, but with ĤAF given by

ĤAF =
∑

α

∑

k<l

ωαλαµklQ̂α|k⟩⟨l| + H.c., (S2)

rather than Eq. 2 of the main text. Here, Q̂α is the position-like operator of the cavity field, being

related to its electric component. In a similar fashion, ĤF is given by

ĤF =
1
2

∑

α

(
P̂2
α + ω

2
αQ̂2

α

)
, (S3)

with P̂α being the momentum-like operator of the cavity field, being related to its magnetic com-

ponent. Notably, in its current form, the total Hamiltonian can be derived from the Pauli–Fierz

Hamiltonian within the dipole approximation.

In principle, the Hilbert space associated with the above total Hamiltonian involves all of the

tensor products of the atomic and cavity field states, the latter of which can be described in terms

S2



of Fock states. Within configuration interaction, these Fock states are explicitly included up to a

certain total number of quanta, which in the context of the cavity field corresponds to the number

of photons present. Within CISDT, all combinations up to triples, meaning three quanta or three

photons, are included. Importantly, the full three-level representation of the atom is retained.

Accordingly, the combined atom-cavity wavefunction is expanded as

|ψ⟩ =
∑

k

ck,∅|k⟩ ⊗ |∅⟩ +
∑

k

Nα∑

α

ck,α|k⟩ ⊗ â†α|∅⟩ (S4)

+
∑

k

1
2 (2N2

α+Nα)∑

α,β

ck,α,β|k⟩ ⊗ â†αâ†β|∅⟩ +
∑

k

1
3 (2N3

α+3N2
α−2Nα)∑

α,β,γ

ck,α,β,γ|k⟩ ⊗ â†αâ†βâ
†
γ|∅⟩,

where |∅⟩ denotes the vacuum state of the cavity field, and Nα is the number of cavity modes

invoked. We note that all summations over cavity modes run up to Nα, unless indicated otherwise.

To prepare the three-level atom in its middle level, we first obtain the lowest eigenstate of

Ĥ, denoted |G⟩, after which the initial state is produced through |ψ⟩ = N|2⟩⟨1|G⟩, where N is a

normalization constant. In the same manner, the three-level atom is prepared in its highest level

through |ψ⟩ = N|3⟩⟨1|G⟩. The wavefunction is then propagated according to the time-dependent

Schrödinger equation,

|ψ̇⟩ = − i
ℏ

Ĥ|ψ⟩. (S5)

Within CISDT, the photon number expectation value is governed by

⟨N̂ph⟩ =
∑

α

⟨ψ|â†αâα|ψ⟩. (S6)

B. Mean-field dynamics

For a comprehensive review of mean-field (MF) dynamics in the context of a cavity-embedded

atom, we refer the reader to Ref. 1. The Hamiltonian employed in this method can be recovered

from the full-quantum Hamiltonian given by Eq. S1, by replacing the position and momentum-

like cavity parameters by their corresponding classical variables, Q̂α → Qα and P̂α → Pα, while

retaining a quantum description for the atom. This yields the Hamiltonian contributions ĤA, ĤAF,

and HF given by Eqs. 1, 2, and 3 of the main text.

The initial values of Qα and Pα are sampled from the zero-temperature Wigner distribution
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representing the vacuum fluctuations, given by

P(Qα, Pα) ∝
∏

α

exp
(
− P2

α

ℏωα

− ωαQ2
α

ℏ

)
. (S7)

Upon initialization, the quantum wavefunction of the atom is propagated by the time-dependent

Schrödinger equation, given by Eq. 6 of the main text, while the cavity field coordinates are gov-

erned by Hamilton’s equations,

Q̇α = Pα, Ṗα = −ω2
αQα + Fα. (S8)

Here, Fα is the “feedback” force exerted by the atom, and given by Eq. 4 of the main text.

Within MF dynamics, expectation values are obtained by subtracting the contribution of vac-

uum fluctuations. These contributions can be derived from the difference between the non-normal

ordered and normal ordered operators. Accordingly, the photon number expectation value is given

by

⟨Nph⟩ = 1
2

∑

α

(⟨P2
α⟩
ℏωα

+
ωα⟨Q2

α⟩
ℏ

− 1
)
. (S9)

C. Decoupled mean-field dynamics

Decoupled mean-field (DC-MF) dynamics was detailed for the limiting case of a two-level

atom in Ref. 2. In outlining the generalization of DC-MF dynamics to an arbitrary number of

levels, we will build on the two-level formalism while emphasizing differences introduced by this

generalization.

As mentioned in the main text, DC-MF dynamics relies on two sets of classical variables,

associated with the vacuum (Q̃α and P̃α) and thermal (Qα and Pα) fluctuations, respectively. As

such, the free-field Hamiltonian of the cavity field is given by

HF =
1
2

∑

α

(
P2
α + ω

2
αQ2

α + P̃2
α + ω

2
αQ̃2

α

)
, (S10)

while the atom–field interactions are governed by Eq. 9 of the main text. The vacuum fluctuations

are drawn from a Gaussian distribution (corresponding to the zero-temperature Wigner distribution

given by Eq. S7), while the thermal fluctuations are drawn from a Boltzmann distribution. In our

zero-temperature calculations, the latter were initialized as Qα = Pα = 0.

Within DC-MF dynamics, the quantum wavefunction of the atom is propagated through

|ψ̇⟩ = − i
ℏ

(
ĤA + ĤDC

AF

)
|ψ⟩, (S11)
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while the dynamics of the classical coordinates is governed by

Q̇α = Pα, Ṗα = −ω2
αQα + Fα, (S12)

˙̃Qα = P̃α,
˙̃Pα = −ω2

αQ̃α + F̃α,

with the feedback forces given by

Fα = −
〈
ψ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∂ĤAF

∂Qα

∣∣∣∣∣∣ψ
〉
, F̃α = −

〈
ψ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∂ĤAF

∂Q̃α

∣∣∣∣∣∣ψ
〉
. (S13)

Expectation values within DC-MF dynamics are obtained by adding the contribution from each

classical coordinate and subtracting the zero point contribution. Accordingly, the photon number

expectation value is given by

⟨Nph⟩ = 1
2

∑

α

(⟨P2
α⟩ + ⟨P̃2

α⟩
ℏωα

+
ωα(⟨Q2

α⟩ + ⟨Q̃2
α⟩)

ℏ
− 1

)
. (S14)
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S2. RESULTS FOR ONE-DIMENSIONAL HYDROGEN

FIG. S1. a) and c) Atomic populations and b) and d) cavity photon numbers of a three-level atom with

µ23 = −2.536 a.u., which is consistent with the parameters used in Refs. 1 and 3. The atom is initiated in

its a) and b) middle and c) and d) highest levels. Shown are results calculated with CISDT (black), MF

dynamics (red), and DC-MF dynamics (blue). Atomic populations are shown for the highest level (solid),

middle level (dashed), and lowest level (dash-dotted). The time axis is broken into shorter and longer times

for ease of demonstration. Importantly, configuration interaction results for the middle level may not be

converged.
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